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1         Decision/action requested

Agree to introduce the proposed pCR into Shadow TS 32.522 and into resulting revised CR to 32.522
2 References

[1]
Shadow TS 32.522 v5.0
[2]
S5-111893

Coordination of SON function: use of weights, Ericsson, SA5#77
[3]
S5-111819

Introducing agreed content of shadow TS 32.522, Huawei, SA5#77
3 Rationale
[2] proposes to remove all references to weights for SON target in draft shadow TS 32.522. 

The main argument in [2] is that different interpretations of weights are possible and presents different calculation of new algorithm internal target values which deviate from the target value defined by the IRPManager, i.e. finally by the network operator. Such an internal target value is not of relevance for the interface and is only one possible way to consider the input – probably a bad one, because it tends to neglect the original target. However, no matter how an implementation handles the target weight input, what finally counts is the result of the optimization. The target weight explains who the network operator weights the target achievement. This is described in Annex A. Up to now this Annex is informative. If the current description of the use of target weights is claimed to be not enough unambiguous – as done by [2], then the only conclusion can be to make this Annex normative.
Another argument in [2] is that in the case of different SON functions treating separate use cases target weights will not change the behaviour of the individual SON functions, because they don’t know the other SON functions, their targets and weights. This argumentation firstly declares bankruptcy for SON coordination and finally for SON as such. Secondly there is no individual management of SON target for different use cases in 32.522. All targets – and there weights – are defined in one IOC. So each SON function can and should know, if it is weighted higher or lower than potential competitors for e.g. the same attribute value.
Conclusion: Removal of target weights would result in the total loss of control for the network operator which target should be pursued most urgently. This would leave the network operator in the hands of a probably completely unknown and not influenceable SON algorithm.

4
Detailed Proposal

If the target weight interpretation is identified as an issue, then the below pCR to shadow TS 32.522 v5.0. should be done – and the material should be used in a revised version of [3].

Otherwise TS 32.522 – and [3] – can stay as they are.
	1st Modified Section


Annex A (normative):
Target Achievement Evaluation

To evaluate the result of the optimization the target achievement needs to be evaluated. This is done by calculating the Total Target Achievement as follows.

The Total Target Achievement is the sum of the products of the individual target achievement (difference between target and performance) and the individual targetWeights:
Total Target Achievement = 

Sum i=1..n [ ( minTarget i – performance i ) x weighti ] 
+ Sum j=1..n [ performance j  – maxTarget j ) x weight j ]

where minTarget is a target to be minimized and maxTarget is a target to be maximized.
For targets with a substructure (like *Characteristic, see §5.5.1) the above formula is applied to each individual substructure target.

The higher the Total Target Achievement, the better is the result of the optimization.
	End of modifications
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