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1 Background

3GPP set of Interface IRP specifications, such as PM IRP IS, uses the qualifier (e.g., Mandatory and Optional) to qualify its operations, notifications and their parameters (we call them features in this document).  

TS 32.102 sub-clause 10.6 specifies the meaning of these M and O qualifiers.  When a feature is M-qualified, the IRP Agent must support it in order to be 3GPP compliant, and when it is O-qualified, the IRPAgent may or may not support it and still be 3GPP compliant.  

However, we have not stated the criteria for such qualifications.

We have discussed the criteria in SA5 #32bis meeting.  Ericsson was asked to prepare text for the “Criteria of M and O qualification” and to propose the appropriate place in TS 32 series for the text insertion.

The proposed text is in sub-clause 2 and the proposed place for text insertion is TS 32.102 new sub-clause 10.7.

Proposed Text

This section is the proposed text for insertion as a new sub-clause 10.7 of TS 32.102.

“

10.7 Criteria of Mandatory and Optional Qualification

This section lists the criteria for Mandatory, Optional and Conditional qualification.

· Suppliers support a range of markets and operators of various sizes and business needs.  Market and operators requirements differ in terms of required IRPAgent OAM features, expressed in operations, notifications and their associated parameters.  The criterion to use M reflects the fact that most, if not all, markets and operators would require such qualified feature - from these markets or these operators' perspective, it is a "must have" feature.  The criterion to use O reflects the fact that some markets or operators would not require such a qualified feature - from these markets or operators' perspective, it can be a "nice-to-have" feature.  But for other operators, these O-qualified features can be a "must have" features.
These criteria reflect market and operators’ requirements. Therefore these criteria are used from market and operators’ perspective.  The qualifiers M and O are not a reflection of suppliers’ willingness to implement or plan to implement a certain capability (e.g., M indicates all suppliers are willing to implement it, else O), nor the opposite. 

With this criterion, a supplier can ship smaller (and therefore, less costly) IRP compliant implementations to markets and operators who do not require certain O-qualified features.  Subsequently these operators need not to pay for features that they do not need.  But supplier can and will ship IRP compliant implementations including all or some O qualified features to markets and operators who have a need for all or some O qualified features (while the details of certain product package are subject to operator/vendor agreements).

· The use of O-qualified features allows product differentiation.  Competing suppliers can differentiate their products (because they have implemented different set of O-qualified features).  Product differentiation needs not derive from vendor-specific extension alone.  

· Standards are to encourage broad industry adoption (as they are not a law, especially not O&M standards) - across all players of the communications industry.  Standards with “too many” M‑qualified features may discourage wide adoption because of high implementation cost.  It is less costly to implement an IRP compliant system if some OAM features are O‑qualified (instead of all OAM features are M‑qualified).   Consequently, this possibility (of building a standard compliant system with lesser cost) can encourage potential entrants (e.g., 3PP middle ware, NMS, SNM etc) to implement standard IRP work now instead of wait-and-see (if others are implementing the standards).  These entrants will most likely join the standard IRP work, and therefore, increasing the standard committee membership and benefiting the standardization effort as a whole.  In addition, more entrants/suppliers of IRP compliant systems will be beneficial to operators. 

When deciding if a particular feature should be qualified as M or O, in addition to keeping the above criteria in mind, the following points should be noted as well.

· [Note: we would like to discuss this clause further.  This is because this clause seems to enforce the view, which E/// is trying to clarify and eliminate, that M and O qualifiers have direct impact to how a vendor should package/price/deliver their product portfolio.]
· If most markets and operators require a particular feature but most vendors have difficulty implementing that feature because, for example, implementation is costly or technically impossible, then SA5 or an SA5 SWG should decide if the feature should be specified at all.  In other words, use of M or O in such situation should not be encouraged.

· When the SA5 or an SA5 SWG decides on a M-qualified feature, there must be a common understanding or confidence that some vendors will implement it.
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