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6.4.1
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 75% depending on the contributions that will be agreed. (previously 40%)

Estimated completion date: SA#80 – Jun. 2018
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): nothing to report 
2 Technical Progress status 
Summary of progress: As input to the meeting there where 27 contributions; 1 non-technical WID update, 3 discussion papers and 9 contributions on architecture and management concepts and 14 contributions on concept, use cases and requirements. 20 contributions were treated.
A drafting and a break-out session were held to align the architecture contributions and come to common terminology. 

The group discussed background, concepts, use cases and requirements 

1) Focus on concepts, terminology and management service components
2) Working agreement on terminology, naming and definitions for the management service-based architecture
Outstanding issues: None.
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on 2018-04-09/11.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source

	S5-182073
	pCR Rel-15 32159 Template for stage 2 and stage 3 of management service definitions.

Nokia: Italic text should be editor’s note 

Chairman: no capital letters for management services, in the title of the specification.

Intel: we need to discuss general concept for stage 2. Only standardizing allowing the consumer access the management service. 
Ericsson: it is a template.

Conclusion: Revise to 375
	Ericsson Inc.

	S5-182184
	pCR 28.533 Add general concepts for SBA

Reviewed together with S5-182095 and S5-182064 with S5-182123
Nokia: SA2 is not service based architecture. We cannot agree on the reference point architecture in r15 could be. As SA2 does have and we don’t. 

Nokia: there is flaw in the approach since we don’t have the agreement. 182123 proposal will not work. 

Nokia: assumption a) is wrong. 

Nokia: figure is copied from ericsson contribution, we agreed last meeting is not needed in our normative spec. we are not focusing on management functions. 

Nokia: 182064 we should not talk about legacy. 

Nokia: figure assumes we have such functions defined

Nokia: 4.3 is not needed, why talk about product implementation? 

Nokia: overlap between Huawei and Ericsson is 4.4.

Docomo: clarification for Nokia contribution. The manager is not subject of standardization?

Nokia: manager, APP-C is a manager. Manager is a product…

Intel: comment on Nokia and ericsson contribution. Nokia contribution 4.2.2.1 is not correct. 
Intel: agent is management function. …..

Intel: comment on Ericsson contribution. ….

Nokia: everybody uses terms with specific definition in mind. Propose to not use terms before having defined. 

Huawei: Nokia proposal is very similar to Huawei contribution. 

Nokia: MF is present in both Hu/Nokia contributions but our proposal standardise only management services. 

Nokia: we have operations and notifications that is fine. Terminology is not clear cut. 

Huawei: concept is about MF and MFS but whether what has to be standardised is separate issue. 

Ericsson: See 4.1 in my contribution. It is about concept we have on stage 2 and 3 not that I want to use IRP concept. Decoupling of syntax from semantics,

NEC: Is it the intention to standardise consumer/producer. 

Nokia: SA2 have agreed architecture and reference. We don’t need an architecture. We have legacy architecture and we need to show the mapping in informative way. 
Nokia: we need to show continuity. 

Intel: We still need to show management functions.

Docomo: Service provider -( service producer (Nokia contribution)

Docomo: 4.4 provide -( consume? 

Docomo: Huawei contribution, it is not need multivendor specific…

Cisco: we need to align definitions, we also need to change how we work.  

Cisco: we can also call MnS provider a MF. gNodeB is provider of management service. We need this type of relationship. We need to start from definitions and terminology. We can other details comments off-line. 
DT: two points: it is not clear to me what does it mean management services. Service based architecture focus on management services not so much on customer services. 

DT: why do we need a special manager to build a management framework? 

Chairman: can we do breakout session in parallel with something tomorrow. Need proposal for the breakout session.

presented together with S5-182095 and S5-182064  and S5-182123
Conclusion: and jointly revise to 182393
	Intel Finland Oy, Orange

	S5-182095
	pCR 28.533 Add building blocks to management framework 

presented together with S5-182184 and S5-182064 and S5-182123
Conclusion: and jointly revise to 182393
	Nokia

	S5-182064
	pCR Rel-15 TS 28.533 re network management framework

presented together with S5-182184 and S5-182095 and S5-182123
Conclusion: and jointly revise to 182393
	Ericsson Inc.

	S5-182125
	pCR 28.533 Network Function management service

Nokia: many comments need to align with agreed terminology.

Nokia: EGMF deserves its own clause or use generic service concept. 

Conclusion: Revise 451
	Huawei

	S5-182124
	pCR 28.533 Add service based management architecture for 5G networks and network slicing

Huawei: grouping 

Nokia: we don’t need to talk about 5G system we talk about management

Nokia: second paragraph implies we standardize management functions but we don’t.

Nokia: 5.2 to much taken from 23.501. We don’t have to specify consumers. Last column is not needed

Nokia: partitioning is ok 

Nokia: we just specify services, tag A.

Huawei: placeholder, the operation should be discussed in other WI.

Ericsson: merge with 124

Ericsson: focus on the alarm. Should be smaller

Ericsson: should these tables not be included in other WI’s example Fault supervision.

Conclusion: Revise 452
	Huawei

	S5-182123
	pCR 28.533 Add general description on service based management framework for 5G networks and network slicing
presented together with S5-182184 and S5-182095 and S5-182064
Conclusion: and jointly revise to 182393
	Huawei

	S5-182130
	pCR 28.533 Add resource usage data collection services for NF, NSS and NS

Nokia does it use other service, like configuration service

Huawei: yes

Nokia: This is an application that consumes services. 

Nokia: Functional description of a new entity. Which we will not specify in our architecture. Does not do anything that we have discussed. What ONAP does with DCAE. Example of deployment. Not in R15 but R16 when we focus on SON it may be discussed. 

Cisco: Two problems, first, newly defined service of network management function is collecting information, we already have WI for that. Secondly it proposes closed loop function but is not topic for this release. Standardizing Analytics function is mission impossible. 

Ericsson: The DAM is collecting from below. 
DT: This is essential kind of functionality. You can also use components from ONAP, so it is good to do this work in R16. Should be more general. Could be management application or outside management. 

Conclusion: Noted
	Huawei

	S5-182126
	pCR 28.533 Network management architecture interaction with NFV-MANO

Nokia: this contribution describes the 3gpp management services as consumers of mano functions. Producing and consuming is functional requirements. SA5 does not specify functional requirements. How services can be realized with functions are examples and is informative. 

Nokia: All references are R14 no references to R15, it is functional architecture. Not part of the 5G management architecture.

Intel; what do we do with NSMF and NSSMF they are functional components. We need to consider this. 

Nokia: NSMF and NSSMF can exist in 5G as informative examples.

Intel: Need to take care of architecture evolution 

Chairman: Further discussion off-line. 

Conclusion: Revise 456
	Huawei

	S5-182132
	pCR 28.530 Network slice terminology alignment
N: with the modification, in 4.4.1 there will be NSI includes MF which is inconsistent.

HW: like to keep the MNSI concept as it addresses the management aspect of NSI.

I:support to remove MNSI.

HW: resolve consistency issue but not remove the MNSI.
Conclusion: offline->468
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-182135
	pCR 28.530 Network slice subnet terminology alignment
N: question on whether we need network slice subnet, whether use the existing subnetwork is sufficient.

I: support to remove MNSSI.could keep the concept and subnetwork separate, subnetwork is implementation.

N: in the concept, the 5G subnetwork should also be addressed.

HW: the subnetwork can be added in 530, the concept can be realized by existing IOC.

C: focus on management aspect of slice subnet,suggest to use NSSI as SA2 will not define NSSI.
Conclusion: offline->469.
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-182300
	Clarifications on the definition of Managed NSI and Telecommunication resources terms
Docomo: NSSI should be defined in SA2, not in SA5.

N: it may cause confusion with what SA2 did with NSI.

Chair: M.3020 has defined telecommunication resources. 

DT: clarification of “grouping of the functions”, which “functions” is grouped? 
Conclusion: offline-> 470
	NEC Telecom MODUS Ltd.

	S5-182239
	pCR 28.530 Update principles and related requirements

N: CON-2: what’s the meaning of NF producer?

DT:why Note1 talked about NF.

N: this describes context B. 

HW: the note1 is to define the Network function behaviour which should be in SA2 or other group.
Conclusion: ->471
	DOCOMO Communications Lab.

	S5-182223
	pCR 28.530 Update network slice as a service and network slice as NOP internals

N: 4.1.7: definition of “network customer” need to be clarified. 

I: no need management view.

C: clarification on the intention to change CSC.
Conclusion: offline->472
	Huawei

	S5-182294
	pCR to 28.530 NSaaS delivery concepts

Orange: update the title.

HW: the scope of the section is limited to NSaaS but it was originally covered two models.

CMCC: clarification on what degree of information needs to show the customer.

DT: b) add 

Docomo: example a) applies also for NSaaS.
Conclusion: ->474
	Cisco Systems Inc.

	S5-182121
	pCR 28.530 Update clause 4.1.3 5.4.2 and 5.4.7

N: need shorten the text.

E: clarification on the 3rd bullet.

I: clarification on the service instance.

E: question on the diagram why two communication service releated to two slice instances.
Conclusion: ->475.
	Huawei

	S5-182120
	pCR 28.530 Update use case and requirements for the case of network slicing supporting communication services

N: clairification on why mention slice requirement here.

N: CON-Y shows the subnet should be aware of the service. Need to understand.

N: in use case, changing the “provider” to “consumer” needs clarification.

NEC/Orange/Docomo: share the comments on CSC.
Conclusion: keep it open.
	Huawei

	S5-182122
	pCR 28.530 Update requirements on network slicing management

Conclusion: Not presented
	Huawei

	S5-182293
	pCR to 28.530 Network slice subnet concepts

Conclusion: Not presented
	Cisco Systems Inc.

	S5-182292
	pCR to 28.530 Network slice instance requirements

Conclusion: Not presented
	Cisco Systems Inc.

	S5-182119
	pCR 28.530 Add use case and requirements for configuration management of 5G networks and network slicing

Conclusion: Not presented
	Huawei

	S5-182129
	pCR 28.530 Add UC for Delegation of Network Management Capability

N: clarification on the wording of “delegation” and “exposure”.whether use the general exposure mechanism or new way of exposure. Need for clarification.

NTT docomo: clarifiacation on the intention. In begin with mentioned PMFMCM need more discussion.

Orange: clarification on CSP consumes the NSaaS or CSP provides the NSaaS

CPG: need capability for exposure.

Docomo: clarification on whether CPG wants to manage directly or indirectly.

N: need to clarify whether the objective is to do outsourcing or not. 
Conclusion: Offline discussion, update in 377 and address on Friday.
	China Southern Power Grid Co., Huawei

	S5-182323
	pCR 28.530 Use case and requirements to modify a network slice instance due to changed demand 

Conclusion: Not presented
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-182127
	Discussion paper on NST and NSST standardization

Conclusion: Not presented
	Huawei

	S5-182128
	Discussion paper on NSI ID and MNSI ID
Nokia: MNSI is used in the management domain, should not mix up with the SA2 NSI id. See no need for LS.

HW: need some clarification with SA2 on the IDs to avoid confusion.

Conclusion: Offline
	Huawei

	S5-182131
	pCR 28.533 Potential interactions between 5G management functions and 3GPP Legacy management systems

Conclusion: Not presented
	Huawei

	S5-182118
	Revised WID Management and orchestration of 5G networks and network slicing

Conclusion: ->489
	Huawei


4 Action items

None.
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