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1
Decision/action requested

This contribution proposes Editorial correction on TR33.818, based on MCC’s comments in mailing list.
2
References

 [1]
3GPP TR 33.818 v0.8.0 Security Assurance Methodology (SECAM) and Security Assurance Specification (SCAS) for 3GPP virtualized network products
3
Rationale

During email approval about TR33.818v0.8.0 in last meeting, MCC has editorial comments on this draft TR. Some of comments are style related and doesn’t need to modify the wording, thus those are fixed during email approval procedure. However, there are still comments which needs to modify the wording. So a new pCR is needed to solve those left comments. 

For the left comments, it will be address with following ways:

1. MCC comment: “The definitions should be written as a portion of text that can replace the term in the document. The rest of the information needs to be in a separate note”

The term is revised as MCC suggested. The rest information is removed from terminology clause.

2. MCC comment: “Please add “potential” to all references to “requirements” in the text. This is a TR.”

There are a lot of “requirement” wording in this TR. However, they are not real requirements. All text related to this wording can be devided as following:

· The wording is related to methodology. It describes what kind of security requirements needs to be considered.

· The wording is related to procedure. It shows how the security requirement is defines.

· The wording is related to security requirement definition.

So the comments are only related to the 3rd category above. Those security requirements are involved in clause 5.2.5.5, 5.2.5.6, 5.2.5.7 and 5.3. Related wordings are updated to indicate they are potential requirements.
3. MCC comment “The notes in 5.2.5.6.7.1 and  5.2.5.6.7.2 contain a “should”. ”

All “should” related Note are reworded.

4. MCC comment “It cannot contain normative language. Please reword.”

As clarified, should can be used in the document. So not all “should” wording needs to be revised. The wording in main text is kept as it is. 

What is more, the wording in editor’s note is used to indicate such issue needs to be solved. So they are also not changed.

5. However, there are a lot of “shall”, which should not be used in TR. All those “shall” is reworded as “should”.

4
Detailed proposal

It proposes to accept attached editorial correction.
