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1. Overall Description:

The GUP joint ad hoc wishes to thank TSG SA5 for their liaison statement inS5-020016 in particular for the review of UP-010141 (23.240, v0.3.0, stage 2) and wish to express our appreciation. In your LS several questions were raised, to which we provide some answers in this liaison statement. We also attach the latest draft specification of 23.241 and 24.241 for your consideration. 

The GUP joint ad hoc also thanks SA5 for making us aware of TS 32.140 “A high level Subscription Management Requirements” document which we will review in due course. However we acknowledge the commonality that exists between GUP and Subscription Management. Below are the answers to the questions that were raised in your original liaison statement. We have retained the original questions for clarity (in blue text). 
1. Subscription Management (SuM) Profile components (SuPC). Many of these components are identical to GUP components but some are unique to SuM. The distinction is that SuM looks at the operations view and access (control) requirements of Subscription Management Profile Components whereas GUP looks at the user view and access control of the GUP components. For those components common to both GUP and SuM, the access control requirements of SuM and GUP are often different.
Answer:  We are in agreement with the conclusions of your analysis.

2. The text in clause 4.4  is unclear as to whether a component may consist solely of a list /set of data-types or may contain a set of objects and attributes. This is important because GUP, despite its name is not just about data, but also about the functions that can be performed on them. For major sub-systems like IMS our expectation is that SuM Profile component will be defined as a set of objects with relationships.

Answer: Our principle is that a component is a composite datatype, which may consist of other composite data types and atomic datatypes. This is perhaps best illustrated in the diagrams below, which are extracted from TS 23.241 (please see attachments for latest drafts). Further, our view is that a profile component cannot contain other components. 

The current generic model of a profile is represented in the picture below.
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The Datatype and especially the Composite Data is modeled in the picture below.
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For the moment we are forced (by resource constraints) to limit the scope of the GUP to the simplest cases and try to make it extensible. We have tried to focus on what we consider the most immediate need within the GUP.

So far we have regarded the components rather independent. We have identified a need for references between components but require more time to study this. The components are the unit of allocation. The component as a whole is stored in one node eventually also cached in some other nodes. The Component can also be the unit for access control (all things in a Component have the same rules for access).

We also regarded the components as passive data object and have considered actions on data. 

3. Identifying components that are common to GUP and SuM will be a priority as they are the entities that are needed by both users and operators and require common agreement whereas those that are unique to GUP or SuM are entities that can be developed separately by SA5 and the GUP ad-hoc team.

Answer : The T2 GUP ad hoc also believes that the identification and definition of common components is a priority activity. In addition, it is also important to identify common atomic and composite datatypes.. We are of the strong opinion that 3GPP has to define an initial set of common components and datatypes.

4. Can you clarify the abbreviation CC/PP in clause 4.2 ?

Answer: CC/PP relates to the Composite Capability/Preferences Profile. The specifications relating to the Data Description Framework and Data Descriptions include RDF (Resource Description Framework) and CC/PP, which are developed by the W3C, and the WAP UAProf  which is developed by the WAP Forum. However, further detail can be found in TS 23.241, from which we extract the following:

C.7
Composite Capability/Preference Profiles (CC/PP)

The W3C Metadata Activity addressed the combined needs of several groups for a common framework to express assertions about information on the Web. The primary work in this activity was the Resource Description Framework.

Composite Capability/Preference Profiles (CC/PP): A user side framework for content negotiation is one of the W3C Metadata Activities.

The following links may be useful in finding additional information. 

http://www.w3.org/Metadata/ 

· CC/PP Working Group: http://www.w3.org/Mobile/CCPP/ 

· CC/PP home page: http://www.w3.org/TR/NOTE-CCPP/ 

· Composite Capabilities/Preference Profiles: Requirements and Architecture: http://www.w3.org/TR/2000/WD-CCPP-ra-20000721/ 

· Composite Capability/Preference Profiles (CC/PP): Structure: http://www.w3.org/TR/2000/WD-CCPP-struct-20000721/
· CC/PP Attribute Vocabularies: http://www.w3.org/TR/CCPP-vocab/
5. The concept of a common data definition framework seems sensible and it would be sensible for SuM to adopt a similar or identical framework to GUP.

Answer: The T2 GUP ad hoc is very interested in co-operating in the development of the Data Description Framework jointly with SA5. We believe that 3GPP would greatly benefit from having a single Data Description Framework (DDF). By having one DDF more effort could be invested to make it really useful. Considering the vast experience that SA5 has in data modelling, we believe that your input would be invaluable in the definition and the initial usage of the DDF.

6. The proposed principles for classification / structuring of GUP components could also be applied to Subscription Profile Components.
Answer: We are in agreement and look forward to co-operating with SA5 in the future in this area.

2. Actions:

To TSG SA5.

· The GUP Joint Ad-hoc looks forward to a continued dialogue and close co-operation with SA5 in the matters of the development of specifications 23.241 and 24.241, and therefore kindly requests SA5 to keep us informed about any relevant developments in the SA5 area.
· Consider if a presentation to SA5 by a delegation from the GUP Joint ad Hoc on the Data Description Framework would be useful. 

· Consider SA5’s views how the work could progress to ensure mutual benefit.

3. Date of Next GUP Ad Hoc Meetings:

	GUP Joint Ad Hoc
	2nd - 5th April 2002

	T2#17
	13th- 17th May, 2002

	T2#18
	19th - 23rd August, 2002
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