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1
Decision/action requested

To decide the SA5 point of view and to give feedback to ITU-T and TISPAN.
2
References

S5-070579 Minutes from Methodology ad hoc with ITU-T in Budapest Sep 2006
S5-070580 Minutes from teleconference with ITU-T Oct 2006

S5-070581 Minutes from teleconference with ITU-T 13 Nov 2006

S5-070582 Minutes from teleconference with ITU-T 18 Nov 2006

S5-070583 Minutes from teleconference with TISPAN 16 Feb 2007

S5-070584 Minutes from teleconference with ITU-T 9 Mar 2006

3
Rationale

To go through all agreements and open SA5 issues in order to decide upon an SA5 point of view.
To give feedback to ITU-T before M.3020 goes out on approval.

4
Detailed proposal

4.1
Issues and agreements from the Methodology Ad hoc in Budapest Sep 2006 with ITU-T
1. Open issue: Clarify in which 3GPP specification the allowable protocol services for the design phase should be defined.
Not addressed yet in SA5. So far the allowed protocols are defined in 32.101. Is that acceptable from reuse of other SDOs point of view?
Decision in SA5:
2. Open issue: The definition of the term “Information Object Class” was updated on-line to: 
Information Object Class: Describes the information that can be passed/used in management interfaces and is modelled using the stereotype "Class" in the UML meta-model. For a formal definition of Information Object Class and its structure of specification, see Annex B | 3GPP TS 32.151[??].
Is that acceptable for SA5?
Decision in SA5:
3. Open issue: The terms “Information type” and “Matching information” should be explicitly defined in 3GPP specs (32.151).
Not addressed yet in SA5. 
Decision in SA5:
4. Open issue: To be checked if “Management Interface” is a concept used by 3GPP. If yes, check alignment with the definition in M.3020. The good use of “Reference Point” also needs to be checked. Also to be clarified the relationship between Manager and Agent: one to one, one to many, many to many.
“Management Interface” and “Reference Point” are not addressed yet in SA5. Decision in SA5:
Decision in SA5: The cardinalities between Manager and Agent are many to many. This was communicated to ITU-T in the teleconference the 13th of Nov. 2006.
5. Agreement: It was agreed that a bottom-up approach should be followed for tracability between use cases and requirements and between solutions and requirements. It was agreed that tagging should be used for tracability purpose.
SA5 to confirm the agreement. See also bullet 48.
Decision in SA5:
6. Agreement: It was agreed that ITU-T should adopt the numbering scheme of 3GPP for requriements as done in the IS template.
No action needed from SA5.
7. Agreement: It was agreed that the requirements should be listed in one or more tables as described in the example in A.1.2.1 in M.3020.
No action needed from SA5. 
8. Action item SA5: At the end of clause A.1.2.1.3, some text has been imported from 32.803 and slightly updated. It will be checked whether those changes can be reintroduced in 32.803. 
Decision in SA5: The TR 32.803 will not be continued in Rel-7, so there is no need to update it. This was communicated to ITU-T in the teleconference the 13th of Nov. 2006.
9. Open issue: The recent addition in the field “Post Conditions” in the Use Case Template about optional behaviours following the use case will need more thinking. This addition was considered as not needed by SA5 members. 
Decision in SA5:
10. Open issue: It was questioned where the wordings used in the left side column of the Use Case template are coming from. They should not be changed until the impacts are better understood. 
Decision in SA5:
11. Open issue: Definitions of “Begins when”, “Step 1” in the Use Case template require more discussion. 
Decision in SA5:
12. Open issue: It has to be defined how to specify Mandatory and Optional in the Requirement template. 
Decision in SA5:
13. Action Item SA5: Correct the text about Mandatory/Optional in 32.151, clause Y.1. More generally, this clause Y.1 needs to be checked and reworked. 
Decision in SA5:
14. Open issue: The order of clauses for Interface definition (B.3) and Information object classes (B.4) is opposite of SA5 convention. SA5 considers that data definition should be presented before interface definition. To be further discussed. 
Decision in SA5:
15. Action Item SA5: Correct the text in 32.151, clause Y.2. Replace “template” with “specification” in the first line. 
Decision in SA5:
16. Action Item SA5: Introduce Security considerations in 32.151 IS template. 
Decision in SA5:
17. Action Item SA5: Give a recommendation on the note in clause B.3.b. 
Decision in SA5:
18. Open issue: It is proposed by SG4 to remove all the examples and to create several specific examples of full IS/Analysis in Annex (e.g. one 3GPP example). A counter-proposal was made to keep the examples in the normative text but make them generic. To be further considered by both organizations. 
Decision in SA5:
19. Action Item SA5: Clause B.3.b.a.3, the sentence “This table …” disappeared from the corresponding clause in 32.151 and should be reintroduced. 
Decision in SA5:
20. Action Item SA5: Add Requirement ID in 32.151 (add a column for Operation tables and Notification tables). 
Decision in SA5:
21. Open issue: At the end of clause B.4.1, some text is proposed to be added by ITU-T. There are ongoing discussions in SA5 on those aspects and SG4 will be invited to participate. 
Decision in SA5:
Action Item SA5: In clause B.4.2.1, an update was done online:
"
This first diagram represents all information object classes defined in this specification  with all their relationships, including relationships with imported IOCs (if any). This diagram shall contain relationship names, role name and role information object class cardinality. This shall be a UML compliant class diagram (see also Annex D). 

Characteristics (relationships) of imported information object classes need not to be repeated in the diagram. Information object classes should be defined using the stereotype <<InformationObjectClass>>.
"
 32.151 should be updated accordingly. 
Decision in SA5:
22. Open issue: SG4 to clarify what is confusing in clause B.4.3.a.6 to allow SA5 to update 32.151 if needed. 
Decision in SA5:
23. Action item SA5: A new title has been defined by SG4 in clause B.4.6. 32.151 will be aligned. 
Decision in SA5:
24. Action item SA5: Clause Z “Scenario” in 32.151 should be moved to another clause, e.g. Y.c. 
Decision in SA5:
25. Agreement: The table defining Stereotypes has been split in Annex D. This change was agreed. 
Decision in SA5:
26. Open issue: In clause D.3.7.1, <<agent-internal-usage>> was removed. SA5 thinks it should be kept. To be further considered by ITU-T. 
Decision in SA5:
27. Open issue: The changes proposed in D.4.4 need more discussion. There is a proposal to use only a naming attribute defined in Top and not let the other classes define their own naming attributes. This will be further discussed. 
Decision in SA5:
28. Open issue: It was discussed whether we should have visibility qualifiers for classes. This will need more discussion. 
Decision in SA5:
29. Open issues for further discussion: naming conventions, clear separation of Interface IRPs from NRM IRPs. 
Decision in SA5:
30. Agreement:
The following assumptions were agreed and will be used as a basis for future common work: 
- 1 - It is possible to reach a situation with identical specifications (including same wording, notations, etc);
- 2 - It is possible to keep the specifications aligned with an appropriate process (to be defined, taking into account the different cycles of the two organizations); 
- 3 - There will be two sets of specifications and the presentation may differ (e.g. number of documents, clause numbers, formatting);
- 4 - Normative parts shall be strictly identical with respect to contents;
- 5 - Differences shall be in informative parts;
- 6 - Differences are believed to be limited to samples and examples; 
- 7 - A statement should be added in each specification to clarify the relationship with other SDOs’ specifications;
- 8 - Responsibility for Requirements is with ITU-T, IS/Analysis with 3GPP, SS/Design to be defined, general/IRP Methodology/Naming Conventions to be defined.
Decision in SA5: The above assumptions were agreed and will be used as a basis for future common work. This was communicated to ITU-T in the teleconference the 13th of Nov. 2006.
4.2
Issues and agreements from the Methodology teleconference 10 Oct 2006 with ITU-T.

31. Open Issue: Reference 12 should be checked by both SA5 and SG4 if the version 1.5 is OK or not. 
Decision in SA5:
32. Open Issue: It should be clarified how the clause numbering shall be done in the specifications (e.g. the tranformation of A.2.1 into a clause 4 in a 3GPP specification). 
Decision in SA5:
33. Open Issue: TISPAN WG8 are discussing whether all requirements etc. shall be covered by a use case or a documented motivation. This is up for consideration in both SA5 and SG4. 
Decision in SA5:
34. Open Issue: The last paragraph (after the table) in B.2.2 that is added by SG4, is still not yet discussed in SA5. SA5 might still have comments on that. 
Decision in SA5:
35. Open Issue: To be considered if some of the text in B.2.2.3.a.2 shall be moved to the Convention clause. 
Decision in SA5:
36. Open Issue: SA5 to consider the own specification structure for all methodology specifications (for requirements, IS, SS and use cases).
Decision in SA5: A new methodology TS should contain the requirement methodology. SA5 would like to reuse M.3020 by direct reference. But as Rel-7 most probably ends in March 2007, SA5 will copy text from M.3020 to the new Requirement Methodology specification first and change to direct referencing later.This was communicated to ITU-T in the teleconference the 13th of Nov. 2006.
The IS will keep its present specification number and SSes will have one new specification for all technology specific techniques. 
Decision in SA5:
4.3
Issues and agreements from the Methodology teleconference 13 Nov 2006 with ITU-T.

37. Agreement: It should be noted that the SA5 - SG4 agreement is to have use cases only in the requirement phase. Not to have very big and complex use cases. 
Decision in SA5:
38. Open issue: Use cases and traceability are mandatory in SG4. They are in principle mandatory also in SA5, even if that debate is not really finished. SA5 will most probably not be totally rigid on having use cases for all small additions and changes. However, when exceptions from doing use cases are done, the addition/change should be motivated and documented. 
Decision in SA5:
39. Agreement: Traceability shall only be bottom up; solutions shall refer to requirement and requirements shall refer to use cases. 
Decision in SA5:
40. Open issue: SG4 are of the opinion that use cases shall restrict the requirements and that the requirements shall restrict the solutions. SA5 agrees in principle (a high level agreement to do functionality top down exists), but the discussion is not concluded on this matter yet. 
Decision in SA5:
41. Agreement: Another group that deals with methodology is TMF. But no interest has been detected in TMF to harmonise the methodology with other organisations. 
It was agreed that for at least half a year it would be wise to not invite more than TISPAN, as the work could grow very much if the opinions differ much. 
Decision in SA5:
4.4
Issues and agreements from the Methodology teleconference 18 Nov 2006 with ITU-T and TISPAN.

42. Action item: SA5 to reconsider if use cased could be allowed also as part of the analysis phase. 
Decision in SA5:
4.5
Issues and agreements from the Methodology session in the teleconference 16 Feb 2007 with TISPAN.

No issues or agreements were made, as only information exchange was done.

4.5
Issues and agreements from the Methodology teleconference 9 Feb 2007 with ITU-T and TISPAN.

43. Open issue: Some definitions had changed and one definiton was added. Comments are invited from 3GPP and TISPAN. 
Decision in SA5:
44. Open issue: Changes have been made to post condition and the description of completion in "ends when" row in clause A.1.2 in Annex A. Comments are invited from 3GPP and TISPAN. 
Decision in SA5:
45. Action Item on 3GPP and TISPAN to indicate results regarding M.3020 from their next meeting (TISPAN March 26 - 30 and 3GPP April 2- 6) in the next teleconference (or before). 
Decision in SA5:
46. Open issue: SA5 has decided to use direct references for the requirement methodology (as ITU-T are responsible for requirement methodology), in order to insure alignment at all times. ITU-T has decided to copy IS methodology (for which 3GPP is responsible) and to refer to 32.151 (or rather the ETSI corresponding spec 132.151 when it is published). This means that ITU-T must be informed about all changes to 32.151, so that they can update Analysis methodology in M.3020 accordingly. 
Decision in SA5:
47. Open issue: The direction of the references are agreed to be bottom up between ITU-T and 3GPP. In M.3020 the direction is from use case to requirement. That is not in line with the last stated 3GPP point of view. However, 3GPP members agreed that use cases could be a way of illustrating requirements. 
Action Item to 3GPP to clarify their oppinion on wheather use cases are used to describe requirements or to derive requirements. As ITU-T is responsible for requirement methodology, the starting point is the current version of M3020. 
Decision in SA5:
4.6
Next Methodology teleconference with ITU-T and TISPAN
The next teleconference is to be held on the 10th of April at 13.00 CET, 20.00 Tokyo, 7.00 am New York.

