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1. Overall Description:

SA2 thank T2 for their liaison statement on Hierarchical Structure in GUP Specs in S2-033345 (=T2-030527) that is attached for information of CN4.

SA2 want to point out that the proposed change to replace Data Element Group (DEG) at a lower level than a profile component with Profile Component Group (PCG) at a higher level than a profile component would not mean just a change in the GUP Information Model in clause 5 of TS 23.240. It would also change the fact that Generic User Profile consists of Profile Components, and thus imply that additionally to the GUP components the PCGs should be addressable entities for the Rg and Rp reference point procedures. The proposed late change would have impact not only in TS 23.240, but also in the ongoing work on stage 3 network specification TS 29.240 in CN4.

The justification of the introduction of DEG in the GUP information model is explained in the agreed contribution S2-031480 (see attachment). A hierarchical structure between Profile Component and Data Element was seen necessary, it was seen from the existing specifications of user related data that the hierarchy of the information model should be deeper than what was possible with GUP previously.

Therefore the addition of DEG was agreed by SA2#31 in April 2003. DEG contains Data Element Groups and/or indivisible Data Elements. The nested DEGs allow deeper hierarchical structures. Note that the DEG concerns only the internal structure of the Profile Component, i.e. the Profile Component can still be retrieved through one Repository Access Function (RAF).

SA2 see the following options:

1. Removing all hierarchical structure out of the Rel6 GUP information model.

2. Adopting the hierarchical structure based on DEGs for the Rel6 GUP information model.

3. Adopting the hierarchical structure based on PCGs for the Rel6 GUP information model.

4. Adopting a ‘compromise’ hierarchical structure, which combines the principles of DEGs and PCGs. One suggestion is to have the GUP Profile containing Components, and Components containing DEGs and/or Data Elements and additionally references to other Components.

SA2 see the need to choose one of above options, which then will need to be implemented in TS 23.240 (by SA2), TS 23.241 and TS 24.241 (by T2), and 29.240 (by CN4). SA2 will try to take a decision on the option at the next meeting.

2. Actions:


None.

3. Dates of Next TSG-SA2 Meetings:

TSG-SA2 Meeting #36 
24-28 November 2003
New York City, USA

TSG-SA2 Meeting #37
12-16 January 2004
Innsbruck, Austria

