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1 Introduction

During last meeting, the principle for having protocol proprietary extensions was accepted. After discussions following the meeting, some important concerns were found, which are presented below.

2 Discussion

Message proprietary extensions are a risk for having low grade UTRAN interfaces

Proprietary extensions have been defined as part of the template that is going to be used for WG3 Application Protocol message definition. In generalising this practice, there is a risk that only the minimum set of IE are defined in the message content. This would lead to situations where some functions only offer a poor grade of service when using only the standardised set of IE, or worse, some functions may not even work properly without the provision of private extension.

Message proprietary extensions breaks the interface principle of openness 

As a design principle, it was decided that UTRAN interfaces and Application Protocols shall be opened. As explained above, proprietary extension may lead to a situation where the use of those extensions is somehow mandatory. Therefore, although the protocols are standardised, the interfaces can actually not be considered as  open and used as such by operators.

A standardised interface without proprietary extensions can offer flexibility for manufacturers and operators 

From the GSM experience, the A interface between MSC and BSS has been designed as an open interface with no proprietary extensions. As a consequence of this design principle, GSM operators have the flexibility to deploy fully interoperable networks with nodes from different providers.

Besides, it was also proven that this design principle was not preventing  manufacturers for providing A interface implementations having different grades of service (e.g. an A interface node need not to implement all the procedures and functions of the interface).

A standardised interface without proprietary extensions does not prevent tailored implentation

If a very specific feature is required by an operator, it is still possible to develop it, as long as the interface remains compatible with the standard.

Besides, the fact that standards do not specify algorithms gives a lot of flexibility to manufacturers for differentiation.

3 Conclusion

As indicated in the discussion part, we see some drawbacks to the introduction of proprietary extensions in R3 protocols.

On the other hand, our opinion is that, although interfaces are standardised, there is still a lot of room manufacturer differenciation, and even better than in GSM, due to the definition principles we agreed for UTRAN (one obvious example is the flexibility provided in the UTRAN mechanisms for the support of the QoS requested by the CN)

Therefore we ask for a removal of proprietary extensions in all R3 protocols.

