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	Document Summary:
	Ericsson has based on the TR 32.800 tried to do a consistency check between SA5 and RAN3 specifications. A side effect of the analysis is that we found out that there are probably better ways to ensure consistency (and to meet other objectives of the TR 32.800) then to create this extra TR “between” SA5 and RAN3 specifications.

This contribution indicates a number of errors and problems with the TR, e.g.

· it is not aligned with TS 25.430 and TS 25.433.

· It is unclear how this TR relates to the IRPs.

· it violates the principles of the signalling specification in TSG RAN

· it is a mix of requirements and signalling examples.

This contribution proposes a way forward.
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1 General Comments on TR 32.800

The TR is targeting management of UTRAN, with the purpose of specifying 

· Use cases for the complete O&M process from NMC to Node B

· Guidelines for solutions

· General O&M requirements

This should be done with the following justification:

The use of multi-vendor networks increases the need to have a common network management method. 
This concept is already covered by the IRPs. However, in order to verify the completeness of the IRPs and their co‑operation with other resource management interfaces, a total overview of management procedures is needed. 
These procedures where deduced from experiences of operating GSM networks.

For accomplish the target the affected specifications listed are the 32-series (SA5), TS25.430 and 25.433. That will only cover a minor part of the management interactions needed. Transport Network is hardly covered at all and the Radio Network is only partly covered. To get a complete picture in only UTRAN, at least also 25.331, 25.410, 25.413, 25.419, 25,420, 25.423, 25.442, ATM standards and IP standards have to be taken into account.

It can be useful to have use cases that shows examples of signalling (node interwork. Compare with 25.931 UTRAN Functions, Examples on Signalling Procedures), which then ought to contain all UTRAN interfaces and not only Iub control plane. However, just as with 25.931, it will be impossible to foresee all cases an accurately describe them for the complete O&M process, within the short time frame for Rel4. It will be difficult to describe an efficient behaviour with regards to different scenarios (such as expansion of the radio network with one cell vs. e.g. 50 cells, with or without multi-vendor), taking different operators goals into account (e.g. one operator do not take down any traffic for maintenance work, while another can accept that), etc. Ericsson’s opinion is that the TR 32.800 should contain examples of management interaction between different nodes.

To get guidelines to solutions and handle general requirements, how will this TR relate to the IRPs and the other SA5 specifications? Ericsson's opinion is that it is more efficient to handle those guidelines and requirements directly in the relevant specification.

The TR is mixing handling of transport network and radio network. Are both transport network and radio network to be covered by this TR? Ericsson's understanding is that they are handled by different categories of personnel, which means that they should at least not be mixed together.

As the pre-conditions and the results of the management procedure are not described, it is difficult to understand what each procedure shall contain. In some cases it is not possible to judge whether the contents is correct or faulty.

The TR is not consistent with regards to what is described and the level of descriptions given in different chapters. Things (e.g. regarding radio network) are present in one chapter but omitted in another corresponding chapter.

If there is a need for a TR describing examples for management interaction in UTRAN, do not the same need appear for the GERAN and the CN?

2 Status of TR 32.800

The TR is not clear enough on the fact that it only shows examples. In TSG RAN the signalling specifications uses the principle that only the server actions are specified. The client behaviour is not specified (with very few exceptions). That means that descriptions like 32.800 and 25.931 can only be examples. Applied on the Itf-N, one benefit is that the NM system can automate certain actions or choose to give the operator technician full control.

The TR only takes NBAP signalling into account. Management towards other parts of the UTRAN signalling than Logical O&M are totally missing, e.g. RRC signalling.

The editorial status of the TR have to be improved. 
E.g. most sequence diagrams lacks the numbering used in figure 5.2.1.

The connection between the textual description of the procedures and the figures showing the procedures are not clear.
References within the document are faulty in at least one case (chapter 4.2.1).
Concepts are used without being explained, e.g. adjacent Node Bs.

The chapter for Network Expansion Procedure is describing the transport network, while the referenced chapters for the O&M procedures describe the radio network.

E.g. the chapter for Cellular Network Configuration Procedure is setting requirements on interface (without being specific on where it is valid) and on functionality in the network elements. Requirements should be handled in the appropriate specification (if agreed).

The chapter for Network Optimisation Procedure claims that only collection of measurement data is handled within the TR. However in the referenced chapter, only a number of measurements are listed and they are somewhat being described.

The chapter for Node B Installation and Initial Configuration contains procedural errors. Depending on the scope, alignment might be needed with different specifications. It is difficult to understand the scope of the procedure, taking the contents into account.

The chapter for Cell Re-configuration works from a procedural point of view for some scenarios, but not for others. The chapter needs to be aligned with at least TS 25.433. Even in the scenario that it does work from a procedural point of view, depending on the operator strategy some operators might want to handle the radio network differently.

The chapter for Network Optimisation Procedure does not contain any procedural information at all. It contains a number of measurements are listed with a very short description. This should be part of the WI xxx, which means that it should be excluded in this TR.

The chapter about Remote Node B Software Update contains at least one procedural error. It is not clear if the Software Repository is mandatory part of UTRAN, if it is proprietary or standardised etc.

The chapter about Installation of a New RNC only handles the transport network (compared with Node B Installation and Initial Configuration. But maybe it is that chapter that is faulty?).

The chapter for Logical Node B Expansion contains procedural errors. It also contains a subchapter for requirements, which should be a contribution to relevant specification.

The chapter about Node B Swap contains a procedural description where one part of the handling that definitely is not recommended. Another part is so general that it is not possible to judge whether it is correct or not.

The chapter about Network Monitoring and Fault Management Procedures contains references to ITU X.731, ITU Q.821 and ITU X.721 (see figure 5.9.1) instead of 32.111-1 and the Alarm IRP. The Figure 5.9.1 is not compliant with figure 4.1.1 (i.e. the architecture in 32.101) or the UTRAN architecture. The chapter contains procedural errors. The description do not cover all kinds of faults in a Node B (it is unclear what kind of fault is covered with the description).
The sentence “It should be noted that the Q3 interface [6] should not necessarily be used, the alarm signalling should only be backwards compatible to the Q3 interface.” is inconsistent with 32.111 (chapter 5.9.1).
In general, it is quite confusing (and probably wrong) that this document defines requirements for FM. This is long ago decided to be done in 32.111. To have such requirements here introduces a risk of inconsistacy.

3 Proposal

As the time schedule for Rel4 is very tight and there is much to do with the specifications in SA5, it is proposed that:

1. requirements and guidelines for solutions are handled directly towards relevant specification, to avoid unnecessary work. Guidelines for solutions and requirements shall be taken out of TR 32.800. TR 32.800 can be used for signalling examples.

2. the TR 32.800 shall be treated after all R99 issues and after TSes for Rel4.
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