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Decision/action requested

Discuss and agree on the below proposal.
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Extract of email discussion “RE: Name conventions for bi, uni- and non navigational association”
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Rationale

In the onging SA5-TMF JWG on RMA (Resource Model Alignment) we have recently (as a result of an email discussion following the Vienna F2F meeting, see the 2 attachments) come to the conclusion that it is preferable for the common Repertoire [3] (for the Umbrella model and Federated Network Model) to state that class associations shall have no name label. Reason: It is not giving any additional information compared to the association properties (direction, role, cardinality and navigability) represented by UML diagram symbols, and it is anyway optional in UML. For this reason, we are now proposing that SA5 also introduces the same rule for IOC associations in the IRP methodology in 32.15x, to be used for all IRPs from Rel-11 and onwards.
Advantages:

· Aligned with the JWG agreement and expected common model repertoire.
· Saves specification work, as the name lable is not needed.

· No redundancy between the association name and the actual properties, which is sometimes error-prone and causes “cluttered” UML diagrams.
· Whether there will be an approved common model repertoire or not between SA5-TMF (or in a later multi-SDO context), this change is valid and working for the 3GPP IRPs.
Disadvantages:

· None
4
Detailed proposal

· Introduce a rule in relevant places in 32.151 (IS template) [1] and 32.152 (UML Repertoire) [2] that IOC associations shall have no name label, to be used for all IRPs from Rel-11 and onwards. If agreed, we will prepare relevant CR(s) to the next SA5 meeting.
· This change leads to a need to define a new rule for how to construct the subclause titles of “X.4 Information relationship definitions” specified in the IS template [1], as they are today the same as the association names. This is just a “practical documentation detail” which has no implementation impact. For example, it could be constructed as a combination of the class names and role names involved.
