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1
Decision/action requested

The group is asked to discuss the optimization coordination proposal and agree on the text proposal.
2
References

[1] SP-090756 New WI SON self-optimization management continuation
[2] Shadow TS 32.522-V01
[3] S5eOAM0320: email approval for adding HO optimization parameters
3
Rationale

Coordination related with the self-optimization, as one of the objectives of the R10 SON self-optimization management continuation WI (see [1]), includes the four aspects below:

The solution for coordination related with the self-optimization on the following aspects:

a)
Coordination of manual operations via Itf-N and automatic functionalities.

b)
Coordination between self-optimization and other SON use cases.

c)
Coordination between different self-optimization use cases.

d)
Coordination between different targets within one self-optimization use case.

Before we dive into the detailed coordination aspects, it is better to reach a common understanding of the context of coordination with the self-optimization. 
Input and oputput of self-optimization function
For Handover Parameter Optimization, Load Balancing Optimization and RACH Optimization, the SON algorithms are all located in eNB. To control these vendor specific self-optimization functions (other SON functions like Energy Saving, Coverage and Capacity Optimization, RACH Optimization etc. are FFS in Rel 10), SA5 introduced SON Policy as one kind of input to these proprietary algorithm functions, see figure 1. The detailed SON Policy IOCs, which were agreed in Rel 9, are SONTargets and SONControl. Using these IOCs, operators can do management work on these vendor specific SO functions. The SONTargets IOC represents targets for SON functions and their relative priorities. The SONControl IOC represents the possibility to switch on/off SON functions, see [2]. 
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Figure 1

Besides the input, there is no standardization for the output of SO functions so far. For different proprietary SO algorithms, it is not practical and hard to standardize the output of these functions. Different algorithms can optimize different parameters to achieve the same targets set by operators. Without knowing the detailed output of different SO functions, it is impossible to do the coordination for the output.
Figure 2 is an example of output coordination, unless the optimization outputs of SO functions Fx, Fy, Fz are standardized, the parameter P, which is the common output of function Fx, Fy, Fz, cannot be coordinated. The arrow range marked with red is the final coordinated value range of P. 
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Figure 2 Output coordination example 1
Figure 3 is another example of output coordination; still, here we suppose the optimization outputs of SO functions Fx, Fy, Fz are standardized. In this example, there is no overlapping among ALL the three outputs of the three functions Fx, Fy, Fz, the finally best coordinated P is decided according to the high-low sequence of target priority. The arrow range marked with red is the final coordinated value range of P since the target of Fy has the highest priority and the target of Fx has the lowest priority.
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Figure 3 Output coordination example 2
Coordination method
Figure 2 and 3 are just examples to illustrate the output parameter coordination. The coordination interface relation will increase sharply as the increase of the number of SO functions involved. For N SO functions, usually we can use one of the two coordination methods, see figure 4 and 5:
· Peer-to-Peer coordination: The coordination is between every two SO functions. There will be N*(N-1)/2 coordination interfaces for N SO functions at most.
· Third party coordination: The coordination is via third party, which is special for coordination. There will be N coordination interfaces for N SO functions at most.
The most benefit of third party coordination method is less (and simple) coordination interfaces.
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Figure 4 Peer-to-Peer coordination
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Figure 5 Third party coordination
No matter which kind of coordination method, the optimization output parameter range (see figure 2 and 3) need to be known by the the coordination participant.
· Peer-to-Peer coordination: To do the coordination with each other directly, each SO function has to know the output parameter range of the other SO function.
· Third party coordination: To do the coordination with each other indirectly via the third party, the third party has to know the output parameter range of each SO function involved.

As we discussed above, there is no standardization for the output of SO functions so far. For different proprietary SO algorithms, it is not practical and hard to standardize the output of these functions. Without knowing the detailed output of different SO functions, it is impossible to do the coordination for the output of SO functions.
Another thing needs to mention is - R10 SON self-optimization management continuation work item is not addressing resolution of conflicts between requests from different IRPManagers or conflicts resulting from requests via non-ItfN interfaces (e.g. craft terminals). See WI proposal [1].
Conclusion

Based on above, it is proposed that for Handover Parameter Optimization and Load Balancing Optimization, the context of optimization coordination should be
1. related to the SON Policy which is one kind of standardized input to the self-optimization functions;

2. not related to the vendor specific output of the self-optimization functions;
3. not related to the detailed coordination method (Peer-to-Peer coordination and Third Party coordination);

4. not related to conflicts between requests from different IRPManagers or conflicts resulting from requests via non-ItfN interfaces (e.g. craft terminals)
Whether or not the above context is applicable for other SON use cases like Energy Saving, Capacity and Coverage Optimization and RACH Optimization, etc. is FFS since these SON use cases are being under working.
4
Detailed proposal

Text Proposals to Shadow TS 32.522 V01 [2]
	1st Modified Section


4.7
Optimization coordination
4.7.1
Introduction

The coordination related with the self-optimization including the following aspects:

1) Coordination of manual operations via Itf-N and automatic functionalities.

2) Coordination between self-optimization and other SON use cases.

3) Coordination between different self-optimization use cases.

4) Coordination between different targets within one self-optimization use case.

For Handover Parameter Optimization and Load Balancing Optimization, the context of optimization coordination is
1. related to the SON Policy which is one kind of standardized input to the self-optimization functions;

2. not related to the vendor specific output of the self-optimization functions;

3. not related to the detailed coordination method (Peer-to-Peer coordination and Third Party coordination);

4. not related to conflicts between requests from different IRPManagers or conflicts resulting from requests via non-ItfN interfaces (e.g. craft terminals).

Note: Whether or not the above context is applicable for other SON use cases like Energy Saving, Capacity and Coverage Optimization and RACH Optimization, etc. is FFS since these SON use cases are being under working.
	End of modifications






































































































































