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1 Decision/action requested

Consider this document as background materials and motivations for the CR with the title of “The splitting of naming and containment” in S5-10xyzw. 
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Rationale

There is a need to explain the background and motivations for the referred CR(s) in much more details than what is possible to be listed in a CR cover page.

This document will provide:

· Some motivations in order to let us better understand the CR of splitting the naming and containment, originally coming from TISPAN SuM Liaison Statement.
· Some possibly applied scenarios and use cases related to the proposal in this CR.
· Also some pros & cons introduced by the proposal in this CR in order to let us better evaluate it. 
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Detailed proposal

4.1 Background

Last year ETSI TISPAN WG8 sent an LS [5] to 3GPP SA5 pointing out a number of deficiencies in the SuM NRM 32.172 and requesting a number of changes to evolve the SuM NRM, which the SuM Information Model in TISPAN WG8 builds upon and therefore is highly dependent on.

From the information we have seen in TISPAN WG8 reports, we know that this SuM evolution issue was initially raised by several operators and vendors in TISPAN and has been discussed over two years.

Considering the actual situation, SA5 agreed to launch a work item for the SuM evolution in 2009. After that, Ericsson started to prepare CRs based on the TISPAN LS and submitted the first part in [1] (the splitting of naming and containment, related to the main principle of those evolution changes) to the SA5 #68 meeting in Shanghai. 

However, after several rounds of online and offline discussions, the attendees found that it’s more complicated than expected and we therefore need more efforts and investigations on it. It needs more details than what is possible to be listed in a CR cover page. Therefore this document has been created to describe the reasons for change and the proposed changes in much more detail.
During the discussion, several issues have been raised. They are:
· What are the motivations to support this proposal (the splitting of naming and containment)?
· Whether there are concrete scenarios to support this proposal?
· Northbound interface Backward Compatibility or Non-Backward Compatibility?

· Loss or not of existing functional capabilities in SuM? 

· Bidirectional or unidirectional relationship attributes?

· Association or Aggregation?
· New stereotype ‘<<contains>>’ or not?
· The relationship attribute for association & aggregation?
· SubNetwork or dedicated SuMSubNetwork?

· Going through all IOCs for multiplicity (cardinality)?
· Alignment with UDC?

In the later sub-clauses, we will discuss them one by one.
4.2 Motivation

During the offline discussions, some attendees requested more information about background & motivations of this CR proposal (the splitting of naming and containment) and here is a summary of that:
· Moving the child objects from the former parent to the new one, just means to change the association attribute value when using the way of splitting the naming and containment. Otherwise we need to delete and recreate the child object again when using the naming-containment way.
· It makes possible that the provisioning of common data instead of having duplicated provisioning data per user profile.
· It makes possible that the implementation can choose not to implement some unimportant IOCs like ServiceProviderFunction, SubscriptionFunction etc.
· It will be much easier and more reasonable when connecting SuM IM with other business layer logics. For example, by making the IOCs like ServiceProviderfunction or SubscriptionFunction optional in SuM IM, then it will be more reasonable and easier to connect SuM IM to other Business Layer Logic, which maybe doesn't have the related one for connection mapping.
Regarding to the first item above, it’s also explicitly mentioned in TISPAN LS. The concrete possible scenarios to support this motivation are provided in the sub-clause 4.3 in this document.  
Regarding to the second item above, it’s also explicitly mentioned in TISPAN LS and it could be a candidate usage but it seems that there are different opinions within SA5. Please refer to the sub-clause 4.5 for details.

Regarding to the third and fourth items above, they are implicitly mentioned in TISPAN LS.
4.3 Scenario 
During the offline discussions, Ericsson was also requested to provide concrete scenarios in order to support the presentation of motivations list in the sub-clause 4.2. Through those concrete scenarios we can evaluate the validity of this proposal in SA5.
Here are some scenarios:
· One SuMUser can belong to one SuMSubscriberProfile. This SuMUser can be moved from current SuMSubscriberProfile to another one. 
The applicable scenario can be that the SuMSubscriberProfiles are the corporate representatives in a company who pay for the bill and the SuMUsers are the employees within such company who actually enjoy the services. 
When a SuMUser has to move from one department to another one then maybe he needs to bind to another SuMSubscriberProfile due to the billing issue. 
Then the related MobileUserData also needs to change the association relationship as well. Under the old naming-containment way, we have to delete the MobileUserData and recreate it again under another SuMSubscriberProfile.
· There has been already a bi-directional association relationship defined between SuMUser and SuMSubscriberProfile in Rel.8 (or even before). 
· In TISPAN there is an example for the provisioning of common data, which’s AGCF related. It introduced the possibility to provision common data like RegistrationGroup. After the provisioning of RegistrationGroup then the AgcfServiceProfile instance can simply associate with the common data instead of name-containing it (This will introduce unnecessary redundant data in the network). Of course, there can be multiple RegistrationGroups so that different users’ AgcfServiceProfile instance can point to different RegistrationGroup and simply switch to another one when required.  
· Ericsson believes there will be also similar common data in SuM IM, which are suitable to be modelled in this way. Ericsson will submit a proposal to SA5#69 meeting in Valencia regarding to the provisioning of 'serverCapabilities' as common provisioning data in IMS: each individual user IMS service profile can refer to it in order to avoid data duplication.
4.4 Backward Compatibility
The current proposal is not backward compatible because the DNs will be changed. 
4.5 Existing functional capability 
Regarding to this issue, there is one concern about whether or not the existing function capabilities of SuM can be kept after applying this new proposal. 

For example, both Ericsson and TISPAN WG8 (expressed in the LS) believe that one motivation of this new proposal is to allow the provisioning of common (global) data. But according to one comment raised in SA5, the concrete sub-classes of SuMService actually support such common data provisioning already. Therefore we need to consider whether or not this motivation is a redundant functional capability and whether or not the existing functional capabilities of SuM can be kept after applying this new proposal. 

Ericsson believes there are two separate issues:

· Firstly, neither Ericsson nor TISPAN WG8 believes that the concrete sub-classes (E.g., CSService, PSService and IMSService) of SuMService actually can be used to provision common data. Otherwise, the definitions of those concrete sub-classes shall not contain the user specific preference attribute(s) and there would be no need in TISPAN to define new IOCs to support the provisioning of common data. There is also some discussion within the JointSuM coordination group (between SA5, TISPAN and TMF) to attempt to map SuMService in SuM to ServiceSpecification in SID. 
· Secondly, the new proposal doesn’t remove any semantic of SuM IOCs. So the existing functional capabilities of SuM are kept after applying this new proposal.
Ericsson suggests having further discussion on this at the Valencia meeting.
4.6 Bidirectional or unidirectional relationship
Regarding to this issue, a common agreement has been reached already: we don't need and are not required to support navigation up. So, it's enough to use unidirectional relation attribute to support navigation down.
4.7 Association or Aggregation
Ericsson doesn’t believe there are any significant difference between aggregation and association on the northbound interface, even if we recognize that the semantics of aggregation are stronger than for an association in an information/data model. Therefore we kept the association relationship between SuMSubscriberProfile and SuMUser. 
4.8 New stereotype
In TISPAN LS, it proposes to introduce a new stereotype with the name of ‘contains’.

Ericsson doesn’t believe it’s necessary because it shows no difference from normal standard aggregation in UML diagram semantics and a common agreement has been reached already: We will not introduce such stereotype in 3GPP SuM IM.
4.9 The relationship attribute for association & aggregation
Regarding to this issue, there is since a long time an established principle in 3GPP NRM modelling that we use attribute to model association. For aggregation, it should be modelled in the same way. 
It is also an established principle in 3GPP NRM that the attribute shall always be present and can contain 0 or 1 or more DNs of the related instances. Whether this attribute contains NULL or EMPTY to represent “no related instance” is a SS issue and solutions can be different depending on SS technology. 
4.10 SubNetwork or dedicated SuMSubNetwork
Regarding to this issue, a common agreement has been reached that due to there is another discussion paper [3] to SA5#69 meeting in Valencia to discuss about this issue on a higher generic level, it’s proposed to discuss it together or after the generic one in Valencia. 
4.11 Multiplicity
Regarding to this issue, during the offline discussions some major concerns have been expressed:
· The multiplicity of 1 at the source (containing IOC) end, required by the IRP methodology when using the <<names>> stereotype, has been replaced by 0..1 when separating the naming from containment.  
· In fact this generalization (replaced by 0..1) may not apply to each and every object relationship.
· It’s proposed to re-examine every multiplicity.
· One particular concern about the relationship between SuM user and Service Profile, which should be 1..n even after the change.
We should re-examine every multiplicity.
4.12 Alignment with UDC
Regarding to this issue, during the offline discussions a common agreement has been reached that we need to investigate the alignment between SuM (after applying this new proposal) with UDC in Valencia meeting. 

It’s expected that UDC experts can work together with the SuM rapporteur group for investigation of this alignment. 
