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X. Rapporteur calls before SA5#136e

A.WID:

1. S5-211105 New WID Enhancements of Management Data Analytics Service (Yizhi Yao)

2. S5-211460 New SID on enhancement of service based management architecture (Zou Lan, Robert)
B. eCOSLA:

1.eCOSLA GROUP#2 (S5-211151/S5-211161) policy for closed control loop (Zhang Jian)
2.S5-211152 Rel-17 CR TS 28.536 Add assurance report for closed control loop (Zhang Jian)

C. Forge
1. CT comments on SA5 OpenAPIs at SA#90-e (OAM+CH)
Schedule for rapporteur calls:
	Rapporteur calls
	Date Time
	Potential Topics

	#135e.1
	Feb.9th 14:00 CET~16:00 CET 
	B.1 eCOSLA GROUP#2 (S5-211151/S5-211161) policy for closed control loop (Zhang Jian)

N: what’s relationship assurancegoal and assurancepolicy.

Currently goal is linked with serviceprofile. Allows vendor A to use goal, while vendor B to use policy. They are two alternatives with XOR. How to handle goal/policy are conflict with each other? 

HW: policy is used as additional for governance of close loop. Goal can be serviceprofile, consumer could provide policy as condition or expected behavior. 

N: some additions/conditions may be ok. But the tdoc doenst show like that. Maybe show the policy inherits goal. 

N: policy refers to TS 32.311, the policy data type is string. How to guarantee interoperability? 
B.2 S5-211152 Rel-17 CR TS 28.536 Add assurance report for closed control loop (Zhang Jian)

N: what’s relationship assurancegoal and assurancereport.

Report is interpreted as operator/vertical to get report of how the goal is satisfied. The report could be same as goal and “satisfied/unsatisfied”. Using Configuration for reporting. The report in the proposal is used for informing operators on the actions, may be independent with the goal. But we think the goal and report should be related. The relationship needs to be captured.

HW: Report may be used to convey more information in addition to the goal fulfilment status. The consumer may like to know why the goal is not achieved, to report actions and the corresponding reasons for actions, may also the linked policies.

N: the report is not to replace the fulfilment status. Introduce the report is information associated with the assurancepolicy. Can’t introduce the report without the relation with policy. Need to show the relation in UML. Can report be exist without policy?

HW: there are relation between report and policy. But they can also be independent. 

N: if assurancereport is independent with policy, it becomes logs of actions. 
HW: When the report does not include the associated policy, it may include reasons or root causes for the actions.
E: propose to update “report actions” to “log actions” in Rel-16 COSLA cleanup.

HW: how to report the log actions? By streaming or files? 

VC: If the solution is not available in Rel-16 already, propose to discuss in Rel-17 eCOSLA WI.



	#135e.2
	Feb.25th 14:00 CET~16:00 CET 
	C.1 CT comments on SA5 OpenAPIs at SA#90-e (14:00~15:00) (OAM+CH) (S5-212235)
- N: Have prepared a document to be shared soon, with comments from SA5 point of view.

- N: On slide 2. the number of APIs counted for SA5 seems wrong; however the last bullet about CH is correct (however it is not the most important aspect to be considered for the whole set of slides).

H: On slide 2, Maybe we could clarify the granularity of each file in CT, so we could try to align with them on which way to follow.
Slide 3 bullet 1:

E: 2nd sub bullet: We don’t have separate zip files. We would like to avoid manual merging of the CRs, and this would always cause a lot of problems for us. I would like to keep doing the merge in Forge.

N: CT is currently preparing an LS to SA to ask to update 21.900 to change the ETSI Forge ref. to 3GPP Forge. I wonder if we should send an LS to SA as well, to inform them that SA5 uses the uri “…” in the 3GPP domain?
N: If our files are put in a flat repository, I don’t know if it would be possible to see the different SA5 MnS components (type A, B etc.) in that structure. This is a requirement from SA5 side.
MCC: This second sub bullet to put the text in the zip file should not be an issue, I can do it if OAM asks me.
N: On the name 5G_APIs, we are not only developing 5G specs, and our services are called MnS, not APIs.
Slide 3 bullet 2:

N: 21.900 and 29.501 has this statement: “The file name shall follow the conventions defined in 3GPP TS 29.501 [6] clause 5.3.6 unless the TS containing an OpenAPI specification file indicates a different file name.” which contains 2 options, and CT is using the first option, SA5 is using the second option. But CT are asking SA5 to use the first option as well. If the file names are linked to the TS numbers, we will have a lot of work if we restructure the TSs in the future.
Slide 4 bullet 1:
N: It starts from the assumption that all files are in a single rep. If everything is in a single folder in a single repository, you don’t need absolute references.  As a developer, I want to have references to something that is stable. 21.801 mandates to use non-floating targets for internal 3GPP references.
Slide 4 bullet 2:

N: This is covered in the Nokia contribution. We have a simple mechanism. CT4 decouples the OPenAPI version number from the TS version number, with some rules. This has some advantages that we should look into. But we have two OpenAPI version numbers to keep track of, one for the CRUD operations and one for the information model, for each MnS instance.
Slide 5 bullet 1:

N: Have a detailed analysis of that in the contribution. are fully aligned, but we have one requirement that they don’t have (because we have objects that they don’t have). Attributes follow the LCC, which is aligned, etc.
Additional comments:
E: There are some additional slides in the Annex from slide 7, do we also need to consider them, e.g. on the process?

Chair: Yes we should also consider that, at SA5#136e starting next week.

Nokia also presented some highlights of the draft contribution to be submitted to SA5#136e.
N: I don’t consider process issues in this document.

Chair: Ok, we can comment on process related issues (e.g. 21.900 alignment) in the planned LS to SA.

H: It would be good if this paper is structured according to the CT slides, so it’s easy to find our answer to each bullet.
Chair will ask Mirko to get a new tdoc# for this contribution to SA5#136e.

A.1 S5-212132  New SID on enhancement of service based management architecture (Zou Lan)
No comments on this document today – to be treated at SA5#136e.
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