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1. Introduction

The Framework includes a number of parameters and concepts that are defined without proper description of the contents and semantics. This document is provided to continue the discussion that took place already in Vienna and Sophia Antipolis about registration and discovery. The related documents were e.g. N5-000244 and N5-000290 of Nokia and N5-000268 from Ericsson. These issues were also handled in an email that was sent by us (Mr. Saarenpää) to the 3GPP_TSG_CN_WG5@LIST.ETSI.FR  mailing list on 1st December 2000.

2. Discussion
There are different opinions about if  SCF and serviceTypeName are separate concepts or not.  A three level definition has been proposed for the interface definitions:

· SCF 

· serviceTypeName 

· serviceID

It seems that this kind of thinking is also behind the definitions in some parts of the current specification though it has been quite vaguely expressed. If SCF and serviceTypeName are seen as separate concepts, the SCF as such seems to be left unused in registration and discovery. It would be only implicitly involved. describeServiceType describes the propertyNames (and their types) that are possible to be used with a certain serviceTypeName. But is there a need to have different sets of properties for SCF subtypes (i.e. serviceTypeNames)? 

If the serviceTypeName is kept separate from SCF name, the application could notice which SCF is in question by examining the listed propertyNames in describeServiceType.

The serviceID can be used to indicate the different versions of the SCF and SCF properties can be used to divide SCF versions into groups where those properties apply. The requested properties may be expressed e.g. in the method discoverService which returns the matching serviceIDs and the related property lists. However we do not see that a concept serviceTypeName would be needed in addition to SCF.

It should also be noticed that the Service Factory may still in principle provide with the method getServiceManager different interface references for the same serviceID. This can be seen as a fourth level selection in addition to the mentioned three ones. getServiceManager is invoked by the Framework when handling signServiceAgreement method invocation.

The TpServiceTypeDescription includes a parameter ServiceTypeNameList. The idea seems to be to indicate with the super type all the serviceTypeNames for a particular SCF which is only implicitly present. This becomes obviously futile if the SCF is defined to be the same as serviceTypeName.

3. Proposal

We propose (as in N5-000290) that serviceTypeName will be defined identical to the SCF, because we do not see any reason for dividing the SCF concept into subparts. If this proposal is accepted, Nokia is willing to change N5-000290 the way that can be agreed.

