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We have reviewed UP-010141  (23.240, v0.3.0, SA2 stage2) with the objective of understanding the progress that has been made at the CANCUN meeting and its relationship to the work on Telecom Management, especially User Equipment Management and Subscription Management. 

We have been developing a related work item -Subscription Management – and have restructured the documentation subsequent to the Cancun meeting and produced a high level Subscription Management Requirements document TS 32.140 v0.5.3 which we attach.

TS 32.140 v0.5.3 sets out the rationale for Subscription Management and the high level requirements. It has some areas of common requirements with GUP, particularly data components, security and synchronisation. 

In the attached document we have addressed the relationships, as we understand them,  between GUP and Subscription Management. We would appreciate your feedback on this interpretation.

Specific observations related to our review of the GUP joint Ad-Hoc liaison and TS 23.240, v0.3.0:

1. Subscription Management (SuM) Profile components (SuPC). Many of these components are identical to GUP components but some are unique to SuM. The distinction is that SuM looks at the operations view and access (control) requirements of Subscription Management Profile Components whereas GUP looks at the user view and access control of the GUP components. For those components common to both GUP and SuM, the access control requirements of SuM and GUP are often different.

2. The text in section 4.4  is unclear as to whether a component may consist solely of a list /set of data-types or may contain a set of objects and attributes. This is important because GUP, despite its name is not just about data, but also about the functions that can be performed on them. For major sub-systems like IMS our expectation is that SuM Profile component will be defined as a set of objects with relationships

3. Identifying components that are common to GUP and SuM will be a priority as they are the entities that are needed by both users and operators and require common agreement whereas those that are unique to GUP or SuM are entities that can be developed separately by SA5 and the GUP ad-hoc team.

4. Can you clarify the abbreviation CC/PP in section 4.2

5. The concept of a common data definition framework seems sensible and it would be sensible for SuM to adopt a similar or identical framework to GUP.

6. The proposed principles  for classification / structuring of GUP components could also be applied to Subscription Profile Components.

2. Actions:

To  GUP joint Ad-Hoc, SA1, SA1 GUP, T2, SA2, T2 GUP ad hoc
ACTION: 
SA5 SWG-A asks the above groups to review and comment on TS 32.140 V0.5.3, prefarably by 24th February 2002.

ACTION: 
SA5 SWG-A asks the GUP joint Ad-Hoc to consider our  comments on TS 23.240 v0.3.0
