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1 Background

3GPP set of Interface IRP specifications, such as PM IRP IS, uses the qualifier (e.g., Mandatory and Optional) to qualify its operations and notifications (we call them features in this document).  When a feature is M-qualified, it is generally understood, and correctly so, that the IRP Agent must implement it in order to be 3GPP compliant, and when it is O-qualified, the IRPAgent may or may not implement it and still be 3GPP compliant. 

2 Different interpretations

3GPP usage of M and O to qualify its features is not a new concept.  ITU-T TMN work has been using these qualifiers, albeit in more detail form, to qualify their standardized protocol elements.  

During the course of 3GPP IRP standard discussion, Ericsson is concerned about an emerging trend of the different usage and interpretation of M and O.  The following lists the “emerging trend” of interpretations.

· The O is an “escape clause” for IRPAgent suppliers to do the minimal to claim 3GPP compliance.  These suppliers may not have intent to do any O.

· The mere fact that a feature is M-qualified, in any standard, can “equate” to availability of such feature from suppliers.

· 3GPP members use M to qualify a feature if all members agree to the standardization of the feature.  Members use O to qualifier a feature if there is no consensus among members for the standardization of that feature. 

Although the above points may seem to be true in a certain context, Ericsson in general disagree with all these usage/interpretations of M and O.  

Ericsson would like to present its interpretations of the usage/intention of 3GPP M and O qualifier (see next section).  

3 Interpretation of M and O

This section lists our interpretation of the usage of M and O when applied to 3GPP features.

· Suppliers support a range of operators (big and small).  The operators’ requirements, in terms of required IRPAgent OAM features, differ.  Ericsson’s usage/interpretation of M is that such qualified feature is expected to be required by most (if not all) operators.  (It is noted that it is difficult to identify or quantify “most (if not all) operators”.)  Our usage of O is that such feature may not be required by some operators (but required by some other operators).  With such usage/interpretation, supplier can ship smaller (and therefore, less costly) 3GPP compliant implementations to operators who do not require the O-qualified features.  (In other words, these operators need not pay for features that they do not require.)  But the same supplier can ship 3GPP compliant implementations to operators who require all M and O qualified features.  

It is interesting to compare Ericsson view here (expressed above) with that of point-3 of section 2.  In the paragraph above, the M and O are used to reflect operators’ requirements (i.e., M indicates a requirement wanted by ALL operators else O).  In point-3 of section 2, the M and O are used to characterize the suppliers’ standardization agreement (i.e., M indicates ALL suppliers are willing to implement it else O).

· The use of O-qualified features allows product differentiation.  One can differentiate one product from another (because they have implemented different set of O-qualified features).  Product differentiation needs not derive from vendor-specific extension alone.  

Standards are to encourage broad industry adoption (as they are not a law, especially not O&M standards) - across all players of the communications industry.  Standards with “too many” M‑qualified features may discourage wide adoption because of high cost of implementation.  Because not all features are M-qualified, it is less costly to implement a 3GPP compliant system.   Consequently, it can encourage potential entrants (e.g., 3PP middle ware, NMS, SNM etc) to implement 3GPP IRP work now instead of wait-and-see (if others are implementing the standards).  These entrants will most likely join the 3GPP IRP work, and therefore, increasing 3GPP membership and benefiting 3GPP standardization effort as a whole.  In addition, more entrants/suppliers of 3GPP compliant systems will be beneficial to operators. 
When deciding if a particular feature should be qualified as M or O, in addition to keeping the above two points in mind, the following points should be noted as well.

· “Too much Os” should be avoided because it can result in a large number of choices in product portfolio that (a) is an unnecessary complexity for suppliers to manage and (b) may be difficult for NMS (e.g., IRPManager) to manage, in particular in a multi-vendor environment.  
· A feature must be M if its absence will result in interoperability problem between IRPManager and IRPAgent.  However, not all M-qualified features are necessary to achieve interoperability.  (We note that the word of “interoperability” can be subject to further discussion.)
· If most operators want a particular feature but most vendors have difficulty implementing that feature because, for example, implementation is costly or is technically impossible, then the group should decide if the feature should be specified at all.  In other words, use of M or O in such situation is not applicable.
· When the group decides on a M-qualified feature, there must be some understanding or confidence that some vendors will implement it.






































































































3GPP


