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1
Decision/action requested

The group is asked to approve the proposed way forward for OAM enhancements of D-MLB discussion.
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3
Rationale

So far, several contributions focusing on the two problem statements (a.k.a. MLB algorithms misalignment and Non-uniform load distribution) in TR 32.860 [1] have been discussed in the group. The group members have different understandings and no consensus on the validity of the problem statements, see contributions [2] [3] [4] [5] [6].
The intention of this contribution is to provide some other information for better understanding in the group and propose a way forward for OAM enhancements of D-MLB (Distributed Mobility Load Balancing) discussion.
3GPP has adopted the agnostic approach for SON algorithm standardization
The first problem statement, i.e., "…To make the case stronger, in this example two eNBs are using similar algorithms and only configuration parameters of the algorithm are different…" is stated in MLB algorithms misalignment of TR 32.860 [1]. Contribution [6] provides an example ("one eNB is expecting another eNB from another vendor to accept offload but the other eNB does not accept") and suggests the following: if two eNBs are running same algorithm, it is recommended that they use same configuration.
The suggestion in contribution [6] ignores the fact that 3GPP has adopted the agnostic approach for SON algorithm standardization.

3GPP RAN3 has designed a multi-vendor mechanism for D-MLB. 3GPP has adopted an agnostic approach for SON algorithm standardization. No configuration parameters for NM MLB setting are standardized. The MLB in the specification contains information exchange between eNBs. It is up to the eNB to decide the mobility. The reason is that eNB has more information like UE type, service type, mobility, etc. Therefore, it was intentional to keep the MLB decision in eNB internal. Then RAN3 discussed methods to reduce impacts of using different parameters, such as exchange of HO trigger and UE grouping in the SON SI in Rel-12.
As mentioned above, other factors should also be considered by a smart MLB algorithm running in eNB, such as UE type, cell type, service type, mobility, etc. In some situations, different configurations parameters are needed for different eNBs even if these eNBs are from the same vendor.
Setting configuration parameters in networks, no matter these parameters are the same or intentionally different, it is actually an OAM implementation job. However, for MLB algorithm as mentioned above, no configuration parameters have been discussed and standardized because RAN3 has adopted the agnostic approach and no OAM requirements from them. Therefore, there is no standardized MLB load threshold configuration parameter for uniform setting. When operator deploys eNBs from two or even more vendors, in network testing stage the vendors usually will do offline coordination work with operator and testing work with each other to ensure the correct interchanging work and good KPIs in the adjacent area. By correct vendor specific parameters setting, problem stated in MLB algorithms misalignment of TR 32.860 [1] will not exist.

PRB usage is not the most important measurement for D-MLB
The second problem statement, i.e., non-uniform load distribution, assumes that load level can be indicated by average percentage of PRB utilization and the eNBs are using algorithm based on two thresholds, one for when offloading will happen and one for when incoming offloading will be accepted, see 4.2.1.4.1 in TR 32.860 [1].
Even if we align the MLB algorithm and the thresholds perfectly as the assumption in TR 32.860 [1], the usage of the PRB is very much up to the scheduler. One eNB may choose to use as many PRB as possible, while another may choose to use less. Therefore, CAC is considered beneficial (because it does not report actual usage but an available capacity that can take algorithm differences into account).
MLB should be used to avoid congestion, and PRB usage is not the most important measurement. If one eNB use 95% of the PRB, it does not mean that this eNB wants to offload. It depends on how the scheduler selects the resource usage.
Source eNB can always learn from target rejections. D-MLB (eNB) algorithm can discover a suitable threshold for trying offload.
Therefore, the non-uniform load distribution use case in TR 32.860 [1] is not a good use case to illustrate a situation that the load distribution will remain far from uniform.

4
Detailed proposal
For better working progress on enhancements of OAM aspects of D-MLB SON function, we suggest:

1. The group members consider the information above in the discussion.
2. The group members investigate other use cases in which D-SON MLB as currently standardized in 3GPP can be improved.
