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1 Introduction 

The current text proposal for the RN OAM requirements [1] makes the assumption that the OAM systems managing the RNs and the DeNBs are different and that they do not exchange information. While this may initially appear as a step to a shorter, simpler roll-out for relays, on a more careful analysis this assumption seems inconsistent with commonly understood principles of network management. It may also prevent further (and desirable) benefits due to better integration, which are intrinsically available due to the commonalities between RNs, DeNBs and eNBs. We therefore propose to remove the above assumption from the text proposal.
2 OAM Standards
One of the rationales behind the assumption in [1] is that relay deployment in a multi-vendor environment will be extremely difficult without it, since it will be the network operator’s onus to get the RN and DeNB vendors to share information between their two OAMs. This approach seems not to be consistent with current 3GPP standards; in fact, the management of multi-vendor RAN environments is already covered, and relay deployment is no exception. As an example, let us consider the reference OAM architecture in [2]. The related reference model is pictured in Figure 1 in simplified form.
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Figure 1 Management reference model, as defined in [2].
We could apply the current assumption about RN and DeNB OAMs on this model as saying that:

· The interface between the two NMs is not present;

· The left NM manages the DeNB(s), and the right NM manages the RN(s).

It is interesting to note that the intra-NM interface is currently FFS in [2], so in this respect our current WA is in line with the reference model.
But on the other hand, the same model defines a standardized interface (Itf-N) between the Network Management System and the RAN. Such an interface is used when managing RAN nodes provided by different vendors on the same network, in order to achieve consistency of the various configuration parameters. For the sake of information exchange between network nodes, even a peer-to-peer variant of Itf-N (Itf-P2P) is defined [3].

Further provisions in [2] make it clear that the introduction of such open interfaces is meant to promote, rather than to hinder, multi-vendor operation
. So, no justification can be found for assuming no information exchange between different nodes’ OAMs a priori.
3 Relay Nodes Are a Part of RAN
In all standards discussions up to this point, RNs are considered to be part of the RAN architecture, not a separate network layer. As such, it makes sense that this should reflected in the OAM architecture. For example, according to [4], an RN supports functionality defined for eNBs unless explicitly specified, so it is reasonable to expect a RN OAM to have a lot of commonalities with an eNB OAM. The same could also be said for a DeNB OAM. It is probably not correct, therefore, to assume from the start that the two OAMs are different and non-communicating.
4 Conclusion and Proposal
In relay deployments, RNs and DeNBs are all RAN nodes belonging to the same network and sharing quite a number of commonalities. The assumption that they be managed by separate and non-communicating OAM systems is an unnecessary added complexity at this stage. We propose, therefore, to remove the corresponding sentence from the current text proposal as per the related CR [5].
5 References

[1] R3-101969
“Support of LTE-A Relay OAM”.
[2] “3GPP; TSG SA; Telecommunication management; Principles and high level requirements (Release 9)”, 3GPP TS 32.101 v. 9.1.0.

[3] “3GPP; TSG SA; Telecommunication management; Application guide for use of Integration Reference Points (IRPs) on Peer-to-Peer (P2P) Interface (Release 7)”, 3GPP TS 32.806 v. 7.0.0.
[4] “3GPP; TSG RAN; E-UTRA and E-UTRAN; Overall description; Stage 2 (Release 10)”, 3GPP TS 36.300 v. 10.0.0.

[5] R3-102198
“RN and DeNB OAMs Should Be Able to Exchange Info”.
NM





NM








P2P





-





Itf





N





-





Itf





EM





EM





EM



































DM





DM





DM











EM





NE





EM





NE





NE





NE





NE








� “For an operator to be able to properly manage this diverse network, in order to provide the quality of service expected by his customers, it is essential to standardise the Configuration Management… at least to an extent that the operation of the multi-vendor network will be possible effectively and efficiently. Within the scope of Configuration Management, a distinction has to be made between those aspects targeting single Network Elements (NE management level) and those that are also, or exclusively, relevant for some part or the entire network (Network Management level).”
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