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Decision/action requested

Discuss and approve the comments to be sent to the NGMN NGCOR project.
1. Introduction

3GPP SA5 has been asked to provide comments on NGMN NGCOR consolidated requirements. Ericsson in this document provides a set of comments for further clarification and understanding as input to the SA5 discussion on the NGMN document. 

The comments in this contribution are sectioned into a number of areas considered important to improve, and (a large number of) further detailed comments and questions provided in attached document. The areas targeted are, scope, definitions, use cases, requirements and Autonomic Aware features.
2. Comments

2.1 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 we talking 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. 
2.2 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 may consider proposing the management reference model described in 32.101 fig. 1 as a baseline for further definitions, but further definition of the key terms may be needed to reach a common understanding between SDOs.
2.3 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. 

Out of the architecture scenarios depicted in section 2, is it scenario depicted in 2.4.4 that is NGMN target? Should we view C1, C2 C3 depicted in 2.5 merely as deployment cases, i.e. no additional standard aspects compared to 2.4.4. 

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. 

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.
2.3 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 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 (many to many relationships between MN and EM in clause 3 and 4 figure 16). 

· 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)?

Requirement R4. Section 2.6.4: shall we assume that this requirement is on standardized Itf-N? 
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.  
2.4 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.

3. Way Forward 
We look forward to NGMN’s feedback on our comments for our better understanding as well as your plan to proceed with the development of the document.
