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1
Decision/action requested

The group is asked to discuss and approve the contribution.
2
References
[a]
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[b]
TS 28.305 v0.1.0: “Telecommunication management; Control and monitoring of Power, Energy and Environmental (PEE) parameters Integration Reference Point (IRP); Information Service”.
[c]
TS 28.306: “Telecommunication management; Control and monitoring of Power, Energy and Environmental (PEE) parameters Integration Reference Point (IRP); Solution Set definitions”.
3
Rationale

The objective of this discussion paper is to explain why, for this WID, it is necessary to offer two non-exclusive options:

· Option No. 1, which consists in reusing existing Interface IRPs;

· Option No. 2, which consists in defining a new Interface IRP for the control and monitoring of PEE parameters in the RAN
and to show the impacts it will have on the TSs of this WID.
4
Detailed proposal

The overall architecture for the control and monitoring of Power, Energy and Environmental (PEE) parameters in Radio Access Networks (RAN) is depicted by the figure below:
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The NM-RMS will collect and monitor PEE parameters from base stations, either via DM (for base stations with built-in sensors) or via XCU/DGU or VS-RMS (for base stations with external sensors).
For that purpose, we may decide that existing Interface IRPs can be reused (mainly, Basic CM IRP, PM IRP and Alarm IRP for FM), but:

a. These Interface IRPs are not always implemented in products like DM so we shall not recommend to ETSI TC EE a solution which we know in advance that it may be unavailable in real networks;

b. ETSI TC EE requirements are for much simpler functionalities than what is offered by SA5 existing Interface IRPs, in particular because “devices” like XCU/DGU are very simple devices which are not capable to support CM / PM / FM IRP Agents;
c. Conversely, SA5 cannot decide that existing Interface IRPs shall not be used at all.
So, as a compromise, we think that two options shall be proposed in this WID:

1. Option No. 1: reuse existing Interface IRPs (the more straight forward option)

2. Option No. 2: build a new and much simpler Interface IRP for the purpose of controlling and monitoring PEE parameters in the RAN (the more pragmatic option)

We think that:
1. The justification for these two options is to be captured in the clause “Concepts and background” of the Stage 1 TS (TS 28.304);

2. Regarding the Stage 1 (TS 28.304):

a. We can keep business-level requirements high-level enough to cover both Option No. 1 and Option No. 2;

b. Specification-level requirements shall be split into two sets: Option No. 1 and Option No. 2;

3. Regarding the Stage 2 (TS 28.305) (Information Service):

a. The two options shall be described in the same TS;
b. For option No. 1 (reuse of existing Interface IRPs), a NRM is needed to describe monitored entities and their attributes. PM counters will be defined in an existing TS where PM measurements are already specified; which TS is still FFS. For FM, some new types of alarm information may have to be defined;
c. For option No. 2 (new Interface IRP), an info model shall be specified: monitored entities and their attributes, measurements, alarms, thresholds, etc. Moreover, interfaces shall be specified for the operations that NM-RMS can trigger on monitored entities (i.e. base stations) and for the notifications that the monitored entities can emit towards NM-RMS

4. Regarding Stage 3 (TS 28.306):

a. With option No. 1 (reuse existing Interface IRPs), we will need REST Solution Set definitions to meet ETSI TC EE expectations. Whether REST/XML and/or REST/JSON is best is to be discussed (maybe with ETSI TC EE via LS)

b. With option No. 2, only a REST/XML or REST/JSON will have to be provided – no need for CORBA or SOAP/XML SS.

c. Anyway, for REST SS definitions, we will follow recommendations from the ongoing Study Item of “RESTful HTTP-based Solution Set”.
Based on these proposals, the structure of the 3 TSs (Stage 1, Stage 2, Stage 3) of this WID will be adapted accordingly.
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