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6.8.3
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 60% (previously 55%)

Estimated completion date: SA#51 – March 2011 
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): None
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: SA5 has agreed an overview of the current specifications, a complete set of use cases and some requirements for version handling.
Outstanding issues: None
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on 2011-01-26, Quarter 3.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-110169


	pCR R10 32.832 Add compatibility requirement of version handling

Presented by Chen Liping

Q/C:

- Ericsson: We welcome this contribution, but what does compatibility mean? This is not clear. Moreover, even if it would be defined we don’t think it is needed, because this knowledge is already available (in the specifications) for the manager at compile time, for each version that it can manage. ZTE: There are some aspects which cannot be known at compile time, e.g. which optional items are supported. Ericsson: But this can be retrieved with the getOperationProfile operation in Generic IRP.

- NSN: Also welcome this contribution but would like to see clarifications on the terms and more detailed use cases described. Agreed.

Conclusion: Noted; to be updated to next meeting.
	ZTE

	S5-110319
	pCR on Version Handling 

Presented by Thomas Tovinger


Q/C:

- NSN: Agree with additions in clause 2 and 5.5.2, but the rest is confusing. Don’t think we should add priorities in 6.1. What are they needed for? The UCs with lower priorities, will they never be realised?
- Ericsson: Priorities are for R11 work and doesn’t prevent anything from being done later. NSN: Still think we should not have them as it is potentially ambiguous.

- NSN: On UC13 in 6.1: Why strike out “Not practical”? Long discussion… Result: Agreed to remove the two last columns, and fill in all cells with NA, Not Supported or Supported. 

- NSN: On UC14: Is this really right? Agreed that it should be updated to Not Supported.

- NSN: Withdraw the changes in 6.2. Agreed.

- NSN: On 7.2.1: There is some relation between packages and profiles, but the profiles are not for this kind of packaging that was intended for the version handling.  The latter was for the different “subclause packages” inside each Interface IRP. Ericsson: OK, but for that we don’t need any version handling. NSN: OK. We can make it “NA” in the table.

- NSN: For 7.3.2: Prefer to keep it TBD so far. Agreed.

- NSN: Due to the above, withdraw the changes in 8. Agreed.

- Orange: Something strange in the UC list… UC10 is similar as UC9 but like an example for UTRAN NRM, etc… Ericsson: Agreed, will try to fix that in next update.

Conclusion: Noted; to be updated to next meeting.


	Ericsson
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