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3GPP SA WG5 initial feedback on NGMN “NGCOR CONSOLIDATED REQUIREMENTS” V.092
This section provides the 3GPP SA WG5 initial feedback on NGMN “NGCOR CONSOLIDATED REQUIREMENTS” V.092 as available during the 3GPP SA WG5 meeting in August 2011 (SA5#78). 3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and provide further feedback in due time.

3.1
Overall questions, comments & observations

Scope

The document does not clearly define the scope of products and SDOs addressed by requirements. We ask NGMN to clarify which systems (and SDOs) that are targeted, e.g. 2G, 3G, 4G according to 3GPP, transport networks according to XX, fixed networks according to YY, etc. Since some systems may be developed in parallel and by different standards it is important to set the targeted scope. 

In the introduction, section 1, second paragraph describes the current problem situation for O&M capabilities for wireline and the fact that wireline network elements are implemented by various standards. Further the paragraph expresses a need for common standardization to reduce OPEX and CAPEX. Is it correct to assume that a there is a need for alignment of standards within the wireline domain? 

The introduction mentions that without a higher grade of standardization “...the optimization of commercial figures isn’t possible”. What commercial figures are being talked about here? 

In the introduction it is mentioned that the document is an enhancement to the Top OPE Recommendations. Is section 6.4.1.3 a subset (9 and 10) of the NGMN Top OPE Recommendations that are listed? How should this be interpreted? Are recommendations 9 and 10 the only recommendations from Top OPE recommendations still valid or are recommendations 9 and 10 also applicable for other technologies than 3GPP? 

Terms such as ``ownership, to own, to share`` were used in the document.  Since different organizations, vendors and ISPs have different policy of ownership and IPR and since the organization structure of this `project` is unclear, it is premature to talk about ownership of the solutions that will be designed to satisfy the Requirements. 

Definitions

A clause for defining used terms is missing. The key terms interface and model have not been properly defined; they have numerous qualifications (e.g. common model, overarching model, operations model, federated model, harmonized model, federated information model, unified model, aligned model) and have been used in seemingly contradicting ways.

Mostly the document is unclear on which issues are valid for what part i.e. if it is a standard issue and then on what level (NM, DM etc.), or if it is a product issue and then on what level (NM, DM etc.). Example: all in clauses 3, 4.5.1.1 etc.

3GPP SA5 proposes that terminology definitions as well as the management reference model as described in 3GPP TS 32.101 fig. 1 & 3 (http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Specs/archive/32_series/32.101/32101-a00.zip) are used as a baseline for further definitions of the key terms to reach a common understanding between the involved organizations
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Figure 3.1-1: Management reference model (source: 3GPP TS 32.101)
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Figure 3.1-2: SOA-based representation of the 3GPP Management Reference Model (source: 3GPP TS 32.101)

Use Cases

In section 2 of the document a number of “Use Case Architectures” and Real Use Cases” are described. We do not doubt the relevance of these architectures, but would describe them as architecture scenarios rather than “Use Cases”. To better understand the underlying need for the scenarios described it would be beneficial to have a business use case description that describes the problem and how a solution to the problem may be of benefit for operators and vendors in the context of CAPEX and OPEX savings. In this context please refer also to 3GPP TR 32.833 for 3GPP defined use cases for the management of converged networks as a source of other use cases as well as a suggestion for a consistent use case format (see also Section 4 of this document).

It is our view that problems/solutions that can be solved within a specific technology domain should addressed within this domain rather than on a consolidated level to avoid unnecessary conflicts. It is recommended to agree upon a guideline and document this in the NGMN NGCOR Consolidated Requirements.
“Fixed network” appears to be used as a synonym for “Transport”. We assume that this is because the “Fixed Network” is managed by TMF based interfaces, and TMF interface specs address mainly transport. What about the management of e.g. fixed access (e.g. xDSL, CATV)?

There are many use cases provided in the document. Adding some priority may provide guidance to the SDOs and Vendors on how to prioritize and phase upcoming solution development.
Requirements

The requirements in general lack a reference to use case descriptions. To understand the relation between use case and requirements it is proposed to reference use case per requirement. Also the targeted receivers of a requirement should be noted. This would ease the understanding of whether a requirement targets any of the involved SDOs, vendors or Service Providers.
The requirements and the use cases seem to cover a very wide scope. They are useful, never-the-less it is not always clear where convergence/harmonization of the interface is necessary. It would be good to separate the two and indicate where the requirement is for a single EMS versus where a converged/harmonized interface is needed.
The document is of such quality that it is very difficult to provide meaningful responses to suggested requirements: 

· Many Requirements are phrased as solutions, rather than like requirements. Example R19, R21, R22 in Clause 3.2. 

· Some requirements are not consistent (even conflicting) in different clauses (e.g. R2 and R3 in section 3, and the statement about topological information in section 3.2, R22).
· The requirements are not uniquely numbered through out the document. Example R1 exist in clauses 2, 3 and 6.

· E.g. R2, section 2, first bullet, states that network resource models for wireline and wireless domains “…shall not be 100% different…”. The requirement is vague, and also shouldn’t the network resource models be design based on the needs of each technology (but with common model when feasible)?

The document contains a significant amount of material or information (e.g. how to encode a string to indicate time) that we consider too detailed for the scope of the requirements phase of the project.  

Autonomic Aware features

In Section 2, step 3 on page 15: Autonomic-Aware architectures. In general we would expect the autonomic features, e.g. like SON to be technology dependant and although some functionality may be applicable over northbound interfaces it does not make sense to in general specify autonomic aware concepts over converged interfaces. E.g. in 3GPP the vast majority of SON functionality is specified as distributed functionality in traffics nodes such as UEs (cellular phones) or radio network nodes (i.e. eNBs / RBSs). 

The views on SON expressed (in 6.2.1 and 6.4.1.3):

· that all operations needs to be visible via logs and user friendly visualisation 

· the degree of automation shall be settable by the operator

· OSS should provide analysis for each SON function

· SON functions shall support import of optimised settings

· open and closed loop, breakpoints, operator notifications of proposed changes by SON Function etc shall be provided (this is far more complex than what SA5 has defined)

· open loop is mandatory and closed loop is optional

· etc.

are counter-productive to the idea of SON. Automated functions are to reduce operational efforts etc. (OPEX), not to increase them. Trust for SON should be done in the same way as for traffic and automated radio functions: They are tested and then trusted. Normal statistics and alarms should apply for SON, just as for traffic and “normal” radio functions.
EMS layer and NMS layer
There are several places where a reference is made to single converged EMS for multi technology and multi-domain, not just a converged single northbound interface. In particular section 1.1: Page 11/12. Does this blur the EMS layer and NMS layer?  . 

3GPP/TMF JWG’s on FM Harmonization & Model Alignment

3GPP & TMF have engaged in joint work on FM Harmonization & Model Alignment to enable converged management of wireless and wireline networks, involving a number of active NGMN partners (including service providers). It appears that the current NGMN draft “NGCOR CONSOLIDATED REQUIREMENTS” are not in-line with the current work progress and agreements reached within the JWG’s. It is highly recommended that these parallel activities being aligned as early as possible to avoid further divergence as well as to enable proper use of scarce expert resources.

3.2
General questions, comments & observations on Sections 1-7

This section provides the 3GPP SA WG5 general questions, comments & observations on Sections 1-7 of NGMN “NGCOR CONSOLIDATED REQUIREMENTS” V.092 as available during the 3GPP SA WG5 meeting in August 2011 (SA5#78). 3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and provide further feedback in due time.

3.2.1
General questions, comments & observations on Section 1 “INTRODUCTION TO NGMN NGCOR”

None identified at this stage – 3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and provide further feedback in due time.

3.2.2
General questions, comments & observations on Section 2 “HIGH LEVEL REQUIREMENTS FOR CONVERGED NETWORK OPERATIONS”

Section 2.1-.2.5

The methodology chosen (2.1-2.5) may be a valid approach for requirement capturing but make the chapter unnecessarily difficult to assimilate. Perhaps the methodology aspects could be downplayed a bit for the benefit of the reader to more easily get to the real requirements in chapter 2.6. In particular we find it difficult to understand the various “phases”, their respective scope and steps. Also, the time plan for the different phases is missing.

The deployment scenarios provided, for example in chapter 2.6 figures 9 through 12 are useful. However, a true Use Case approach, including for example involved Actors, their Roles and Responsibilities and their expectations on using the depicted systems would further enhance the understanding. It is understood, from chapter 1 that the “Internal processes and organization of the operators & service providers” is out of scope for these requirements and we understand that there are good reasons for that. However a “neutral”, but true, Use Case description would be highly beneficial. In this context please refer also to 3GPP TR 32.833 for 3GPP defined use cases for the management of converged networks (see also Section 4 of this document).

OPEX and CAPEX savings are frequently mentioned as “Expected Benefits” but nowhere quantified or otherwise elaborated. It would be beneficial to provide quantitative details on the nature of these savings. It would be beneficial to provide also details on how to derive that quantitative detail. In addition it would be beneficial to provide non-quantitative advantages to more properly evaluate “Expected Benefits”.

Section 2.4/2.5

Out of the architecture scenarios depicted in section 2, which scenarios in these sections are the NGMN targets?  Is the scenario depicted in 2.4.4 a valid NGMN target?

Please note that to satisfy 2.b of 2.4.4, the following conditions have to be met:

A) 3GPP/TMF JWG FM Harmonization has to agree on the use of one protocol for alarm management;

B) 3GPP SA5, MEF, MTOSI, BBF etc have to agree to use only one configuration management protocol;

We would like to point out the current situation:

C) 3GPP/TMF JWG FM Harmonization has, in the past year, failed to agree on the use of one protocol for alarm management;

D) 3GPP SA5 has the need to use two different protocols for configuration management of its wireless network (BulkCM IRP, BasicCM IRP).

Section 2.6

Section 2.6.1, the use case described depicts a shared network scenario common in wireless networks. This is a valid use case but the requirement R1 argues for a operating also wireline domains. We fail to see the motivation for this requirement based on the use case description. The use case should be possible to solve within the wireless domain. 

3.2.3
General questions, comments & observations on Section 3 “GENERIC NEXT GENERATION CONVERGED OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS”

None identified at this stage – 3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and provide further feedback in due time.

3.2.4
General questions, comments & observations on Section 4 “REQUIREMENTS FOR MODELLUNG AND TOOLING”

Terminology

Overall, the terminology of this chapter would benefit from a closer alignment with that of the work performed by the 3GPP-TMF Joint Working Group on modelling. For example the FOM is not part of the JWG terminology and the JWG federated model so far only contains the data part of the model (object class and their attributes).

General comments

It would be good to have a taxonomy of terms defined in the modelling space, resource information, service, data- models.

Use cases and scenarios are mentioned however it is unclear on the method of capturing them. UML use case, document templates?
 In this context please refer also to 3GPP TR 32.833 for examples of 3GPP-defined use cases for the management of converged networks using a simplified use case definition format (see also Section 4 of this document). Also NGMN’s SON Use Case definitions are a proper reference for a simplified use case definition format.

General comments on Tooling

Is the tooling requirement focused on model specification or code generation? The latter seems to be the case.

There is no requirement on support for Meta-model which seems strange based on the previous chapters focus, except for req. 67. This needs to be clarified.

The maturity and the support for the open source modelling tools are not addressed, nor is the aspect of maintenance and versioning compatibility. 

3.2.5
General questions, comments & observations on Section 5 “REQUIREMENT SPECIFICATION FOR FAULT MANAGEMENT INTERFACE”

None identified at this stage – 3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and provide further feedback in due time.

3.2.6
General questions, comments & observations on Section 6 “HIGH LEVEL OSS REQUIREMENTS FOR INVENTORY MANAGEMENT”

Terminology

We see a need for a clear terminology alignment on Inventory and Configuration Data in the wireless and wireline context.
Current 3GPP Solution for Inventory Management not considered

3GPP during R10 has enhanced the Inventory Management model to satisfy related Operator Top-10 Requirements – but the relevant specifications (3GPP TS 32.692/6 Inventory NRM IRP – see also Section 4) have not been considered yet in the current version of the NGCOR Requirements. It is strongly recommended to consider and adopt existing 3GPP solutions.

3.2.7
General questions, comments & observations on Section 7 “ALL REFERENCES”

None identified at this stage – 3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and provide further feedback in due time.

3.3
Detailed questions & comments on Sections 1-7

This section provides the 3GPP SA WG5 detailed questions & comments on Sections 1-7 of NGMN “NGCOR CONSOLIDATED REQUIREMENTS” V.092 as available during the 3GPP SA WG5 meeting in August 2011 (SA5#78). In addition, relevant existing or future 3GPP solutions are proposed for consideration if identifiable at this stage of the analysis. 3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and provide further feedback in due time.

3GPP has attempted in these detailed comments to balance the need to provide as much content as possible while still responding within the required time limit. The result is that some of these detailed comments are still in the form as initial margin notations. As such they may appear more negative in tone than intended. 3GPP requests that the reader keep this in mind and please understand us for not having the time to edit the language more fully.

3.3.1
Detailed questions & comments on Section 1 “INTRODUCTION TO NGMN NGCOR”

Introduction before section 1.1
Are the requirements, regardless if it is called “converged operations” or not, for management of two kinds of network even if they are not converged, if they are converging (a serious scenario) or if they are completely converged?

On the statement “It is not the intention to specify the conversions of wireline and wireless networks”: 
Is the word “conversion” correct here? What does it mean?

On “which does not distinguish between the capabilities of the network…”: 
Mobile and fixed network resources provide different services.  Our opinion is that these different services cannot be managed meaningfully using one identical generic scheme.  

On “The impacts are high operational cost and slow time to market”: 
 Current situation provides the opposite effect.  The mobile NM standards and wireline NM standards are designed highly optimized with respect to their technologies and services offered; the development of these two sets of standards are in sync with the evolution of their network technologies; they are developed with expertise of their respect fields.

On “The expected results from a common standardization are reduced OPEX and CAPEX and significantly shortened time to market”: 
This statement requires quantification.

On “Without a higher grade of standardization the optimization of commercial figures isn’t possible”: 
We do not know what a higher grade of standardization and optimization of commercial figures means. 

On “There is a need for the definition of converged O&M requirements to ensure…”: 
We recognize the need for the definition of converged O&M requirements.  But we question if that solution would be useful, if not optimal, for operators who do not operate mobile and fixed networks.  We need some Requirement to indicate if the solution of this Project can be used in a non-converged network environment.

Section 1.1 Introduction Sub Task Converged Operation

On “Converged operations are facing a strong need…”: 
  Converged operations do not exist today, so what does this sentence mean? Where does the need come from? Please clarify.

On “includes the management capabilities (or IT / OSS applications), information / data models and protocols as described by the NGCOR “Federated Model” in sub task “Modelling & Tooling” (see MT section)”: 
Is this referring to the standardization scope, or a product requirement?

On “Expected benefits of the converged operations are proportional to the level of compliancy of vendors’ solutions with respect to standards…”: 
When talking of benefits, it is necessary to say what is old and what is new.  So, in here, what is OLD, e.g. existing situations, or converged but vendors do not have 100 % compliance.  

On “Another type of operations costs are due to that some EMSs are still not today multi-technology / multi-domain”: 
Say that an EMS is not multi tech and multi domain, it is costly, we understand.  Why then can this converged operation reduce that cost?

On “Similarly, costs savings can be achieved by operators through extending their NMSs…”: 
Today NMS can be extended with or without Converged operations.  The benefit (if any) is the use of converged operations or existing operations, not because NMS is extended or not.  The benefit (if any) is already accounted for in previous paragraphs. When considering benefits, there is a need to consider the cost of migration; the money paid already for existing operations and interfaces.

Section 1.2 Introduction Modelling and Tooling

On “The project has a strong belief that a clear description on modelling and tolling capabilities is needed…”: If Model and Tooling are Requirements, then we need a Use Case and benefits defined for them.

On “The purpose of the subtask is to give much more clarity…”: Do you mean that if we do not read this subtask description, we cannot understand this document, or do you mean Tool and Model, as produced by this subtask and captured here are Requirements? The whole sentence is confusing - please clarify.

On “…implementation of possible solution will be impacting the cost structure dramatically”: Agree that implementation has costs.  But what has this got to do with the Tool and Model subtask?  Is it because the subtask can provide operators expectations (as stated in the text)?  We are confused of what is causing the cost saving.

Section 1.3 Introduction Fault Management 

On “Each EMS which has been delivered to service providers (SP) in the past uses his own specific interface type…”: This is a vendor-buyer issue.  Standard exists today but sometimes the vendor and buyer choose, for whatever reason, to use the vendor/buyer interface type.

On the last sentence: 
We do not challenge this fact.  We challenge the following: Use of this paragraph is to suggest the use of Converged operations will reduce the cost mentioned here. Let us itemize the types of costs mentioned:

a) EMS not using std interface

b) EMS uses lots of vendor specific extensions

c) NMS adaptors’ costs

Let us now say we use Converged operations.  The cost reduction related to a), b) and c) above can be discussed like this:

· cost a) is same if EMS is not using Converged operations.

· cost b) is the same since use of Converged operations do not mean less vendor specifics.  (if Converged operation project can reduce number of vendor specifics, the individual project structure today has already reduce the number .

· cost c) The cost reduction here is debatable.  Cost for adaptors is related to complexity of handling vendor specifics.  We note in previous bullets that Converged operations cannot reduce vendor specifics (when compared to to-days project structure).  There is a reduction in cost in that the new NMS will need one Converged operation instead of multiple interfaces (as in current situation).  We think this cost reduction is insignificant when compared to total cost (which is largely for its capability to handle vendor specifics).  Calculation of such cost reduction needs to consider the costs of disruptive upgrade from existing environment to new environment.  

Related 3GPP Solutions/Specifications

No relevant existing or future 3GPP solutions are proposed for consideration at this stage of the analysis – 3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and provide further feedback in due time.

3.3.2
Detailed questions & comments on Section 2 “HIGH LEVEL REQUIREMENTS FOR CONVERGED NETWORK OPERATIONS”

Section 2.1 Introduction for Sub Task “Converged Network Operations” 

We would appreciate clarification of the differences between “basic”, “generic”, and “real” use cases. Does “real” mean that only these are to be found in real deployments and are “basic” and “generic” just abstract cases, i.e. not instantiable?
Section 2.2 Scope of Recommendations or Converged Operations

On the headline: 
What does "Recommendations" mean here?  Does it mean Requirements?
Section 2.3 Main NGCOR Use Cases 

On “Converged network management layer”: 
We suspect authors have confused requirements for the interface with requirements how each layer can support that interface.  The latter should be outside the scope of this or any standardization project.

On “Converged element management layer together with converged northbound interface”: 
Whether the layer is converged or not converged, it should use the same Converged North Bound Interface.  Please confirm.  If confirmed Yes, then why does the document care if the layer is converged or not?  If confirmed NO, then what is the North Bound interface that this document is talking about?

On “Real Use Cases in a single operator environment and in a multi-operator environment”: 
Do you mean that the “Real Use Cases” are applicable only to some operators’ environment? And do you mean that other use cases not marked as “real” are applicable to all operators’ environment?
Section 2.4 Basic converged Operations Use Cases

The Use Case structure is confusing - the relation among these various kinds of Use cases, which are BASIC, REAL, GENERIC and could perhaps come even more later?

Section 2.4.1 Use Case Architecture “No Convergence” (Today)


In 3GPP, Use Cases are used as motivation for Requirement.  Is this Use Case architecture a Requirement or just a description of current situation? We believe it is the latter, so Use Case should not be used here.

Section 2.4.2 Use Case Architecture “Convergence at Network Management Layer”


3GPP would not call this Use Case.  It is a description of one of many current situations.

Section 2.4.3 Use Case Architecture “Convergence at Element Management Layer”


Why is this a Use Case? 3GPP would not call this a Use Case.

Section 2.4.4 Use Case Architecture “Convergence at Northbound Interface”

Figure 5:  What does Mono-Domain mean in the green cloud?  In 3GPP, the green cloud is multi domain and multi technology.

Section 2.5 Generic Converged Operations Use Cases (“Combinations”) 

Section 2.5.1 C1 Converged Element Management Layer together with Converged Northbound Interface

Please clarify the use case where the EMS is combined but the NMS is separate. This relates to the question on EMS versus NMS in the architecture.

Figure 6: 
This Requirement is about the specification of a north bound interface.  Why does an author need to distinguish this case where NMS is not converged from another case where NMSs are converged? In other words, there should not be any changes in the specification of the Converged operations depending on whether the deployment has separate or converged NMS layers. Has the author mixed up what the green and orange boxes mean, physical or logical or any?  

Section 2.5.2 C2 Converged Network Management Layer together with Converged Northbound Interface

Figure 7: 
Why should the Converged operation Requirement writers and solution writers be concerned with this?

Section 2.5.3 C3 Converged Element Management Layer together with Converged Northbound Interface and Converged Network Management Layer

Figure 8: 
Why should the specification writers be concerned about this? Please confirm.  Does the Converged NMS layer mean that a) all things inside it are owned and operated by one operator, while b) separate NMS layers means that one NMS layer is owned by one operator and another separated NMS layer is owned by another operator. If that is the case, the document needs the two cases (a and b) separately defined.  If not, then we don’t see what is the purpose of this figure.

Section 2.5.4 Basic Converged Operations Use Cases vs Generic Converged Operations use cases

Table 2: 
This Table is confusing.  Is it necessary?

Section 2.6 Requirements wrt. Converged Operations

On the title: 
Do you mean that there are some Requirements that are not with respect to Converged Operations?

Section 2.6.1 Converged Element Management System 


Comparing to current situation, the only difference is the use of a converged operation.  No other differences.  Is that right? For example, today, the EMS can direct alarms to different NMSs (as long as each NMS has subscribed to the right kind of alarms).

R1: 
We would like Requirement statements to have a reference to Use Cases. We don’t think this can be a Requirement of this document because it is requirement or capability of the EMS-south-bound interface that requires a standard 3GPP-termed Type 1 Interface.

R1: What kind of “unified way” do the operators expect if there are no SDOs involved? In other words, who can define a unified way for the vendor’s EMS managing their wireless and wireline network domains?

On Expected benefits: 
The EMS-south-bound interface is out of scope of this doc.  Why is it then talking about cost benefit here?

On “OPEX savings (can be very important…)”: 
 Possibility of cost saving is there but we need some quantification.  Not just belief.

Section 2.6.2 Harmonized EMS northbound Interfaces
To avoid raising unreasonably high expectations, we like to point out that the:

· modelling aspects of the Functional Interface would not be similar for various technologies (e.g. for antenna vs router) which are distinct and will not exhibit any significant similarities;

· protocol aspects of the Functional Interface would not be similar for various management domains (e.g. different configuration management protocols cater for different types/ways for managing configuration/reconfiguration).

On R2: 
Unique compared with whom? 
On “domains shall not be 100% different from…”: 
What does this phrase mean?  Does it mean identical?  That is technically impossible.  Even if it were possible, then why Federation? Maybe the authors wanted to say that the models should be similar - but they are already similar today.  Do not understand, so please clarify.

On “Functional interfaces for wireline and wireless networks…”: 
Interface could mean many things.  Could here mean Interface= “protocol + model”.  Or Interface here means “protocol only”.

On “…shall be similar for at least configuration management…”: 
What is the meaning of similar?  For example, the MTOSI interface to manage wireline networks today is similar to 3GPP IRPs managing mobile networks.

On “standardized northbound interfaces firstly”: 
What is the significance of this word "firstly" when the word extension is stated below?

On Expected benefits: 
We need some justification or quantification of these particular savings.

Section 2.6.3 Multidomain Network Management applications

On “Instantiation and relevance”: 
Relevance to whom? Needs careful discussion.  To us, it is not relevant to this project.  For example:

a) The development of the converged management of fixed/mobile is independent of how the NMS is “shared amongst operator’s affiliates”.

b) Because the converged management of fixed/mobile is the EMS northbound interface, it cannot and should not make assumption that an EMS can or will manage multiple vendor NEs.

On R3: 

1. 
Where are theses applications located, at NMS layer or EMS layer? Regardless if they are located in EMS or in NMS, the capabilities of applications are outside the scope of this doc.  This doc is about the NMS-EMS interface.  Whether anyone uses one or two or multiple applications to use these NMS-EMS converged operations should be outside the scope of this doc.

2. What does “to the maximum” mean?  Does it mean "ideally, as much as possible"?

3. What does "multiple network domains" here mean?  Does it mean multiple FCAPS management domains as defined by ITU-T?  Or multiple network technologies like LTE, GSM, IP?  Or multiple operator domains? What is the significance of the slash symbol?  Do you mean we have to consider:

a) multiple network domain with single technology?

b) multiple network domain with multiple technologies?

c) single network domain with multiple technologies?

OPEX and CAPEX savings are frequently mentioned as “Expected Benefits” but nowhere quantified or otherwise elaborated. It would be beneficial to provide quantitative details on the nature of these savings. It would be beneficial to provide also details on how to derive that quantitative detail. In addition it would be beneficial to provide non-quantitative advantages to more properly evaluate “Expected Benefits”.
Section 2.6.4 MultiOperator Network Management
Why does the RAN sharing use case require converged EMS and converged NB interface? In fig 11, the EMS is only managing wireless network.

On “This use case is an instantiation or an implementable scenario of generic operations use case depicted in Figure 6 which requires a converged EMS and Converged Northbound interface”: 

Confusion 1: Converged EMS or not is not an NGCOR requirement regarding the “converged management of fixed/mobile” standard specifications.

Confusion 2: If Master Operator EMS is converged or not is not an NGCOR requirement regarding the “converged management of fixed/mobile” standard specifications.

On “From operations perspective, management cost must be reduced accordingly within an operations agreement structured through a master operator role and secondary operators roles”: 
Not sure how to interpret this.  
On R4: Is this interface between “the master operator EMS” and “secondary operators NMS” the converged management northbound interface?

On R4: “It shall be possible that master operator EMS and secondary operators NMS communicate with each others through a standardized northbound interface”: 

· 
What is the purpose of that communication, e.g. to tell him about NB alarms, allow them to give policy for SON of NBs?  Allow NMS to configure NBs? 

· Primary/secondary is confusing.  What is Primary operators NMS? Does this EMS have to communicate with the Primary operator’s NMS?

On “OPEX savings: 50% (if there are 2 operators)”: 
 Need much more information to understand how a 50% figure can be derived.

Section 2.6.5 Monooperator Management via a third party 

On “…depicted in Figure 8 which requires a converged EMS…”: 
Requirement for converged or not-converged EMS is outside the scope of this doc. The description of this section should be unrelated to this quotation, independent of whether the EMS layer is converged or not converged.  If this is not the case, please identify where the difference would be.

On R5: “Operator outsources the operations of his network…”: 
Why is this is a Requirement for the “converged management of fixed/mobile” standard specifications?

On R5: “…to a highly qualified 3rd party”: 
Why do we need to know if the 3rd party is highly qualified or not?

On R6: “The 3rd-party NOC (Network Operation Centre) must be composed of an EMS and NMS applications connected through a standardized converged northbound interface”: 
To do what?  Everything specified by the “converged management of fixed/mobile” project?

On R7: 
The NOC has NMS and EMS.  What is this R7 being applied to? Regardless of which component this R7 is applied to, the remote screen requirement is outside the scope of the “converged management of fixed/mobile” specifications.

On “CAPEX/OPEX savings 100%”: 
 Does it mean that the CAPEX and OPEX will be zero if these requirements are fulfilled?

Section 2.6.6 Converged Service Management applications 
On “…will help in reducing OPEX…”: 
May be.  It may as well be cheaper if the `single service …` is separated and have coordination among the separated parts.

On “…and improve customer satisfaction”: 
Is the justification here that `the single service …application is error free? But that is a matter of application design.  

On R8: 
Regardless of the justification, this R8 has nothing to do with justification of Converged operations.  A common application can use multiple (existing scenarios) silos.  It is not true that there is 1:1 relation between application and the interfaces it uses.

On CAPEX savings: 
Have you included the cost of upgrade, cost of write-off for the old equipment, cost of development of the new, in the calculation that result in this conclusion?

On OPEX savings: 
More info is needed on how to come to this conclusion.  How can use of a common mechanism surely lead to a lower OPEX than using a set of mechanisms (which are optimized for their own environment)?
On R8: Why do the operators exclude the SDOs involved in this requirement? We think that the service configuration and activation, service problem management, and service quality management could also be standardized if needed.

Section 2.6.7 Open architecture for EMS / NMS

On “Operators want more modularity in EMSs architecture”: 

a) Internal organization of an EMS has nothing to do with the “converged management of fixed/mobile” specification/project.

b) Between which nodes, for which interfaces? 
Specifying a file format for counters is a solution, and this Requirements document should not specify any solution.  The statement “…and the protocol used to convey these files from the network elements up to the

OSS application must be open” contradicts with the requirements focus/scope being the northbound interface. 

On R9: 
Internal organization of EMS models and APIs between these modules are outside the “converged management of fixed/mobile” specification/project scope.

Section 2.6.8 To which players the requirements are addressed

Very good that this is described.  It is reasonable that only R2, R4 and R6 are concerns of SDOs (but still needs to clarify them, see comments on R2, R4 and R6). But it would be good if Table 3 be placed earlier on (in this document), at least before R1 appears.

2.7 Conclusion on Requirements for Converged Network Operations 

On 1st paragraph: 
Confusion as to so many terms and their relations.  Do not understand what the word instantiated means here.  Do not understand how an instantiation can make them Converged operations aware. We do not see where the illustration is.

Related 3GPP Solutions/Specifications

No relevant existing or future 3GPP solutions are proposed for consideration at this stage of the analysis – 3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and provide further feedback in due time.

3.3.3
Detailed questions & comments on Section 3 “GENERIC NEXT GENERATION CONVERGED OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS”

Section 3.1 Introduction for Generic Converged Operational Requirements 

Why are FM Requirements (placed in GEN) identified for use by other management domains such as PM? If such generic requirements are applicable across all management domains, then why are they classified as FM (now placed in GEN)?

Section 3.2 Non-Functional Interface Requirements 

On “The following topics describe core business driven requirements…”: Are these topics Requirements?  Or are they some kind of guidance? It seems like it is more the latter.  Needs confirmation. The text talks about Interface.  The diagram has API/Interface. What is the meaning of the word `Recommended`?

On R1-R23:

Some of the requirements in this clause (i.e. CON) are subject to product implementation. Please clearly which requirements are subject to SDOs and which requirements are subject to product implementation?

On R1: Please clarify “ideally without any development and/or configuration”. Is the real question to have out of the box interoperability between EMS and NMS and NMS-NMS?

On R1: We understand that the “Plug & Play” shall be between the OSSs. When we looking at the example “e.g. plug & play must be still possible, if the client uses version 1.0 and the server uses version 1.2 of the same interface specification) ”, do we really want the client and the server of EMS shall be “Plug & Play” also?

On R1: “Plug & Play”: Plug and Play between which nodes, for which interfaces? What is intended with "interfaces between the OSS"? There are many protocols and modules to be defined under the Project.  Which ones are subject for this R1? Can such a capability be a Requirement? If it is a Requirement (so that an implementation can be validated), more information is needed for this clause.  If there is no intention to validate an implementation against it, the clause should not be categorized as Requirement. This is not the scope of the Project (Phase 1) which is the northbound interface between EMS and NMS.

On Backward compatibility: Why is BC (Backward compatibility) requirement discussed under Plug and Play Requirement? Do you mean BC is not a Requirement if the interface is not Plug and Play? Does your BC include this capability: Client uses v1.2 and server uses v1.0? Who is subject of Plug and Play - the client or server?

On “…is a prerequisite”: Use of Converged operations will not be BC to existing deployed capabilities.  So what does this BC prerequisite mean?

On “R3: Re-Useable / Generic … The interface must be generic enough, to enable the re-use in different integration scenarios... This is a prerequisite to support M : N integrations”: We agree.  Note that this requirement is in direct contradiction to R2.

On “R4: Simple”: Subjective statement.  Impossible to validate.

On R5: “It must be possible to use a very simple, basic setup of the API…”: Many scenarios that contradict each other can be read from this req.  For example, "A server has basic and clients have extended service".  Another example: "A server has extended while some clients have extended and some other have basic".  The text is not clear on whether this R5 should be applied to publication of standards or implementation of standards.

On “R6: Rich”: Subjective statement.  Would reword the statement to focus on using valid Use case to motivate the interface design.  In such case, the Interface spec will be of the correct grade of grain.

On R7…“The interface has to be based on…”: What do the words "based on" mean, and which interface is "The interface"?  Does this mean that the project scope specifications must copy and paste already standardized specifications? Or the Project specification must make reference to standards developed by other organizations? Can this Project itself define new things (e.g. own specifications)?

On “The specification and related artefacts must be freely available…”: Without understanding and clarification of IPR issues, this wording is premature. What does "related artefacts" mean?

On “R8: Mature”: What is the measure of maturity?  That a spec has been released in 1 year, 2 years, 3 years…?

On “Prerequisite: the interface specification has to be faulty – free”: English wording - should be "fault-free"=faultless/flawless? Otherwise it could be read as "faulty and free".

On “Prerequisite: the managed OSS domain does not change very often”: How often is often?

On R12 “It must be possible to certify the standard compliancy of the interface implementation”: Standard certification, implementation standard compliance criteria, the need and its policy, are today matters of each standards organization.  Therefore it is premature for this Project group to state requirements on this matter. We propose to rephrase this to the following: "The Interface must be specified in a way that makes it technically possible to validate an implementation compliance".

On “This will allow the verification…”: We do not think certification allows verification, as stated here.  A product certified means it is verified and is compliant.  Perhaps the authors mean that a certified product would reduce the time to verify. We question requirements on certification of products, because it would increase the CAPEX.  

On “R13: Compatible”: Confusing.  Meaning of the text in this R13 (except the yellowed text in “…The implementation of the new interface version at one of the communication partners must ensure the mapping according to the interface specification”) is covered by previous Requirements.  But the yellowed text is in contradiction to previous Requirements (on BC, on extensibility etc.).

On “…must ensure the mapping according to the interface specification”: What does mapping mean here?  Implementation implements the spec.  If the spec has a mapping function and specified to be implemented, the implementation implements it.  What does this ensuring mean?

On “R15: Scalable”: The text doesn’t seem to be about scalability.

On “The interface has to be able to ensure confidentiality, integrity and availability of the data, which is transferred by the interface”:  Security is a complex requirement in terms of specification time and implementation time. We suggest more discussions on this topic.

On R19: “… Widely adopted”: It is a goal/prediction.  It cannot be a Requirement.

On R19: “… and verified”: It is a prediction, not a Requirement.  Do you mean verifiable?

On R19: “…so that every vendor supports it”: This is a statement of hope and cannot be a requirement.  It is redundant since the opening remark is “Widely adopted”.

On “available as part of OSS COTS packages”: We do not think that the Interface Requirement shall be based on availability of OSS capabilities.  Requirements should be based on Use Cases.

On R21 “…If MO identifiers used/provided by the inventory component of an element manager need to be mapped…”: Don’t know how to read this as a Requirement.  If it means the MO identifiers (whose syntax and semantics must be the scope of Project specification) have to be convertible or mappable to inventory database, then two questions:

a) what is that inventory database, some vendor-specific data base? If so, then the Requirement is difficult to satisfy;

b) how can the specification author know if the inventory database exists or not?

On “…the same mapping must be applied to the MO identifiers in the event”: MO identifiers exist in many places, not only in events.  So, why MO Identifiers carried in event needs this special Requirement.  Do you mean that MO Identifiers not carried by events do not need this Requirement?

On “If MO identifiers of events and inventory within an element manager are different, the difference must be eliminated before the above mapping can be applied”: If Inventory is a vendor product, even if the MO identifiers used in event and the MO identifiers used in Inventory are different, it should be allowed as long as EM guarantees a 1:1 mapping.  We do not see why this is a specification Requirement. Further, what if the Inventory is outside the EM but that Inventory is holding information about an MO, whose events are being reported by this EM?

On “An event must be unambiguously related to a known object instance (in the inventory)”: Probably needs rephrasing. For the EMS layer, if supporting standardized interfaces for Event Management and for Inventory Management, the Requirement would be this: MO identifiers used in Event Management Interface and used in Inventory Management Interface must be identical if they are used to identify the same MO instance.

Fig. 14: Do not understand the message of this Figure.  Do not know the significance of dotted line, meaning of the word virtual and notation like g(MO).  Too many interpretation possibilities make this Figure impossible to use as a Requirement.

On R22: “The information in the “managed object” attribute of the interface must allow…”: Do not understand how to interpret this sentence.  Assuming an Interface is a logical collection of Protocol plus models: Speaking of Interface having an attribute is ambiguous.  Maybe the whole sentence can be rephrased like this: “MO Identifiers carried or used across the Interface (e.g. used in protocols or used in models) must unambiguously identify an MO instance (that is a representation of HW, SW or any other entities as the case may be).”

On “The managed object, as an attribute of the basic generic event…”: What is the meaning of basic and generic?  Can we remove these two words? It should still be true.

On “…, shall not contain any detailed topology information”: We do not agree that this should be a Requirement.  Some standards today allow a kind of topology information to be embedded inside the MO Identifier.  We suggest this Requirement to say like this:  This MO Identifier shall enable unambiguous identification of an MO instance, i.e. an MO Identifier cannot result in identifying two MO instances.

On “The assumption is that the NMS will use an inventory database…”: This statement of assumption is not needed for this Requirement.  From standard perspective, MO Identifiers are not required to carry topology information.  From standard perspective, Inventory Management Interface would offer topology information related to MO instances.  If MO Identifier shall not carry topology information doesn't need to be specified.

On “The basic assumption for this is that there is a one-to-one mapping between managed object instance and the inventory information, so that the instance can be unambiguously identified. If this is not the case…”: We understand the case when there is a1-to-1 mapping.  Do not understand this case where there is no 1-to-1 mapping.

On “As soon as the event information leaves the area of the local network…”: Please clearly define "local network".

On “…and the managed object attribute value does not deliver unambiguously any more…”: How can the NMS know that its MO identifier is no longer unambiguous?

On “…the network manager will add additional information, the “NameSpace” - string to the Managed_Object_Identifier attribute (Proposal): Company_Name + Technology-Domain”: We do not agree that the Requirement spec should state a particular solution.

On “the name of the EMS should be part of the “additional information” attribute…”: The Requirement is about the behaviour of the NMS layer.  Then why we are talking about the EMS name? How can the specification author know that additional information is an attribute?  Why is the Requirement talking about a Solution such as MO_ID?

On “Here the general proposed structure of the “Managed Object Instance” attribute…”: We consider the name structure specification as a solution and not a Requirement.  Requirement should state the property of a name (i.e. MO Identifier).  What syntax, what component the MO Identifier should be expressed in, should not be part of the Requirement.

On “The Ressource_Name is delivered by…”:  What is the meaning of delivered here?

On “This name might be enriched or normalized on EMS or NMS layer…”: Do not know what is normalized or enriched. Please clarify.

On “e.g. topological information…”:  We thought the Requirements above stated that MO Identifiers shall not contain Topology information (a point we said is not required in Requirement statement). Why then specify the possibility of adding topological information into a name here? The text is contradicting if not confusing.

On the Example “Inventory_Name::=<Hostname>|<Service>|<Serviceelement>…”: We disagree with Requirement statements to contain solutions.

On the statement below the above example (“The MO_Detail information is delivered…”): We disagree with Requirements stating solutions.  We disagree with this solution.  Do not understand what is MO_Detail.  Why is this MO_Detail (or the information contained within) discussed under R22?  We thought R22 is about Requirement of the MO Instance attribute (i.e. an attribute whose value can identify unambiguously an MO instance).

On “A semicolon is used as a delimiter”: Do not agree with syntax (a solution) to be part of a Requirement statement.

On “The API specification allows connecting one NMS to multiple EMS”: First we'd like to confirm if API is NOT the EMS-north-bound interface.  Once confirmed, then this statement is clear if the title of R23 is restated to say “There shall be API support of NMS:EM M:N connectivity”.

On “API specification allows splitting the incoming Event/Alarm traffic between different instances of the same API implementations”: We do not know how to interpret incoming, e.g. from whom to whom.  Do not understand who needs to do the splitting.  The one who transmits or the one who receives? Please clarify this.  Do you mean there is no Requirement of splitting (whatever we will clarify) in the case of two API instances where one API is for FM and another API is for PM?

On “This capability allows reducing the effort for the maintenance of several different client- side interfaces”:  We do not how this can reduce maintenance effort on client side.  We thought it would reduce, if any, effort on server side.

Related 3GPP Solutions/Specifications

No relevant existing or future 3GPP solutions are proposed for consideration at this stage of the analysis – 3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and provide further feedback in due time.

3.3.4
Detailed questions & comments on Section 4 “REQUIREMENTS FOR MODELLUNG AND TOOLING”

Collaboratively developing models and modeling methods with appropriate organizations brings value to all actors in the industry.  3GPP looks forward to collaboratively developing such models and modeling methods with NGMN and other organizations.  Although, groups involved may make recommendations, final decisions should be made cooperatively.  Similarly, tool decisions for exchanging information between organizations should be made cooperatively between the organizations.  Comments about objections/disagreements to one organization specifying for another organization in the detailed comments below should be read in this context. 

Section 4.1

Needs clear definition. Here, Model= data and operation. Information model and Data model needs to be defined. A lot of confusion will arise if this is not clear.

Cost reduction statements needs quantification since they are used as the prime reason for justifying resources spend on this Project.

What is "operations model"?  In the text before, data and operations (information model) was used.  Please clarify, needs to be well defined.

Section 4.2

In the 3GPP/TMF RMA JWG work, the requirements come from element vendors, service integrators, as well as from operators.  We agree to operators formulating the initial requirements and look forward to develop the final requirements in cooperation of the entire industry.

Re tooling: currently the standardization of the tooling infrastructure is not agreeable and needs more discussion. These requirements need not and should not assume what modelling and tooling specifications individual organization would use when participating in this Project. Please clarify what is the meaning of “using modelling and tooling specs as input to produce the requirements”.

Section 4.3.1

Re Federated Model: The Umbrella model and Federated Network Model have long been debated for their definitions in the 3GPP/TMF RMA JWG.  Now the 3GPP/TMF RMA JWG has already nailed down these definitions.  The JWG current definition is that the FNM contains one Umbrella model and multiple Concrete Models.  This JWG definition contradicts to the one used here.  

Re FIM: The FIM is now defined in JWG and is in contradiction to this definition here. Here it states: FM is FIM and FOM.  If so, then no meaningful implementation can be made.  Meaningful implementation must manage, say mobile network resources.  The model for these resources are only defined because they are unique and not common across all such as in wireline, outside of Umbrella (inside the JWG so-called Concrete model).

Re “The model covers”: Which mode? Umbrella (FM)?  If so, we do not agree.  This is in contradiction to what the JWG has now defined.  Umbrella (or your FM) is not about service layer management.  The model elements there can support service management layers functions.  But these elements are not classified as in service management layer per se.

Re Fig-15: A clear picture but confusing meanings.  Firstly, FM is not Umbrella. Second FIM is not Umbrella. Third FIM is Umbrella + Concrete. Then FIM is similar to NRM IRPs (not commenting on whether FIM is similar or not to SID, pls refer to the current understanding of the JWG). In addition: why should a high-level Requirements document define a structure of information models? And if doing that, how can it ignore (be in contradiction with) the results of the SA5-TMF JWG, which has been working on a harmonised model for the same purpose for over a year, without commenting on the reason for the differences?

Section 4.3.2

Re “interface in scope …”: Incorrect from a 3GPP point of view.  The term interface in 3GPP can be applied to others than Itf-N.  We propose rewording to "The term 'interface' used in the MT section corresponds to 3GPP Itf-N".

Re “This Itf-N could be evolving …”: Incorrect from a 3GPP point of view.  This 3GPP interface today is already, no need to evolve into, supporting SOA type interface depicted in Figure 16 with one exception.

Re “p2p Interface”: It will be beneficial to get clarity on why EMS-EMS communication is forbidden. We assume that what is meant is that NCOR does not require the usage of the p2p interface. In addition it should be noted that 3GPP does not and cannot forbid interworking between two EMSs within its current specifications. 

Section 4.4

Re “Define requirements for specific operations”: We do not understand the meaning of specific operations as compared to general operations.  Do you mean specific operations are derivatives of general operations?  Or do you mean the two are completely separate sets in the sense that if someone finds that the capability in general operations is not sufficient, he would define specific operations?

Re “Audit of the data models, design principles and guidelines”: It is not agreeable from a 3GPP point of view that auditing function is from another organization than 3GPP.  Another organization can use or not use 3GPP data model or design principles or guidelines.  It is the choice of that organization.  But 3GPP SA5 would not and should not ask other organization to audit its data model, design principles and guidelines.

Section 4.4.1

It is unclear if these Requirements are applied to how 3GPP SA5 should publish its specifications related to converged operations.  See more details on comments related to Modelling environment requirement and tooling infrastructure requirements. Note that we have no objection if each organization should use data model design principles, guidelines and tools.  We have a disagreement with an organization specifying what that is and that every organization must use it.

Re “Modelling environment …”: It is not clear what modeling infrastructure requirements this is referring to.  If it refers to 3GPP SA5 modelling infrastructure, then we have concerns.  3GPP SA5 decides its own modelling infrastructure. If it means 3GPP SA5 must use this infrastructure to produce its specifications for its part in Converged operations, we disagree as well.  How 3GPP SA5 can produce specifications supporting the related eventually agreed Converged operations is purely a 3GPP matter.

Re “Tooling infrastructure …”: Not clear which tooling infrastructure requirements this is referring to.  If it refers to 3GPP SA5 tooling infrastructure, then we disagree. 3GPP SA5 decides its own tooling infrastructure. If it means 3GPP SA5 must use this infrastructure to produce its specifications for its part in Converged operations, we disagree as well.  How 3GPP SA5 can produce specifications supporting the related eventually agreed Converged operations is purely a 3GPP matter.

Re “Modelling related requirements to SDOs …”: Confusion - does it mean that this sub group is providing Requirement of Umbrella model and not providing Requirement on how to produce a Umbrella model?  We disagree if it is the latter. Also: there is a mismatch on definition of FM when compared to current JWG FMH work.

Re “Data and operation models”: Do you mean this sub task would provide Requirements to SDO on how to produce operation model or provide Requirements to SDO so they can produce operation model.  We disagree with both.  SDOs involved as partners in designing the solutions should have their freedom to design whatever form the model looks like to comply with Requirements.  The sub task, on behalf of NGMN should focus on their Requirements, not on specifics on how the model should look like but on what the model should provide, e.g. unredundency, non ambiguity etc.  How that is provided is part and partial the solution space and not Requirement definition phase.  No doubt, NGCOR members can and should participate in the design phase of this project.  But output of the Requirement stage needs not and should not dictate a particular solution.

Re “Basic requirements for developing management interfaces”: Disagree - this Requirement should be an individual SDOs decision. In addition please clarify what is the role played by such tool in development.  In general, a standard organization provides standard specification.  How the standard organization produce that specification is outside of standard specification scope.

Re “…consolidated in one harmonized model”: What is consolidated mean here.  By definition, the FM is harmonized else it will not be called FM.  So why we need a tool to make it harmonized?

“Modelling environment” needs to be clarified. Is it a data model environment or process model ditto or both?

Section 4.5

Re “… As a consequence …”: Even if there is only one organization developing the wireline and wireless models, the resulting models for wireline and wireless cannot be identical.  So the author observation is correct, i.e. the two models are different, but that is not a consequence of there are two organizations doing the specification.  The consequence is natural since the models are for different kind of networks.

Re “mobile part and the fixed part is currently structured along silos …”: Agree with the observation but disagree with the reason why this is so. We understand from your definition that one component of SILO is model – if true than there is one organization, there will be multiple different models (e.g. for different technologies).

Re “An additional problem …”: We cannot speak for other organization except 3GPP.  In 3GPP, its specification does make references developed by another organization with mutual agreement.  From our perspective there is no “additional problem”.  

Re “therefore the CAPEX and OPEX …”: The SDOs produce specifications.  Which tool the SDO uses to produce the specification is unknown (or no need to be known) by implementers.  So, we cannot understand how an agreement by various SDOs to use the same tool can improve CAPEX and OPEX costs (which is a cost after the specification is done.)

Re “I think that we shall make it clearer …”: The points are clearly made.  But we fail to understand how one specific tool used by all participating organization to produce their respective part of the Converged operation specifications can reduce costs.

Re “In the future the mobile and fixed networks …”:

· Confusion 1: The validity of the first sentence is dependent on the level of management.  For example, it would seem to be a true statement if the level is at the service layer.  It would definitely be untrue if the level is at the EMS or NE level.

· Confusion 2:  The need for a converged operation to reduce cost in case the network under management is a converged network is to be determined.  We have asked for quantification of this cost reduction since this is the prime justification of the Project.

· Confusion 3:  What does this have to do with Modeling and Tooling, assuming modeling and tooling is to used for production of Converged operation specification?  If it is not, if it is for operators own environment to test the specification, then it is another story, outside the scope of this document.

Section 4.5.1

Re “… reducing CAPEX and OPEX”: Cost reduction is the prime motivation for this Project.  Its validity needs careful review.  Quantification is required.

Section 4.5.1.1 R1

Please note that 3GPP is not an SDO.

Section 4.5.1.1 R3

We need clarification on what a harmonized data model is, e.g. is it Umbrella, is it FIM etc.  Need clarification on what openly available means, e.g. open to whom, to project members or to public in general. Independent of the clarification, we would disagree with any non-3GPP organization to have sole or shared ownership of the 3GPP SA5 defined Concrete Model (and the currently defined work in the 3GPP/TMF JWG on RMA supports this approach).

Section 4.5.1.1 R5

We do not understand the drill down process.  Does it mean during model design phase or during operational stage?

We do not understand what is SDO-specific model.  Is it the 3GPP/TMF RMA JWG Concrete model?

Section 4.5.1.1 R6

Re “The interfaces …”: Do you mean the protocol or the model?

Re “compliance …”: This compliance, more specifically, the ease of compliance, depends on the solution technology used for protocol (e.g. CORBA, etc.) and system languages (e.g. JAVA, etc.), and the mapping in between.  We disagree with this Requirement until we are clear on the technologies involved.

Section 4.5.1.1 R8

Confusion: with proper demarcation of Umbrella and Concrete Model capability, we don’t think it is necessary (although no harm) that one Concrete Model designed by one organization needs to be made explicitly known to other organizations assuming that organization develops specification in an open and transparent manner.

Section 4.5.1.1 R9

Confusion: We think the Umbrella, the Concrete Model, SDO-specific models or any model for this matter, should be reduced to absolute minimum necessary (and not just the SDO specific part).

Section 4.5.1.1 R10

Please note that we are already having confusion about the words harmonized, aligned etc.  Introducing another term "unified" seems adding more confusion.  What does it mean?

Section 4.5.1.1 R11

We think that all participants, not just SDOs, should use common terminology as applicable to the scope of the NGCOR project.

Section 4.5.1.1 R12

We do not know what it means.  Do you mean the organizations (e.g. TMF) participating in this project will eventually publish all aspects of specifications related to Converged Operations (such that 3GPP SA5 needs not publish its specifications).  If that is what it means, we disagree.  If not, please clarify what it means.

Section 4.5.1.1 R13

Agree. But this document is not following such a methodology.  It even has too many solutions specified.

Section 4.5.1.1 R14

Confusion: Model (the FM) includes FOM and that is protocol specific not protocol neutral.  What is the meaning of model here?  Do you mean that the FIM should be defined in protocol-neutral way?

Section 4.5.1.1 Fig-17

Confusion: What is the diagram for?  If it is used as an illustration for a particular organization how to produce or use the agreed Converged specification, that is OK.  If it means all participants of the Project must use this mechanism to produce their respective portion of the Converged Operation specification, we disagree. 

Section 4.5.1.1 Fig-18

Confusion: This information must be a particular or prime context on how Converged Operations specification or implementation will be used.  Such context diagram should be placed in the beginning of this Requirement doc and not in the middle. If this is not the context, then what is the diagram for?

Section 4.5.1.2 Federated model requirements

The terms Umbrella Model, SID and Federated Model need to be clarified, they should be aligned with the terms used in the 3GPP/TMF RMA JWG (please see similar comments elsewhere).

Section 4.5.1.2 R16

Agree.  This is what 3GPP/TMF RMA JWG is doing at the moment.  This R16 contradicts previous statements that say that Federated model is the Umbrella model.

Section 4.5.1.2 R17

Confusion - we do not know what enable means here.  

Section 4.5.1.2 R18

Confusion: Depends what FM is.  If FM is Umbrella as in the 3GPP/TMF RMA JWG concept, then it will not be 80%. If FM is based on the 3GPP/TMF RMA JWG concept of Umbrella plus Concrete, then it will be 100% excluding counting of vendor specific extension.

Regardless of definition, the number of % cannot be a Requirement.  The number of percentage will be revealed after the agreed specification solution is done. If we force the Umbrella model to have a high percentage arbitrarily, the result will increase the percentage in SDOs-specific models.

Re “For example …”: Confusion: If the abstraction layer is needed or not is a design internal choice.  

Differences in technologies decide the differences between technology specific models. In reality this may result in different numbers than those required in R18 and R41.

Section 4.5.1.2 R19

Confusion. Do you mean that FIM only models connection-oriented technologies and connectionless technologies, and excluding e.g. mobile access technologies or broadcast technologies?

Section 4.5.1.2 R20

Confusion.  This type of statement seems to appear in multiple places.  It would be good to consolidate them into one place. Is the “one harmonised federated model” the Umbrella model?

Section 4.5.1.2 R21

Re “static data models”: Confusion.  What is static?  What is static data model?  How does the “static data model” relate to FM, FIM, Umbrella.

Re “common overarching model”: Even more confusion:  What is this common overarching model?  Now we have static data model, FM, FIM, FOM, Umbrella.  Adding another type of model would not make the document clearer.

Section 4.5.1.2 R22

Confusion.  We need to be clear what is OS&R.  Is it according to eTOM? Please identify what it contains.

In addition this seems to contradict the scoping statement made in Figure 1 (see page 16).

Section 4.5.1.2 R23

Confusion. We thought FIM contains everything.  So it must contain id.  But do you mean it just contains those attributes named? Confusion because we do not know if FIM is FM or is FIM is Umbrella (as understood in 3GPP/TMF RMA JWG).

Are all these attributes required at the FIM? Isn’t it enough with NE id?

Section 4.5.1.2 R25

Confusion.  Requirement on MO Identifier carried in Events and MO identifiers carried via Inventory Interface has already been stated (and we commented).  Why is there now another set of Requirements or discussion about MO Identifiers?

We would like a clarification on the event – inventory relation and also on figure 20.

Why do we need a 1:1 Relation between Event Managed Object Instances and Inventory Managed Object Instances? It is possible that the MO originating event is not the subject to the inventory MO?

Section 4.5.1.2 Fig-20

Confusion.  This is the same as Figure 14.  What other information do you want to convey here in Figure 20 that is hidden in Figure 14?

Section 4.5.1.2 R26

Confusion.  Please see comments made previously.  We believe there is duplicated text in this document.

For Requirement 26, the assumption is that there is a one-to-one mapping between managed object instance and the inventory information. This is not true at least in 3GPP SA5 specifications. For example, the EutranRelation is a managed object class, which cannot be mapped to the inventory information.

Section 4.5.1.2 R28

Confusion.  Need to be stated for what the usage of this identification, e.g. to identify that the entity is a class, is an attribute, etc.  

Section 4.5.1.2 R29

This should be Use Case driven.  It should also be clear where the correlation function is located before an optimal solution can be designed.

E.g. “IP/MPLS <-> RAN”: Prior understanding of use case scenarios, it is premature to state Requirements of this sort, in particular, the correlation direction.  Similar to comment previously, it is premature to specify such direction and pair without knowing which entity and at which layer is doing the correlation.  For example, is the EM or NM doing the correlation.

Section 4.5.1.2 Fig-21

Confusion.  3GPP/TMF RMA JWG have agreed on some diagrams for correlation UCs and they differ from this one – subsequently we disagree with this one.  We strongly recommend adopting what the 3GPP/TMF RMA JWG has agreed.

Section 4.5.1.2 Fig-22

Confusion.  3GPP/TMF RMA JWG have agreed on some diagrams for correlation UCs and they differ from this one – subsequently we disagree with this one.  We strongly recommend adopting what the 3GPP/TMF RMA JWG has agreed.

Section 4.5.1.2 R31 “The federated model shall enable the management of physical and logical resources (object / attribute) for fixed and mobile networks” / Section 4.5.1.2 R32 “The federated model shall enable the management of physical and logical links”

We think “physical and logical links” belong to “physical and logical resources”. Need to confirm whether the requirement 32 is already covered by requirement 31.

Section 4.5.1.2 R41 “The modelling of the SDO-specific enhancements shall be based on the federated model and should not exceed 20% of the total data model”

Differences in technologies decide the differences between technology specific models. This reality may result in different numbers than those required in R18 and R41.

For requirement 41, what does the “20%” means? Does it mean 20% of total number of the information object classes or the object instances? Does it include both the data model and operation model or just the data model?

Section 4.5.1.2 R44 “The federated model shall cover network resources with dimensions of “physical resources”, “logical resources” and “compound resources””

Please provide an example of “compound resource” for clarification.

Section 4.5.1.3/4.6

Is this section an input and expected to influence the outcome of the 3GPP/TMF JWG for Model Alignment?

Section 4.5.1.3

Re “service interfaces”: What is service interfaces (compared to interface, compared to protocol, compared to FOM)?

Section 4.5.1.3 Fig-23

Confusion.  Please clarify the intended usage of this diagram.  In general, we do not agree with the arrangement offered in this figure.  There are other possibilities.  We think such arrangement possibilities have a specific Model Tool in mind and therefore, such arrangement should be discussed after the Tooling aspect is cleared.  As is, we disagree with this Requirement.

Section 4.5.1.3 Fig-24

Confusion 1.  Without understanding and justification, we disagree with the Requirement using a specific standardized Meta Model for the Project.

Confusion 2.  We need clarification on what role the meta model would play in this Project scope.

Please also note that Figure 24 is not readable. 

Section 4.5.1.3.1

We do not agree that the information in this section should be specified as Requirement.  We would like to rephrase this Requirement to statement such as:

· The Project shall develop a UML Repertoire.  All model elements used in Umbrella model must use the model elements identified in Repertoire.  Individual organizations responsible for their Concrete Models are encouraged to also use the model elements identified in Repertoire for their definition.

When the project begins its design of the Repertoire (just as the case of what the 3GPP/TMF RMA JWG is doing now), details such as those in this section, will be debated and placed into the Repertoire. 

Need clarification on the relation between the details of the “model artefact” and the UML Repertoire discussed in the 3GPP/TMF RMA JWG. 

Section 4.5.1.3.2 R50

Re “Interface object classes”: Confusion.  We do not understand the sentence. In addition: Which classes are these?  Are these in FIM, in Umbrella, in FOM, in what other model since the doc has identified so many models.  A reference would be helpful.

Section 4.5.1.3.2 R51

We agree that the Converged operations specification needs uniform naming formats.  However, we propose the specific detail of such naming formats be discussed as part of the content of the Repertoire document.  Here, the Requirement statement should be simply this:

· All model element name formats shall use one specific name format (convention).

Section 4.5.1.3.3

Text starting here and ending including 4.5.1.3.8 contains solution detail that should not be stated in a Requirements doc.  See also comments made earlier in this section for a suggestion on how to specify this Requirement.

Section 4.5.1.3.3 R52

Confusion: Who does the derivation?  Is it the specification designer or is it the Tool? We do not understand how derivation is done based on dynamic requirements (what is it) and Use Cases (where is it).

Section 4.5.1.3.3 R53

Confusion.  We agree that an operation should have a name – but we prefer the name format be specified in a Repertoire doc.  The Requirement should simply say:

· operation shall have a unique name with scope of uniqueness defined

Identical name format shall be used for all operations defined.

Section 4.5.2.1 R72

Q: What does this has to do with Tooling?

Section 4.5.2.1 R73

Q: Which “Requirements” is being talked about here?

Section 4.5.2.1 R74

Q: What is this yellow-marked term?  Where is the Requirement stated? A reference will be helpful.

Section 4.5.2.1 R75

Q: Are FM operations to be classified as dynamic operations?

Section 4.5.2.1 R76

We believe it is premature to seek agreement on this until all participants of the project have a clear understanding of the demarcation of various models in terms of responsibilities of various participants and the IPR issues clarified. In addition: What is the Use Case for this?  Who is the intended recipient or user of this machine readable format specification?
Section 4.5.2.1 R77

All standard specifications, as far as we know, are tool supported.  We know of no implementation (of current standard specification) that does not use tools.  We are not sure of the intent of such Requirements.

Section 4.5.2.1 R78

We disagree – this requirement needs justification.  Standard specification should be bug free.  If not, the bug should be fixed by the standard organization, using tool or otherwise.  We do not understand why a particular standard organisation has to agree on one specific tool to reduce the interoperability problem (e.g. fixed bugs after bug discovery, verify spec prior publication).

Re “Using a single tool increases also the interoperability …”: We disagree - before the validity of such a statement can be discussed and decided, we need to be clear on:

· which participant can use this Tool to generate interface protocol specification

· which participant decides on the switch setting (e.g. mapping function, macro) of the tool.  The output (interface specification) depends on values of these settings. 

Section 4.5.2.1 R79

Each participating SDO or organization is responsible to publish their relevant part of the Converged operation specification.  We do not understand why all these participating SDOs have to use one specified software tool to do their job (as long as these SDOs or organization can produce their respective specifications).

Re “input for a compliance and test tool kits …”: The issue of compliance, and relation to certification and questions related to who can or should conduct compliance and or certification testing needs discussion.  Various SDOs and organisations do not share the same policy regarding the matter.  It is premature of this specification to state such a requirement.

Re “traceability mechanisms …”: Confusion. This requirement cannot be discussed until we know how the Tool works, e.g. does it allow mapping info as input, who does the mapping and how and which organisation can design the mapping for the tool, etc.  Prior to such understanding and agreement, it is premature to talk about tracing.

Section 4.5.2.1 R80

Confusion 1: This requirement introduces yet another organisation whose product quality can directly impact the quality of standard specifications produced.  

Confusion 2: The need for open source is insignificant compared to the need for ``finding a field proven quality tool with assurance that a) it can be maintained and bug-fixed within our time plan and b) meets all participants' requirements (noting each organisation is responsible and own its specific part of the Converged operation specification)``.

One key item is the governance and support for any open source project. If it is not designed in an “SDO”, we fear that adding a dependency on a 3rd party tool will not improve efficiency and time to market, moreover a best effort open source project could have the reverse effect on time to market.

Section 4.5.2.1 Fig-34

We disagree that this is the only way to produce Converged Operation specifications.  Each participant, e.g. 3GPP, should have its own standard production methods.

Section 4.5.2.2 General Pattern Requirements 

This chapter looks like a detailed specification based on some existing solution and should not appear as such in a requirements document.

When the “General Pattern Requirements” are agreed, then the solution for “general patterns” should follow the agreement reached in the 3GPP/TMF RMA JWG based on ongoing discussions.

Section 4.5.2.2 R81

Confusion: With or without the use of one Tool or any Tool, the need for Patterns used should be specified. Subsequently we do not understand why “Requirement for Pattern” is tied with Tool.

Section 4.5.2.2 R82

Confusion: This is internal house keeping or inventory of standardized elements.  We do not understand what this has to do with the Interface specification.  Does the server or client, during communication using the standardized interface, use such unique object identifier?  We think not.  Then why such a Requirement?  If the answer is yes, then we need clarification on what this requirement is.

Section 4.5.2.2 R83

Confusion: We do not understand what is "a context".  Object identifier should be opaque.  This Requirement is tool specific or solution specific, and therefore should not be a requirement.

Section 4.5.2.2 R84


Confusion: The Requirement to use common exceptions is similar to requirement of an Umbrella Model or common pattern.  It is a Requirement in FOM.  We do not understand why it relates to Tool.  Put it in another way, if we put this pattern in FOM, then if we use the Tool, the Tool has no choice but to generate protocol specifications using those common exceptions.  

Similar comments for other points on this section.

Related 3GPP Solutions/Specifications

No relevant existing or future 3GPP solutions are proposed for consideration at this stage of the analysis – 3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and provide further feedback in due time.

3.3.5
Detailed questions & comments on Section 5 “REQUIREMENT SPECIFICATION FOR FAULT MANAGEMENT INTERFACE”

Section 5.3

Is this section an input and expected to influence the outcome of the 3GPP/TMF JWG for FM Harmonization?
In addition, many Requirements in Section 5 are phrased as solutions, rather than like requirements. The sub task on FM of NGCOR should focus on Requirements, not on specific solutions – such solutions should be defined collaboratively with involved organizations.
Section 5.3.1 X.733 Event / Alarm Attributes

The qualifiers “M/C/U etc.” need to be aligned with the ongoing FM harmonization efforts (or vice versa).

Event Subtype: 

· Can one subtype belong to multiple event types? 

· Will legal values of event subtype be standardized?

· Is there an expected update of X.733 to fulfil these requirements?

Additional text:

· Will the syntax of the additional information from SQM oriented data sources be defined?

Section 5.4.3 Alarm Suppression

“After alarm suppression all alarms will be cleared on the NMS and a warning will be generated on the NMS which indicate the alarm suppression. After re-enable of the alarms all alarms will be sent from EMS to NMS”

Please clarify “all alarms will be cleared”. Will it contain all the history alarms or only active alarms?

Please clarify the meaning of “re-enable the alarms”.

Related 3GPP Solutions/Specifications

No relevant existing or future 3GPP solutions are proposed for consideration at this stage of the analysis – 3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and provide further feedback in due time.

3.3.6
Detailed questions & comments on Section 6 “HIGH LEVEL OSS REQUIREMENTS FOR INVENTORY MANAGEMENT”

Section 6.2

The SON text in that section seems out of place.

Section 6.3.3 R13 to R34: “…integration/interfacing with…”

We analyzed integration/interfacing requirements and found that there are relations as shown in the following diagram:
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What is the interface between MSI and MRI, is it Itf-N?

We found that there are both integration/interfacing relations from “billing mediation/service problem management/ service quality management” to “management resource inventory” and to “managed service inventory”. Also there are integration/interfacing relations between “management resource inventory” and “managed service inventory”. The differentiation of functions among those interfaces will need to be further addressed.

Section 6.4.1.3

Reference to NEM needs some clarification of where/how it fits into the architecture. Can we assume that NEM is equivalent to EMS?

Related 3GPP Solutions/Specifications

3GPP TS 32.692/6 Inventory NRM IRP (V10.1.0) is being proposed for consideration (see also Section 4)
3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and provide further feedback in due time.

3.3.7
Detailed questions & comments on Section 7 “ALL REFERENCES”

No questions or comments are identified at this stage – 3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and provide further feedback in due time.

Related 3GPP Solutions/Specifications

No relevant existing or future 3GPP solutions are proposed for consideration at this stage of the analysis – 3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and provide further feedback in due time.

4 Additional documentation provided to NGMN for consideration

3GPP SA WG5 identified the following additional documentation suggested to be considered by NGMN for progressing the work on “NGCOR CONSOLIDATED REQUIREMENTS”:

· 3GPP TS 32.101 Telecommunication management; Principles and high level requirements V10.0.0 (http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Specs/archive/32_series/32.101/32101-a00.zip)

· 3GPP TR 32.833 Study on Management of Converged Networks V0.6.0 (http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Specs/archive/32_series/32.833/32833-060.zip)

· 3GPP TS 32.692 Inventory NRM IRP V10.1.0 (http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Specs/archive/32_series/32.692/32692-a10.zip)

· SA5 contribution “Tool usage regarding FMC NM standards production” (http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG5_TM/TSGS5_76/Docs/S5-111200.zip)
· SA5 contribution “Interface in FMC NM environment” (http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG5_TM/TSGS5_75/Docs/S5-110087.zip)
3GPP SA WG5 will continue to analyse the NGMN NGCOR requirements and recommend additional documentation in due time.
_____________________________________________

