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Minutes of the SA5 OAM SWG Conference Call on SON Work Items. 14th February 2008.

Present: Huawei – Yang Li, Motorola – Paul Stevens, Yao Yizhi, Nortel – Marie Divialle, NSN – Clemens Suerbaum, FT/Orange – Idir Fodil, Telefonica – Ramon Romero, Jose-Manuel Martinez, T-Mobile – Istvan Aba, Vodafone – Adrian Neal (Chair), Panagiotis Gompakis.
1) "Umbrella" BB Level WID.
· Is a SON NRM IRP necessary, or just a SON IRP? 

NSN stated that there will be new objects to model such as SON functions, as well as new control objects. Whether they are part of a SON NRM or of other NRMs (be it as objects or attributes) is open. Nortel agreed. 
Conclusion: There was consensus amongst the companies on the call on the need for some SON objects/attributes.

Post meeting note: Motorola believe that a separate spec for SON performance measurements is not required, what we need to do is to figure out the SON purpose for each SON performance measurement.
· Does your company support ONE SON IRP or do you see the need for several specific ones for self-configuration, self-optimisation/healing, NCL-handling etc. 
T-Mobile gave an overview of their current understanding. One company not present on the call does not want a separate SON IRP at all. [at time of writing: This seems not to have been a correct understanding.] TMO believes that NSN prefers separate IRPs for each SON Work Task and BB. The “single IRP for all” concept is thus proposed as a kind of middle way forward. NSN confirmed their position, that SON will have different functional blocks and each block would be best handled as a separate IRP. T-Mobile proposed that different IRPs will only be necessary if the interface end-points differ. Thus if the IRP Manager is the same for all then it can all be part of one IRP.
NSN stated that self-configuration (SC) and self-optimisation (SO) can be separate, as SC occurs at initial setup whereas SO occurs later. Huawei added that SC will have a tuning step afterwards anyway, so they are similar. 

Conclusion: T-Mobile, Vodafone, Nortel and Huawei appeared to favour the single IRP, NSN favoured multiple IRPs, and other companies did not express a view. Discussion will continue at SA5 #58 in Malta. 
· If several SON IRPs are necessary, possibly together with the involvement of other IRPs such as CM, PM, FM ..., how will the co-ordination of the IRPs and/or the co-ordination of the Manager instances in the NM layer occur?
NSN believes that co-ordination of separate WT level IRPs will not be difficult. T-Mobile foresees that each such IRP will have separate sessions between IRP Manager and Agent. Also that separate IRPs will lead to mutually independent specifications. NSN thinks that the amount of co-ordination will not differ if there are one or many IRPs.
Other companies were asked for their view. Nortel sees no need for many IRPs, one is sufficient. Huawei agreed with Nortel and added that the installation and optimisation states are new to SA5. Correlating separate IRPs will slow down the work. A single SON NRM IRP will be quick to describe, SON additions to other traditional NRMs can be made later when we work on them.
Conclusion: Discussion to continue at SA5 #58 in Malta.
2) WT level WIDs
· To align with NGMN SON Use Cases which WT WIDs are necessary? Self-configuration? Self-healing? Self-testing? Management of ANR? SW DL? Others?
Nortel asked for clarification on the purpose of the question, citing as a process example only whether SW DL could be part of self-configuration etc. Motorola (Yizhi) proposed that several of the existing use cases should be merged into one WID. Self-test, Self-planning, Self-installation can be merged into one WID. NSN agreed that SA5 should bring together things that belong together. The only caution is that we should be aware of how much is possible within Release 8 timeframe. We should not convert all of the TR into one WT WID – that would be too much work. T-Mobile noted that on several NGMN Use Cases there has been no vendor WID at all. The proposed ZTE WID on Self-healing could be part of Self-optimisation. NSN reminded us that ZTE only proposed a Study item for that so far. T-Mobile concluded that it is unlikely to reach specification status as part of Release 8 in that case. The NGMN Use Cases not yet covered by proposed WIDs look likely for Release 9 now. Huawei noticed that the NGMN Use Case document does not even have a Self-healing use case in anyway. T-Mobile added that placing SH with SO as per Vodafone’s proposal takes care of that. NSN were not convinced, there is no clear view yet what SH is, no substance available. NSN is not precluding its inclusion, but more detail and definition are still required.

The Chairman asked if other WT WIDs are needed. There was no further input.

Conclusion: Further discussion needed by e-mail (although time is limited) and at SA5 #58 in Malta. 
3) "Direct" NE - NM interface for Centralised SON.
This has been proposed by more than one company, in SA5 and in the recent NGMN Multivendor SON Workshop in Frankfurt.
· Should SA5 specify a System Context B type solution with some SON specific EM functionality in the NE, or a new truly direct NE-NM interface with no EM functionality in the NE?
Nortel clarified that in their presentation at the Frankfurt workshop this interface from eNB to NM was not System Context B, but was a direct interface from SON functionality in the eNB to a centralized SON function in the management system. Motorola (Paul) asked if the interface terminated in the NMS or at a separate SON server at NMS level. Nortel replied that it could be either. T-Mobile added that Itf-N work is independent of System Context A or B anyway. Some direct access from NE to NM already exists in any case, for File Transfer, where the NEM only mediates the transfer. T-Mobile sees direct SON IRP access to the eNB as necessary. Vodafone (Adrian) asked if SA5 should thus use the proposed interface from Nortel as part of its centralised SON solution. T-Mobile replied that OMC and NE platforms are often the same nowadays (unlike in the past) and so it just depends on the location of the software stack really. NSN asked for clarification that this proposed interface is just for SON, and will be a new interface from the NE. T-Mobile confirmed that new software stacks will be needed in the NE for SON, separate from X2 and S1 stacks. T-Mobile asked NSN if any difficulties were foreseen in implementing the new stack. NSN needs to check internally. Nortel asked if the new interface is SON only, and if existing IRPs will still be used for FCAPS. Vodafone (Adrian) replied that in this scenario that is true, FCAPS on traditional SA5 Architecture. NSN reminded us that SON might happen over existing interfaces/architecture. Thus there will be SON work there too. Vodafone (Adrian) replied that that work will be distributed SON then. T-Mobile added that the proposed direct interface will be Itf-N type, and specification of an IRP is independent of system context. For SON the direct interface is needed and only System Context B is possible for that in the existing SA5 architecture. NSN asked if the proposal is direct or System Context B. Nortel replied that for the moment, the only standardized interface in SA5 for direct access is the System Context B, and Nortel’s proposal shown in Frankfurt was outside the scope of this standardized interface. Nortel agrees that a new direct interface is worthy of consideration and should be studied in SA5. Vodafone (Adrian) asked what we need to do to add it to the 32.101/102 architecture as a new direct interface. Motorola supported that idea, and added that if a use case needs it we should do it. Detailed analysis of the use cases is still needed. Huawei added that RAN3 are still discussing open interfaces for RRM. When a concrete use case appears for the direct interface we can start discussing it, especially as centralised SON may be needed for multi-cell use cases.

Conclusion: Proposed direct interface is worthy of consideration for Centralised SON and has been clarified as for SON only. System Context B or Direct implementation decision will be use case driven.  

4) Other business.

· Huawei asked if SW Management and Self-configuration should be separate, and asked for clarification on Self-healing.

Huawei added that SW Management includes upgrade, patch management as well as initial download. Motorola (Yizhi) proposed combining all SW related issues into one Work Task.
Huawei also asked if more clarity could be reached on a definition and scope for Self-healing. Existing use cases are not clear or detailed enough. Self-X includes Self-configuration, Self-optimisation, Self-test, and Self-healing. We only have detailed use cases for Self-configuration and Self-optimisation so far. 

The Chairman proposed that a discussion document be prepared, or an e-mail discussion started on it, which was accepted.

Conclusion: Chair (Adrian) to prepare discussion document or initiate an e-mail discussion in order to elaborate Self-healing use case.  

