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1	Decision/action requested
This paper provides comments about the various proposals on SON Co-ordination.
2	References
 [1]	S5-123195, CR 32.522 v11.3.0, Add SON coordination models
[2]	S5-122330, Study of implementation alternatives for SON coordination
[3]	S5-122956, SON Coordination discussion
3	Rationale
· AT&T generally agrees with the limitations described by Ericsson in [2].
· AT&T does not feel that either approach [1], [3] fully meets the real needs of service providers, specifically AT&T.
4	Detailed discussion
The approaches that have been proposed do not take into account all the potential actors that service providers could use to provide the functionality under discussion. The resultant models tend to restrict options for service providers (e.g., lock them into using network element vendors (EM/eNB), lock them into using only one NM layer solution).
Determining an optimal configuration parameter value covering multiple relevant SON functions is key.   Specifying a policy based performance target will govern the execution.
AT&T wants to trigger algorithms based upon performance needs which might vary in time, and drive algorithms to more quickly converge to an optimized performance (i.e. Coverage optimization algorithms which are RF shaping algorithms might take days to converge an overall performance target while load balancing algorithms take seconds or minutes to adapt to a performance target or a condition).  For that reason, AT&T prefers adaptive algorithms.  For some algorithms, the traditional granularity of reported Performance Measurement (PM) intervals (e.g., 15 minutes) and delays need to be improved.  AT&T also prefers an approach where resolution is more automated.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]SON algorithms could be triggered based on static performance but each algorithm has an optimal time to run before the optimal performance target is reached. Triggering of algorithms and evaluation of when to keep changes from one algorithm and/or when to revert changes from the same algorithm or a competing algorithm will be governed by the speed of convergence to the overall performance target and vary in time depending on the type of optimization objective or utility function. The evaluation could ignore a violation of the performance criteria of one algorithm if the actions of other algorithms result in reaching the overall optimal performance target. The coordination of the algorithm specific operating targets could therefore be a relative measure in between competing algorithms while striving to the same policy based overall performance target (which has higher weight). 

