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This contribution explains the position of Siemens to the change request S5026043/S5C020137 from Nortel Network and Ericsson.

S5026043/S5C020137 requests to remove partially the current restriction in the Generic NRM applied to the containment relation among instances of Subnetwork so that a legacy GSM network can be modeled in a separated sub-network. Siemens studied this CR carefully and recognized that this CR introduces some flexibility to the generic NRM. Siemens doesn’t have any objection to the technical content of this CR, but suggests some corrections related to the cover page.

1. Siemens suggests changing the sentence “This prevents providing a unified Itf-N for UMTS/GSM combined networks” in the field of Reason for Change to “This prevents modeling the legacy GSM part of a 3G mobile network with a separated SubNetwork instance.”
To model UMTS part and GSM part with separated SubNetwork instances is not the only way to model an UMTS/GSM combined network. Even legacy GSM networks can be integrated with helps of MeContext into a same UMTS/GSM combined sub-network. It is only a problem of different styles of design and modeling. The current Generic NRM doesn’t prevent “providing a unified Itf-N for UMTS/GSM combined networks”.

2. With the same argument Siemens suggests changing the sentence “Possibility to provide Itf-N for UMTS/GSM combined networks is jeopardized” in the field of Consequences if not approved to “It is not possible to model the legacy GSM part of a 3G mobile network with a separated SubNetwork instance.”

3. Siemens basically doesn’t agree that this CR belongs to the category F (correction). Although the present Generic NRM prevents modeling a certain part of a 3G network with a separated sub-network, it doesn’t lead to a totally wrong implementation. In the R4 time frame SA5 CM group hasn’t made any explicit agreement to extend Generic NRM to enable subnetworking within a 3G subnetwork.
As mentioned in the SWG-A, B, C joined session in Miami SA5 has big problems with marketing its standards. To change the published versions of TSs without following the rules defined (TS 21.900) or to try to misinterpret the rules may prevent industries to accepting the SA5 standards.
This CR would result much change in NMS products following the current Generic NRM. It is not fair to punish, in this way, the vendors who have believed SA5 and followed the SA5 R4 Standards for more than one year.

4. Siemens presume that the authors of this CR try to put the CR into F category so that it would apply to R4. It will be very appreciate if the authors of the CR could explain why they want to change R4 even when the new version of R4 and R5 will be probably published at the same time.

5. Siemens is trying to avoid conflicts and to accelerate the standardization process in SA5. If there is no other way to avoid the disagreement, Siemens may move away from Point 3 of this contribution under the following conditions:

a. The changes of wording in the fields ”Reason for Change” and “Consequence if not approved” suggested by the 1st und the 2nd point of this contribution are basically adopted.

b. We suggest documenting in the RG and the SWG-C reports an appeal to all SA5 members to follow the rule that any extension, function improvement or change of restrictions related to R5 of Generic NRM should be discussed either in the R5 time frame or be agreed explicitly in writing for later discussion.

