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1
Decision/action requested

Explanation on SON coordination NRM modelling for the purpose of clarification.
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Rationale

Three Architectures of General SON coordination solutions
There are three architectures (i.e., NM centralized, EM centralized or distributed SON coordination) for SON coordination solutions. Moreover, the choosing of these three architectures depends on operators’ network situation and their choice and is out of the scope of SA5 specification.

According to the definitions in S5-123195 [1]:

· These three IOCs: SONExecutionRequest, SONExecutionDecision and SONExecutionResult are for the case of NM centralized SON coordination, i.e., a separate SON coordination function is located above itf-N.
· The IOC SONCoordinationPolicies is for the case of EM centralized SON coordination (i.e., a separate SON coordination function is located below Itf-N), or distributed SON coordination (i.e., SON coordination function is implemented as part of each SON functions).
· The IOC SONFuncInfo represents information of SON functions and is for the case of NM centralized, EM centralized and distributed SON coordination.
Multiple SON coordination policies are needed

There are three optional policy types in the solution [2]

· Coordination based on the cell state

· Coordination based on fixed execution order of SON functions

· Coordination based on priority/weight of SON functions
So far, state based coordination method has been discussed, but it cannot be used everywhere. For example, for the coordination of HOO and LBO, state cannot be used but the existing priority is a good candidate for coordination.
In addition, a fixed execution of SON functions is needed for some SON functions in some situations, for example, the fixed execution order of COC and ANR would insure the neighbour relations are updated in time in case of outage and its compensation.

Target scenarios of General SON coordination solutions
By using general SON conflict solutions, coordination between SON functions can be achieved for the target scenarios as below:

· COC/CCO

· LBO/HOO

· CCO/ES

· COC/CCO/ES

· COC/ANR
Message over itf-N for NM centralized SON coordination
The general SON coordination solution, which is proposed in contribution [1], gives control over Itf-N to operators to prevent/resolve the conflict. Actually, the solution in [1] comprises of several options for operators based on the SON architectures, the so-called extra message exchanges are not always needed but only needed for some case/option and the purpose is to allow operators to control it.

The so-called extra messages are only needed in the case where the SON coordination function is at the NM level and there are SON functions below Itf-N. However, if some SON functions are above Itf-N (NM centralized CCO is a typical example) and some are below Itf-N (for example, ES or COC below itf-N) and they conflict with each other, we will need the NM to control this and to either prevent or resolve the conflict. So the extra messaging is a consequence of allowing operators to control from the NM layer.

When the SON coordination function is below Itf-N the extra messages are not needed at all, SON coordination policy from the IRPManager determining how the SON coordination function will act.

When both the SON coordination function and the SON functions are all above Itf-N clearly the extra messages are also not needed.
4
Detailed proposal
It is proposed to discuss and agree the solution [2], which is the update (adding architecture clarification on SON coordination solution) of [1], for coordination of SON functions.
