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Colour code: 

Yellow = The rapporteur proposes that a CR should be produced to clarify/correct the issue. For this, it would be good if some companies could share the work load to produce these CRs.
Blue = The rapporteur proposes that we leave the issue as “still open”, because it has lower priority and/or no good solution can be found for the moment.
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1
Comments from general review of M.3020
a) End of chapter 2 states “A bibliography of non-normative references can be found in Appendix IV.”. Should the 3GPP IRP methodology (32.101, 32.150, 32.151, 32.152), particularly the Analysis|IS methodology, not be normative references? Or is it just made like this before the official ETSI TSs are published?

b) From SA5 WT51 session: We propose to remove the def. of “Information type” and “Matching information” in ch. 3, because they are only used within the context of the IS tables.

c) Ch. 3 defines “Protocol-specific specification:” as “Defines the management interfaces and information passed across them …”. But the information is part of the interface specification, as well as operations and notifications. We propose to delete the words “and information passed across them”.
d) We disagree with the NOTE under “Protocol-specific specification:”. XML specs for example; they are part of an SS but not an SS in themselves. 

e) Ch. 4: Wrong definition of the IRP abbreviation! Shall be Integration Reference Point.
f) Ch. 4: NA should be “Not Applicable”? (Capital A). And SLA should be “Service Level Agreement”

g) Ch. 6 bullet 3: Questionable whether that is still applicable (for ITU-T) since SG4 has agreed to use the 3GPP IS methodology for the Analysis phase.

h) Ch. 6 bullet 5 is confusing. Auto-generation of SS from IS is not possible today. But do they mean “manual generation/mapping” like we do today?

i) In 7.3 third paragraph last sentence: “However some protocol specific definitions, such as class hierarchy, can be depicted using UML notation”, we believe that “protocol specific” should be “protocol neutral”. 
j) 2.2.1.1, Use Case example has an error in the first Column. The added row should be “Ends when”, not “Begins when”.
k) Annex B, 2nd paragraph: “The analysis template is based on the 3GPP Information Service ‎[13]” should be “The analysis template is based on the 3GPP Information Service template ‎[13]”

l) General comment about the changes in Annex B: Due to the agreement that SA5 is responsible for the shared Analysis|IS methodology, any changes of the IS template that SG4 wishes to make, after the Table of contents in Annex B, should be proposed to SA5. The text in Annex B (after the Table of contents) should always be a true copy of the latest available version of 32.151 (except for possible reference or subclause/fig. number updates). Otherwise it will be impossible to maintain consistency between SA5 and SG4. Therefore, we propose to remove the added text in Annex B (B.2.2.5.1 etc.) and send a specific change request about that to SA5.
m) The above comment is also valid for Annex D (UML repertoire). It should be a true copy of the latest available version of 32.152 (except for possible reference or subclause/fig. number updates).
n) We propose to swap the order of Annex C and D, because current Annex B and D belong to the IS|Analysis phase.
o) In A.2.2.1.3.a UseCaseName, there is a statement “Use cases are also useful in the analysis phase (see Annex B.2)”. We propose to remove this since it is a bit confusing to refer to the complete Analysis section B.2 for that; it gives no guidance on how to do that. It is still not forbidden to have UCs in the Analysis phase.
p) There are “hidden” embedded review comments left which should be removed. E.g.: 
a. [MJS1] in the last table cell in 2.1, 
b. [M2] just before the caption of fig. X in 2.2.2,
c. [MJS3] in 2.3.1.3.

2
Outstanding issues from the morning session 5 April

The list below reports review of outstanding issues from the morning session 5 April in the main track (reported per outstanding issue number to be checked by SA5 in S5-070736). NOTE: This is not an exhaustive list of all outstanding issues to be fixed – only a list of those that require further checks before a decision. 
q) Issue 9: The addition seems OK. We just ask if “postconditions” should be spelled as “post conditions”.
r) Issue 10: Does not seem to be an issue anymore. 

s) Issue 11: Does not seem to be an issue anymore. 

t) Issue 13: Still open – needs to be checked by SA5. 
u) Issue 15: This should be corrected with a CR on 32.151.

v) Issue 16: Still open – needs to be checked by SA5. 
w) Issue 17: The proposed note in b.3.b of the old draft “proposal-v3” has a note “Grouping of operations/partitioning of interface contents and naming of interfaces is for further study”. We ask SG4 if this is still an issue – Grouping of operations and naming of interfaces is already supported by the IS template.

x) Issue 18: Still open – needs to be checked by SA5.
y) Issue 19: Still open – needs to be checked by SA5.

z) Issue 21: Still open – needs to be checked by SA5.
aa) Issue 23: This should be corrected with a CR on 32.151.

ab) Issue 24: This should be corrected with a CR on 32.151.

ac) Issue 25: Still open – needs to be checked by SA5.

ad) Issue 28: Still open – needs to be checked by SA5.

ae) Issue 29: Does not seem to be an issue anymore.

End of report.

