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6.7
1 Progress status

Percentage of completion: 30% (previously 30%)

Summary of progress: Two CRs have been resubmitted for this meeting for continuous discussion, similar CRs but with different proposal from ALU and NSN are not visible for this meeting due to some reason. Members ask for some patience to resubmit to the next meeting and it is agreed.
Outstanding issues: 
The Rapporteur represents other delegates to ask for an extension of three months for delivering this work item for final approval. 
We have used several meetings to discuss one idea with two proposals from different vendors. The Rapporteur would like to suggest making final decision next meeting in order to catch up with the time schedule for release 10. 
2 Minutes

The RG session was held on 2010 Nov 15 - 19.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-103145
	Title: SuM Rel-10 CR 32172 Correcting and improving access service modeling
Comments at the session:

· [Ericsson] This proposal can hide the network complexity and data storage details from the IRP Manager so that the impact of any change in the network for service profile on the IRP Manager can be minimized. This also means this proposal can try to keep the backward compatibility as much as possible.
· [Ericsson] Subscription Management not only needs to cover monolithic scenario but also UDC scenario in current situation. Regarding the former one, the Itf-N of SuM could not expose the details of common data between different service profiles (not only it’s not so easy otherwise we don’t need UDC to store all data in one central place but also no need to delegate to the IRP Manager to handle those atomic & transactional operations). Regarding the second one, the Itf-N of SuM need not expose the details of common data and it can be hidden by the IRP Agent to let the IRP Manager no feeling of any difference when changing the deployment scenario in the network.
· [Ericsson] When the operator introduces new applications for continuous application integration other than existing four, maybe the common data IOCs need to be restructured to introduce new tiny IOCs, just like what ALU/NSN CRs did in their two revisions (first version only one IOC for GPRS/EPS, and then the second one adding one more IOC with parts of parameters from previous IOC), which breaks the backward compatibility again and again.

· [NSN] In standardization, the services are so limited so that I can only see those four (CS/GPRS/EPS/IMS) within five years. Therefore, I think the interface can be quite stable finally.

· [Ericsson] The abstract IOCs in SuM not only can be extended by standard applications but also can be extended by non-standard ones. Therefore, why not choosing a proposal without this issue? 

· [NSN] Your proposal also cannot solve this backward compatibility issue.
· [Ericsson] In this proposal, any possible changes are done on the inheritance tree definitions (in SuM NRM IRP), which means on XML instance level (SOAP SS) the impact could be controlled. But for your proposal, not only definition level but also XML instance level need to be updated. 

· [NSN] This proposal could not solve the data redundancy problem between different service profiles.

· [Ericsson] There could be two places for data redundancy: one for definition and another one for instantiation. Ok, the mentioned problem belongs to the latter one. I need to say here there are two places to avoid such data redundancy: one via Itf-N directly (but let IRP Manager know about the network details, no transparency) and another one solved and hidden the data redundancy by IRP Agent. Therefore, it is also legal and valid to solve such problem and make it transparency from IRP Manager. 
· [DT] Does your proposal come from any requirement, for example from inputs from TISPAN?
· [Ericsson] No, it’s just a technical proposal like ALU/NSN’s.

· [DT] Could we ask for some patience for agreement because we don’t have Linda here and there is still time before the close of Rlease 10?

· [Ericsson] Of course and it sound reasonable. Let’s postpone the discussion to next meeting but I remind and highlight here that we need a final decision to go forward in next meeting.
Conclusion: 

· Noted.
	Ericsson

	S5-103146
	Title: SuM Rel-10 CR 32176 Correcting and improving access service modeling
Comments at the session:

· No detailed discussion on it and its approval or not depends on the final result of related IS contribution.
Conclusion: 

· Noted.
	Ericsson
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