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1. Rapporteur calls plan before SA5#146 
Topics:
· FS_eIDMS_MN (5521), FS_NETSLICE_IDMS
· FS_FSEV 

· FS_ANL, FS_ANLEVA

· FS_KQI, FS_DCSA

· FS_NSCE (5163)
· FS_AIML_MGMT (postponed tdocs)
· RANSC

· Potential F2f topics

· Async

· FS_eSBMAe: how the MnS producer advertise which IOCs are supported.
All the draft for discussion please upload to https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Email_Discussions/SA5/OAM%20rapporteur%20calls/Rapporteur%20call%20%23145e  
2. Schedule for rapporteur calls:
	Rapporteur calls
	Date Time
	Potential Topics

	#145e.1(8 Sep)
	13:00 ~15:00 UTC
	1. 
2. event data for ML training (S5-225041) (Stephen)
NEC:what specifal is the metrics? Compared with existing metrics. Need justification for the new aggregator. The event is same as measurements? 
SA5 VC: what’s the definition of event? Relation with FSEV discussed event? 
N: plan to select some events and standardize the event , for example event types “HW upgrade event”. 

HW: 28.532 provision service has notifyevent notification specified. What’s the relation with notifyevent? So far notifyevent didn’t specify eventtype, whether you would like to reuse/extend notifyevent?
CATT: which service will send event? How is it related with training service? 

3. AIML capabilities deployment scenarios (S5-225389) (Shi xiaoli)
N: what is cross-domain/ domain? Clarify the purpose to add this information? SBMA will not talk about management capability, only focus on the interaction between consumer and producer. Clarify “AI/ML Management capability is located in 3GPP cross domain layer”. 
S: similar concern as Nokia. Depolyment scenairio 2: AI/ML management capability in both cross domain and domain layer, whether the capaiblity will differ when they deployed in different layer? AIML model deplyed in cross domain or domain layer will be same. It’s not clear how MDAS will change if the functions deployed in different layers. 
If AIML has serveral attributes defined, AIML deployed cross- domain layer/domain layer, will the attributes differ? Will the deployment of model differ? 
NEC: has the same dillema as Nokia. Agree with Samsung we need use case to support the scenario. 3GPP domain layer is not clear. What management split between cross domain and domain? 
4. Quick check comments for latest WoP (S5-226xyz) (Zou Lan)
SA5 VC: latest WOP will be uploaded to https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Email_Discussions/SA5/SA5 OAM WoP folder.

SA5 chair: FS_NETSLICE_IDMS target date needs to be updated.

remove plan for #147 from (eNETSLICE_PRO) , (eNETSLICE_PRO) plan to finalize in #146. 

NEC: when will agenda for #146 be readay?

SA5 Chair: target for draft agenda latest by 19 Sep, depends on the content of WoP. Request all rapporteurs to provide inputs as soon as possible. 
SA5 Chair will send email to exploder for the calender of meeting plan, Both #146 and #147 are confirmed to be f2f meeting. #148 will be emeeting. 

	#145e.2(22 Sep)
	13:00 ~15:00 UTC
	1. RANSC (45min) (Yaxi Hu)
E: LTE uses ARCF, 5G is changed to RANSC. 
4.3 needs to define what is RANSC data.
4.1 align the name self-configuration management/SC/ relation with RANSC data handling. Not start from capability, focus first on terminology.
4.3 do not use attributes names, some of attributes are not defined. 

N: what is RANSC data? Relation with existing provisioning data? 
N: just need to define 1~2 IOCs to control and monitor the SC process, why need so many description? 

4.2 Need rewording on “The MnS producer in the context of RANSC management is the MnF….”.
4.3 “The RAN NE initial radio configuration data will be provided to RAN NE by MnS producer during self-configuration processes.” Why uses MnS Producer? It should be MnS Consumer. “coordination between several cells”.
HW: this sentence is trying to address the concern raised during email discussion in #145e.
E: should not use producer/consumer to describe the RANSC concepts in 4.3. E has no problem to use ARCF. 
HW: suggest to use 3GPP management system instead of producer/consumer. 
4.1  overview

4.2 RANSC data

4.3 self-configuration

4.4 RANSC management capability

4.4.1 RANSC data handling capability

4.4.2 Self-configuraiton control and monitor capability
N: do we need to talk about capability as this will not be standardized? 
E: share concern as N on the RANSC data handling capability should be optional operation.
CMCC: We are not going to define capability of MnF or box ,just capability of the interface between MnS consumer and MnS producer

We are not going to standardize the RANSC data
2. Async (45min) (Balazs, Joey, Deepanshu, Olaf)
S5-22xx03 Rel-18 CR TS28.622 Add abstract Requirements class to support asynchronous operations

I: What’s the relation with other IOCs for this new Requirements IOC?

N: The inheritance should be from Top, actually, an error in the contribution

E: The basics of this solution were already discussed in the last meeting, but more details are left to consider. We are very much aligned so this is a good solution in the right direction, but we have more details to define.

E: What happens when the producer has accepted the Requirements creation request? Is there a duplication of requirements between the network slice IOC with the service profile requirements?

N: Strictly speaking we don’t need the slice IOC anymore. It should refer to the Requirements to avoid this duplication, but the drawback is that it would not be BC, or copying the info. We need to continue debating this. There are also other possible solutions. But breaking BC is bad, we should avoid this if possible.

S: Similar questions as E about t he relation between service profile and this new IOC. In eECM the requirements are in EAS requirements.

N: By introducing the new IOC, we have a generic class describing how the async operations work, the adm aspects of what is needed for async ops. It is a generic process that drives something, not only requirements (so the name can be discussed).

S: What is preventing us from adding e.g. new states to the slice profile IOC?

N: Nothing. We can have the adm. stuff in one place, and then the subclasses become “small”. It is to harmonise the different approaches that we have.

S: I have some sympathy with this, but this would make monumental changes to 28.531. E.g. delete all allocate operations.

N: This is not mandatory and I would like to keep this discussion separate, if we should keep two mechanisms for the same thing.

S: If we don’t discuss this now, we have to discuss it again when we discuss 28.531.

N: Do we want to drop the allocate operation? We have this question in any case, we should separate it.

S: So this proposal doesn’t lead to deleting the allocate op.?

N: No. At least it is not mandatory. I would like to keep the BC.

S: Let’s move forward then.

H: Agree with S that maybe we should reuse the slice profile. I also see you move away from the job concept to sth like an intent based solution. Why not do that fully?

N: We already discussed it before and we said we don’t want to do that.

S: We should not mix it with intent. If we go by the literal meaning of intent, everything becomes intent. We should follow the definition of the intent model.

H: We can’t have multiple ways of creating a network slice.

H: N's intention is to have a separate solution for lifecycle requirements, maybe you can consider to reuse the intent mgmt solution.

H: It seems that from a consumer point of view, the consumer would need to know which concrete IOC names to create, so it becomes a bit more complex. How to avoid that the wrong IOCs are created?

N: The consumer needs to know what to do already today, to create a network slice or allocate NSI etc. The next question: Do we plan to do this for all objects? It is generic, so it could be applied to everything, but does it make sense?

Stop.
3. FS_eSBMAe (S5-225178rev2) (20min) (Deepanshu)
S: attribute is defined in IOC as optional, when MOI is created, the attribute is not present in MOI.
N: need to clarify the issue on notification description in TS 32.532 on “modificationList”. 
E: Need to differentiate the discussion regarding model level  and instance level. 
HW: Assume there is an IOC with attribute A,B(type is array)，C (can be absent), D （optional） defined. And an instance of this IOC is created with Attibute A=1； Attribute B=2. Attribute C=NULL Op#1: add value for C (C=3)； Op#2 add additional value for attribute B（B=2,4）; Op#3 add Attriubte D=5 ; Op#4 Add attribute E=6
NEC: OP#2 does it mean attribute name is listed but the value not supported by the IOC, right?
S: clarify the meaning of support qualifier of “optional” 
Discussion: Op1: attribute is supported in IOC but it has no value in MOI, 
Op2: attribute is not supported in IOC and absent in MOI.
Op3: attribute support qualifier is optional in the IOC and is absent in MOI.
Op4: attribute support qualifier can be optional in standard, but developer decides whether attribute is supported or not in vendors’ implementation. 
4. AI/ML trustworthiness (S5-225037/S5-225038/S5-225039) (30min) (Stephen) 
Not addressed due to lack of time. 

	#145e.3(13 Oct)
	13:00 ~15:00 UTC
	1. FS_eSBMAe(45min)  (Olaf)
2. FS_eANL & FS_ANLEVA (45min) (Cao Xi)
3. FS_eIDMS_MN: Intent Reporting (updates to S5-225521) (30min) (Mark)
4. AI/ML trustworthiness (S5-225037/S5-225038/S5-225039) (30min) (Stephen) 

	#145e.4(27 Oct)
	13:00 ~15:00 UTC
	Open


