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1
Decision/action requested

Agree to the proposal
2
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3
Rationale

During discussion of [1] at SA5#72 “several companies claim, that no new Interface IRP is needed” and the conclusion was that „More discussion is needed.” - – quotations from [2]. This document shall contribute to this discussion.

[1] proposed to go for an Interface IRP in case of a NM centralized scenario, for DM centralized or distributed it propose the NRM IRP approach. It should be considered however, that choosing different approaches for these architectures will make the hybrid architecture close to impossible, which mixes different scenarios.

The main difficulty in the NM centralized scenario seems to be the potential asynchronousity of the wish by the NMS to change the ES state of one ore several NEs within the same operation. Only this could make the correlation between the operation and its result difficult.

Single NE case:

For Software Management an Interface solution was chosen for two main reasons: 

· SWM relates to Self-conf IRP, which is also an Interface IRP

· SWM activities like SW download or installation may take a long time, longer that an IRPManager may be willing to wait for an operation reply.

The first bullet does not apply here. ES is not related to an Interface IRP. In the contrary: ES is closely related to SON for which after a long discussion of a similar kind it was agreed to not go for an Interface IRP, but for an NRM IRP. The close relation of ES to SON gives a strong reason to include the management of ES into the same framework, i.e. an NRM IRP.

Also the second bullet does not fit here. Bringing the NE into an energySaving state should not take minutes. Remember that we are talking about the NM centralized scenario here, where it is under the NMS control to gracefully remove load from the NE – in case this is needed at all.
Several NE case:

Two requirements in current draft TS 32.551 state that an IRPManager shall allow to initiate energy saving activation/deactivation “to one or multiple network elements”. Some may translate this into an operation parameter which indicates list of NEs to be changed. But this is a wrong interpretation of the requirement. To remove this misunderstanding another contribution addresses this topic.
Additionally Interface IRP approach has backward/forward compatibility problems, if new parameters will be added.
Conclusion: 

Also for the NM centralized scenario no Interface IRP approach is needed nor advisable.
4 Detailed proposal
The following statement shall be captured in the ES status document [3]:

For ESM stage 2 an NRM IRP approach is chosen.
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