3GPP TSG SA WG5 Meeting 134-e

TDoc S5-abcd
electronic meeting, online, 16th - 25th November 2020






Source:
Moderator (SA5 Vice Chair)
Title:
S5-abcd post-SA5#134e OAM rapporteur call agenda and notes
Document for:
information
Agenda Item:

X. Rapporteur calls before SA5#135e

FS_eMDAS: 

A. FS_eMDAS GROUP#4 (S5-206094/S5-206139) general conclusions (Yizhi, Jiaxiaoqian)

B. S5-206058 pCR 28.809 Add analysis on agreed use cases (Zhulei)

B-1. S5-rappcall-tdoc SOD on MDAS use cases_d1 (Zou Lan)

5GDMS:

C. 5GDMS GROUP#1 (S5-206056/S5-206041) 5GDMS Use cases (Brendan, Deepanshu)
C-1: RC134e-2 Discussion of 5GDMS use cases (Brendan)
D. S5-206040 Rel-17 CR 28.532 Register and Query Operation (Deepanshu)

eCOSLA:

E. S5-206210 Rel-17 CR TS 28.535 Management types for control loop (Zhangjian)

eSON_5G:

F. S5-206082 Rel-17 CR 28.313 Add LBO use cases, requirements, and related information (Joey)

G. S5-206212 Rel-17 CR 28.313 CHO requirements (Per)

Template：
H. S5-206257 Discussion paper on SA5 Requirements and Use Case template

COSLA:

I.  COSLA Rel-16 stage 1/2/3 consistency check
Forge Process:
J. Forge process in SA5 working procedures, CT comments on 29.501 compliance (Thomas)
Tenant: (joint discussion with CH group)
K. S5-20xxxx TD tenant information to support multi-tenancy for network slice management
Schedule for rapporteur calls:
	Rapporteur calls
	Date Time
	Potential Topics

	#134e-1
	Dec.3rd 14:00 CET~16:00 CET 
	FS_eMDAS: 
B. S5-206058 pCR 28.809 Add analysis on agreed use cases (Zhulei)

Dec 3rd conf call notes：
Intel：
1.
Better to add category information (coverage issue, SLS issues) etc. There are similarities among some use cases (e.g., some use cases related to SLS issues).

2.
Some use cases on MDA management are missing in table, model training is missing, for example.

Samsung：
1.
Information on domains, how the domain information is related to criteria to select use cases

2.
Doubt the value to list all use cases

NEC, Nokia, Intel：
1. The summary of use cases are not giving criteria to select use cases

B-1. S5-rappcall-tdoc SOD on MDAS use cases_d1 (Zou Lan)

Dec 3rd conf call notes：
NEC: Why need to select the use cases? Why can’t all use cases be addressed? 
N: Question on why need to discuss the selection of use cases. The use cases should not be exist in the normative specification. The important thing is 
Moderator: The intention is to first start with limited use cases. Whether use one solution or multiple solutions could be separate discussion.
S: The selection of use cases may take time.

Moderator：The plan is to finalize the use cases before SA5#135e. Each companies provide their preferred list, then summary could be provided for discussion. 
DT: The selection of use cases may take time and it should be contribution driven. How to do if some use cases are selected but no contributions are provided?

Moderator: Companies who provided the list normally are expected to provide further related contributions.

N: The focus should be derive common attributes.

I: For the company provided list, it would be better to indicate that the order of the list indicates the proiority. 

eCOSLA:
E. S5-206210rev3 Rel-17 CR TS 28.535 Management types for control loop (Zhangjian)

Dec 3rd conf call notes：
I: Why use “control loop”, why not use “management loop”?

E: Open for discussion, but the name “control loop” is widely used in industry. 

DT: not all DT comments are addressed in rev3.

E: why only define the category for control loop, why not define for other type of MnS?

Template:

H. S5-206257 Discussion paper on SA5 Requirements and Use Case template (Zou Lan)
Dec 3rd conf call notes：
E: clarification on whehter we still keep business and specification use cases? Whether we still need to track the UC and requirements? 

I: Support the idea to make usecase optional in specification and only keep in the technical report. In TR, need solution to map to the requirements. Support no differentiation business level and specification level. 
E: suggest to separate TS/TR description clearly in different sections.

	#134e-2
	Dec.10th 14:00 CET~15:00 CET 
	5GDMS:
Dec 10th conf call notes：
C-1. RC134e-2 Discussion of 5GDMS use cases (Brendan)
Discussion on querying list of available management services

Samsung: No strong opinion on filtering, but it may be useful to filter on the type of MnS. Acceptable to have filtering as optional.

Ericsson: Filtering should be optional. MnS Consumer may not have enough information available to build a complex filter. Agree that filtering on MnS type may be useful.

Nokia: Be careful not to focus on the short-term and forget long-term requirements. DMS may be valid at multiple management layers, and the data which is valid at a very high layer may not be the same data as is required at a low layer, for example NF management. Need to think about whether the same mechanisms can be used at different layers. Need to clarify our scope for Release-17.

Orange: It may be useful to study 5GC NRF, especially on how filtering is used. Some concepts may be useful for DMS.

Ericsson: Need to consider that multiple instances of DMS may be needed, especially at different layers.

Discussion on querying list of supported operations

Samsung: SA5 does not have the concept of optional operations.

Ericsson: Need to consider that vendor may wish to provide operations which are not in the standard specification.

Ericsson: Important to limit the amount of information, it could easily get out of control.

Discussion on querying list of supported objects

Samsung: It should be sufficient to provide only MnS root URI and MnS root DN.

Huawei: Agree that there is no strong reason to provide lists of operations and objects. Should focus on MnS root URI and MnS root DN.

Ericsson: Suggest to look at how 28.622 defines a mechanism to identify the performance metrics supported by an MnS Producer.
Samsung: Do the business use cases belong in 28.533? This is an architecture document, should not contain business use cases.

Ericsson: Agree that business use cases do not belong in 28.533.

Orange: Is onboarding of MnS Producer the same as registration use case?

Huawei: Use case for onboarding of MnS Producer will be a slight rewording of registration use case, probably with a bit extra information. More work will be needed to reword the query use case to become use case for onboarding of MnS Consumer, especially to consider that consumer may need to query the existence of several MnS producers.

NEC: Do we have a specific proposal to agree?

Huawei: This conference call does not have the power to agree, we can only discuss and collect opinions.
C. 5GDMS GROUP#1 (S5-206041) 5GDMS Use cases (Deepanshu)
Not addressed. 
D. S5-206040 Rel-17 CR 28.532 Register and Query Operation (Deepanshu)
Not addressed. 


FS_eMDAS: quick discussion of the use case collection plan (Zou Lan).
Dec 10th conf call notes：
Clarifications on the use case collection.



	#134e-3
	Dec. 17th 14:00 CET~16:00 CET 
	Forge Process:
J.Forge process in SA5 working procedures, CT comments on 29.501 compliance (Thomas)
Matrixx: what about RAN WGs position on this? Are they following 29.501? It would be good to have a common solution for OpenAPI integration for all SA, CT, RAN groups.

Huawei: From CH point of view, from yesterday’s rapporteur call, a brief summary: Ch can reference from CT and OAM specs now, but in the future we may also need to refer from RAN and even external specs, how to do that is not clear. So we may need some temporary solution to pass Forge validation. But we need a long term solution for cross referencing between all files from all WGs. E.g. if OAM would decide to follow the CT guidelines it would be easier for CH to use them as well, but if OAM decides to have their own solution, CH can also adapt to that.

Huawei: Now we can understand why they called their Forge repository as “3GPP API”. Maybe it would work easiest if we also put all our files there, in the flat structure. People who need to refer to them just need to know the file name. Maybe even the Yang files could be put there. 

Matrixx: What would be the consequences for the users of OAM files, e.g ONAP and ORAN, if we lose the structure we had?

Nokia: If we put all the OAM files to the CT folder, if we have ext. OpenAPI ref. in the future, can we use e.g. the absolute ref. for all, or do we need to copy all the files to the same folder? And does 3GPP really want to expose all files externally? And if we put everything in the same repository, the Forge rep. may be “overloaded” and may load the validation. Also if different WGs have different release plans, this could impact the different groups’ files. Further, are third parties allowed to copy the files they need, or can they just refer to them?

Chair: I think it would be good to set up a CC with the CT groups/experts soon, after the SA5 delegates have had some time to evaluate the situation and prepare questions. Then we can discuss if it would be possible for SA5 to follow 29.501 etc. We will discuss the next step with the leaders, but let’s plan for a meeting with CT experts at the beginning of next year, and please send any comments you may have on this to us.
FS_eMDAS:  (Start from 15:00CET)
A. FS_eMDAS GROUP#4 (S5-206094/S5-206139) general conclusions (Yizhi, Jiaxiaoqian)
NEC: Historital data retrieval. Whether there is need to define a new service for retrieving data repository service? 

I: MDAS has requirements for repository data retrieval. The existing MADCOL and discovery WI may define common mechanisms to retrieve data. 
I: trainning data from analysis to be standardized. The template which used for containing the trainning data. 
N: “ML model training for MDA” keep the sentence more general like using “maintenance” with ML model as example. 

I: in Rel-17 may be only treat ML model as others have not been studied.
E: whether the discussion would be duplicated with e.g. MADCOL?

eSON_5G:

F. S5-206082 Rel-17 CR 28.313 Add LBO use cases, requirements, and related information (Joey)
Not discussed in SA5#134e-3. 
G. S5-206212 Rel-17 CR 28.313 CHO requirements (Per)
Not discussed in SA5#134e-3.

	#134e-4
	Jan.7th 14:00 CET~16:00 CET
	K: S5-20xxxx TD tenant information to support multi-tenancy for network slice management (Ping Jing) (joint discussion with CH group)
Nov.6th,2020 rapporteur call notes:

Zhulei: Almost agree except charging part, may need big change.

Robert: let Charging aware of the discussion

Jean Michel:

What’s network slice MnS consumer? The term has not been defined.

What’s NSMF besides OSS?  Is it network slice management function? CSMF is also part of OSS.

Who could be MnS consumer shown in the picture? Vertical customer or communication service producer?

Ping Jing: 

It should be more general MnS consumer without network slice. 

NSMF means network slice management function, which could be part of OSS. But better to remove it to be more general.

In our understanding, both vertical and communication service provider can be MnS consumer. In NSaaS case, the MnS consumer could be MnS consumer who could at least supervise network slice allocated to them.

Deepanshu:

Why there’re associations between Tenant IOC and both NetworkSlice and S-NSSAI, is it one-one relationship between NetworkSlice and S-NSSAI

Ping Jing:

Yes, in concept definition we proposed, agreed and fixed in 28.530, it’s 1:1 mapping between NetworkSlice MOI and S-NSSAI. However we couldn’t make agreement on NRM change to align with this conceptual fixing. In NRM, there’re still one to many, even many to many relationship between NetworkSlice MOI and S-NSSAI. Just intended to decouple the two issue discussion. 

Gerald Goermer:

Need to discuss to Charing team. Charging  team will present the network slice charging topic to GSMA with SA2. The relationship between S-NSSAI and NetworkSlice is not aligned with SA2 which is referred by charging.
Jan.7th,2021 rapporteur call notes:

Samsung: Why do we need tenant while already have consumer:

Nokia: Consumer is always tool, application, client which access the MnS. Tenant is organization/person behind those “machine” which is entity to sign contract with MNO and be charged. E.g. vertical customer, government, etc.  

Samsung: What’s information in tenant profile?

Nokia: e.g. tenant specific policies which could be used to allocate resource to a network slice of the tenant.  

Samsung: Is tenant always needed?

Nokia: it should be needed for NSaaS case, but may not be necessary for network slice as NOP case

Nokia (Maryse): OSS need to inform Charging with tenant, slice, operation information when provision network slice or collect measurement/KPI of network slice. Some information of charging request was not mentioned

Nokia (Pingjing): Yes, interaction between OSS and CH was reflected in step 6 but the information in the message was not completed, just gave some example. In the real CR, it should be referred to  CH specification direction.

Huawei (Chen Shan): Some charging related information was not fully correct, suggest to separate OSS and charging discussion and leave charging part to CH group.

Nokia: The intention was to have overall workflow including interaction between BSS and OSS. In real CR implementation, OSS will not specify charging related behavior and refer to charging specification.

VC (zoulan): Suggest to separate the diagram for charging related use case and OAM specific use case related tenant

VC (Maryse):

It’s good to have overall picture of the E2E procedure include OSS and BSS part and their interaction. It’s not harmful to have the diagram in discussion paper, but need to turn and more precise when introduce to specification

Nokia (Ping Jing):In discussion paper, better to have overall E2E procedure from signing contract to charging, in the middle including runtime operation like provisioning, monitoring, etc.

Huawei (Zhan Jian): For the class diagram, what’s the relationship between tenant and service profile, can one network slice share by multiple tenant, why not just contain tenant information into service profile

Nokia (Pingjing): As there’s association between Tenant and NetworkSlice and ServiceProfile is attribute of NetworkSlice, Tenant is indirectly associated to ServiceProfile(s). One tenant could have one or more ServiceProfile according to services it requested. Regarding cardinality between Tenant and NetworkSlice, there’s ongoing debate in SA5 OAM. In Nokia view, in NSaaS case, as one service only offered to one consumer, it’s 1:* relationship between Tenant and NetworkSlice. Tenant is business representative of one or more service products while ServiceProfile is set of service requirements on a service. They have different purpose and sensitive level, hence need to be separated managed in business, security and management perspective.  

VC (Zoulan):

What’s the plan/next step?

Nokia (Ping Jing): Resubmit discussion paper for endorsement, and submit CR to 28.541 for NRM change, together with some example/explanation in annex 

VC (Zoulan and Maryse): Suggest to submit the contribution to joint agenda item, and notice in first CC for the joint discussion
B-1. S5-rappcall-tdoc SOD on MDAS use cases (Zou Lan)
The following preference list has been submitted:

S5-rappcall-tdoc SOD on MDAS use cases_d4_Huawei Preference List_d1
S5-rappcall-tdoc SOD on MDAS use cases_d4_ChinaTelecom Preference List_d1
S5-rappcall-tdoc SOD on MDAS use cases_d4_Orange Preference List_d1
S5-rappcall-tdoc SOD on MDAS use cases_d4_Samsung Preference List_d1.doc
Jan.7th,2021 rapporteur call notes:

DT: Clarify the use of approach ?

C: the intention of this exercise is to plan our work more efficiently

DT: how to use with a list of preference?

C: welcome more input before the next sa5 meeting, if there is new input we can update the uc doc, then let's try to get agreement on the 1st package of Ucs with certain meeting time, after we finished the first package we can move to next package if we have more. Depends on companies' interests. Selection based on companies' input. 

NEC: becoming confusing, how we will proceed? At the moment, you are combining the UCs because there are not so many, from procedure of SA5, how we proceed?

C: Try to get opinion from companies from this way. So far only four companies, if we can get more then we can have a good plan.

E: feel confused by the working way, will this replace the WID discussion?

C: The scope of WID is usually too wide including reqs, ucs, it’s not easy to decide when we should stop for one release. We still have WI, within WI we can use such exercise to get work done progressively.

E: We can have a WI with six use cases, if finished then we have another WI with new use cases.

N: 1st thing is we decide what mechanism to use in the normative phase before we make selection of the use cases, for example, whichi KPI/PM are related. Have sympathy with E// comments. 

I: Input/Output of MDAS need to be decided case by case. Like SON functions. We need common part also. For the PM, NRM, we just enhance the existing specs.

S: 6 of 8 UC from HW/CTC goes in, 3 of 3 Orange goes in, but only 2 of 4 Samsung goes in. 
I: Suggest to make the selection according to different categories, some of the use cases could be combined in normative phase.The MDAS reporting mechanisms discussion could be independant from the use case selection discussion.
C: The WID discussion could be independant from the use case selection.
C: We should still have time to decide the Rel-17 use cases before SA5#136e. More preference list inputs from interested companies are welcome. The intention is to help MDAS work progressing with concrete plan. 


	End of changes


