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6.7
1 Progress status

Percentage of completion: 60% (previously 30%)

Summary of progress: The common agreement of the major principles has been reached. We can continue on the other evolution parts within the time span of exceptional case for SuM.
Outstanding issues: N/A.
2 Minutes

The RG session was held on 2010 Q1.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-100128
	Title: Rel-9 CR 32172 Removing Visibility column in SuM IS
Comments at the session:

· Update the cover page for ‘Category’ and ‘Reasons for change’.

Conclusion: Revised version S5-100431.
	Ericsson

	S5-100129
	Title: Rel-8 CR 32172 Removing Visibility column in SuM IS

Comments at the session:

· It’s hard to accept it on the former release if it won’t introduce major problem like functionality missing.
Conclusion: Rapporteur agreed to withdraw this CR.
	Ericsson

	S5-100136
	Title: Rel-9 CR 32172 Aligning SuM with the agreed methodology for attribute name in release 9
Comments at the session:

· Putting the 'id' attribute in the base class, whether or not it blocks the introduction of new services to use different 'id' types in the future? Current way restricts the possibility to use the same 'id' attribute type (integer, long, etc) for all services. Can vendors provide suggestion on it?
· Is this 'id' attribute a non-writable one?
· Update the cover page for ‘currentVersion’, ‘Category’ and ‘Reasons for change’.

Regarding to the first issue, the rapporteur thinks It's a common agreed methodology to base on IOC (Information Object Class) context for the distinguishment of attribute name and it's common usage that put the 'id' attribute in the base class. Then regarding to the sub-classes, they can have different data range and data value for this 'id' attribute.
Regarding to the second issue, the rapporteur thinks it means the system can automatically generate the value for this 'id' attribute without the need for the IRP Manager to input its value. It’s been defined as a non-writable attribute already in release 8. 

Conclusion: Revised version S5-100432.
	Ericsson

	S5-100137
	Title: Rel-9 CR 32175 Aligning SuM with the agreed methodology for attribute name in release 9
Comments at the session:

· Update the cover page for ‘currentVersion’, ‘Category’ and ‘Reasons for change’.

Conclusion: Revised version S5-100433.
It shall be approved together with S5-100432 as a package.
	Ericsson

	S5-100138
	Title: Tdoc SuM evolution related motivations and scenarios
Comments at the session:

· It’s not agreed that in the discussion paper it’s mentioned some optional IOCs as ‘unimportant’ IOCs. They are thought to be important ones as well for the operator. Please avoid such word in the discussion paper.
· It’s hard to understand the statement regarding to the presence of the attribute for association and aggregation. I also question the 'Optional' of support qualifier for those relational attributes in the CR of 32.172.

· The multiplicity issue is the one I also concerned, especially the multiplicity between SuMUser and SuMServiceProfile.

Regarding to the first comment, the rapporteur can withdraw such word.
Regarding to the second comment, the rapporteur thinks this 'Optional' or 'Mandatory' is a choice that the rapporteur proposed and the SA5 group shall make the final decision on it. This 'Optional' gives the implementation the freedom that it can make the decision if this attribute must be present or not when such relationship doesn't exist. Anyway, the proposal of ‘Mandatory’ is also acceptable to the rapporteur but the value of it representing “NULL reference” cannot be standardized and shall be left to the implementation.

Regarding to the third comment, the rapporteur agreed to go through all IOCs for the multiplicity in the related CRs (S5-100134 and S5-100135). 

Conclusion: This discussion paper was noted by SA5 group. Please update the related CRs (S5-100134 and S5-100135) according to the discussion result here.
	Ericsson

	S5-100134
	Title: Rel-9 CR 32172 The splitting of naming and containment
Comments at the session:

· Update the cover page for ‘currentVersion’, ‘Category’ and ‘Reasons for change’.

· Regarding to the relation attributes, they shall be ‘Mandatory’ in the support qualifier.

· The multiplicity issue is the one I also concerned, especially the multiplicity between SuMUser and SuMServiceProfile.

· The usage of aggregation instead of naming-containment between Service and Supplement Service might be more suitable. The life cycle of Supplement Service shall be controlled and covered by Service.
Regarding to the second comment, the rapporteur thinks this 'Optional' or 'Mandatory' is a choice that the rapporteur proposed and the SA5 group shall make the final decision on it. This 'Optional' gives the implementation the freedom that it can make the decision if this attribute must be present or not when such relationship doesn't exist. Anyway, the proposal of ‘Mandatory’ is also acceptable to the rapporteur but the value of it representing “NULL reference” cannot be standardized and shall be left to the implementation.

Regarding to the third comment, the rapporteur agreed to accept this comment.
Regarding to the fourth comment, the rapporteur thinks:

· The aggregation is still a kind of containment, comparing to naming containment.

· The IOC object dependency and life cycle control issues can be solved and expressed at semantic level by setting the cardinality of ‘1’ at the container side and ‘Mandatory’ for support qualifier.   

Conclusion: Revised version S5-100434.
	Ericsson

	S5-100135
	Title: Rel-9 CR 32172 The splitting of naming and containment
Comments at the session:

· Update the cover page for ‘currentVersion’, ‘Category’ and ‘Reasons for change’.

Conclusion: Revised version S5-100XXX.
It shall be approved together with S5-100436 as a package.
	Ericsson

	S5-100132
	Title: CR R9 32.172 The introduction of new IOCs in SuM
Comments at the session:

· Update the cover page for ‘currentVersion’, ‘Category’ and ‘Reasons for change’.

· What’s the definition of the new IOC of SuMIdentity? The current definition in the CR doesn’t tell us something. Then it’s hard for us to make the judgment on it.

Conclusion: resubmitting it to the next meeting.
	Ericsson

	S5-100133
	Title: CR R9 32.175 The introduction of new IOCs in SuM
Comments at the session:

· Update the cover page for ‘currentVersion’, ‘Category’ and ‘Reasons for change’.

Conclusion: resubmitting it to the next meeting.
	Ericsson

	S5-100130
	Title: CR R9 32.172 Adding missing IMS related parameters
Comments at the session:

· Update the cover page for ‘currentVersion’, ‘Category’ and ‘Reasons for change’.

· In the TS of 29.228, annex B, the UML diagram defines the structure content within IFC. How about to standardize it in SuM as well? 

Regarding to the second issue, the rapporteur thinks it’s not related to this CR and can be discussed separately later. 
In 32.172, it refers to 23.008 instead of 29.228 for attribute reference. And in 23.008, it doesn’t define the detailed structure content for IFC as well. 

Conclusion: Revised version S5-100438.
	Ericsson

	S5-100131
	Title: CR R9 32.175 Adding missing IMS related parameters
Comments at the session:

· Update the cover page for ‘currentVersion’, ‘Category’ and ‘Reasons for change’.

Conclusion: Revised version S5-100439.
It shall be approved together with S5-100438 as a package.
	Ericsson

	S5-100324
	Title: CR R9 32.172 Adding EPS to SuM
Comments at the session:

· This document is not a complete one, for example missing support qualifier, missing the updates in sub-clause 6.5.

· Missing the alignment in SS (32.175) for the IS (32.172).

· The attribute lists for EPSService, EPSSubscribedService and EPSServiceProfile look different from each other. It doesn’t look like the existing way for CS/PS/IMS. It needs further investigation on those IOCs.

· Can anything be shared between PS service and EPS service? Can the EPS Service derive from the PS service to inherit the common part? CS Service shall be checked as well.  

Conclusion: attribute comparison between PSService and EPSService shall be done and offline discussion can be hold. Submitting it to the next meeting.

	NSN


3 Action items

	Item
	Description
	Release
	Owner
	Status 
	Target 

	6.7
	Regarding to the TS 32.175, 

· In the rev.8.1.0, the change history from rev.8.0.0 to rev.8.1.0 is missing.
	Rel-8
	MCC
	New
	SA5#70

	6.7
	Regarding to the TS 32.175, 

· In the rev.9.0.0, the change history from rev.8.0.0 to rev.9.0.0 is wrong.
	Rel-9
	MCC
	New
	SA5#70
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