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1 Summary
This paper discusses the pros and cons of 3GPP standardizing the south-bound interface.  The paper conclusion is that 3GPP should spend its limited and precious resources to standardize higher layer network management functions (not device
 management, for example) to support, as urgently needed, self organization network (SON) and to support multi-operator network operating environments.
2 Context

The Figure 1 provides the context for this paper.  The names such as Netowrk Manager, Domain Manager, itf-N, itf-P2P are those defined in 32.100.  The Itf-X and itf-Y are new terms for our use in this paper.

3GPP has been standardizing the IRPs (e.g. UTRAN NRM IRP, Alarm Management IRP) for use over itf-N.  3GPP is in the process of defining/identifying various IRPs for use over itf-P2P.  
This paper is a discussion if 3GPP should spend its effort and resource at this moment to standardize IRPs or equivalents for use over itf-Y.

This paper will not discuss the itf-X.  We mention this itf-X in this context diagram to highlight the fact that 3GPP members are already in the process of identifying/defining protocol elements for use over itf-X for network management (not just signalling) purposes.
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Figure 1: Context diagram
3 Benefits of itf-Y standard

Often, the benefits of standardization protocols/procedures or IRPs for use over itf-Y are cited in the following ways:

1. One DM of one vendor can manage multiple NEs of different vendors, in the same manner (e.g. without adaptation).

a. Instead of needing to buy/use multiple DMs, operator needs only one DM from any vendor to manage NEs of different vendors.

b. Operator can swap NEs of one vendor with NEs by another vendor with ease (e.g. without retrofitting software in DM).

2. NM of one vendor can manage multiple NEs of different vendors, in the same manner (e.g. without adaptation).

4 Doubts about standardized itf-Y
The history of Itf-N standardizing shows, despite of tremendous effort, that it is impossible for all members to agree on all aspects of NRM IRP classes and their parameters.  The result, now in Release 8, is clear that the network management capabilities represented in the so called vendor specific extension (VSE) are much richer than those represented in the so called 3GPP standard NRM parameters or classes.  Furthermore, it is recognised that the support of the VSE (by DMs and by NEs) is a necessary condition for effective network management.

We think the same situation will occur for itf-Y standard, if 
there is one.  That is to say, a very small set of itf-Y parameters will/can be standardized.  These parameters alone are not sufficient to manage NEs.  Large VSE are required. 

Subsequently, the benefits cited in section 3 are doubtful.  
The vender-A DM needs to know VSE of vendor-X, and by extension, different VSEs of different vendors.  Given VSE capability is a much larger set than the standardized-set, the benefit cited in case 1.b of section 4 is doubtful because with standard itf-Y with large set of VSE is not much different (e.g. in terms of cost of adaptation and potential loss of information in adaptation) than the case where vendor-A DM deals with its own NE and deals with vendor-X NEs in the traditional non-standard ways. 

The benefit cited in case 2 of section 4 is doubtful if not false because in a multi-vendor environment, an operator must know the VSEs of the various vendors in order to manage the network effectively.

5 Conclusion

Given the history of 3GPP itf-N standardizing work, Ericsson believes that a standardized itf-Y would, as in the case of standardized Itf-N, require large amount of VSE for effective management.  

In such case, the benefits identified in section 4 are doubtful.  

But worst, in such case, 3GPP members would have spent precious and ill afforded resources on such topic and dilute efforts to standardize SON capabilities and capabilities to manage multi-operator networks.

This is the reason why Ericsson recommends not to standardize itf-Y.  

























































� Since the south-bound interface is for 3GPP IRPAgent to manage the Network Elements (NE), Ericsson considers the south-bound interface as in the domain of device management.  Note that the standardization of device management is not 3GPP responsibility.





