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1. Rapporteur calls plan before SA5#139e 
Confirmed topics:

· Rel-18 WIs/Sis
· Open topic (such as exposure IoC) of FS_NSCE
2. Schedule for rapporteur calls:
	Rapporteur calls
	Date Time
	Potential Topics

	#138e.1
	Sep 16th 15:00 CEST~17:00 CEST 
	Some recommendation for the discussion: 

1. Due to limited time in SA5#138e, we use the rapporteur call time to give chance for contributing companies to present the Rel-18 proposals and get comments. 

2. 10 minutes for each topic (e.g. 3 minutes from author to summarize the key objectives, 7 minutes to take comments and discussion).

3. Please focus on the technical comments.
Presentation & Discussion of Rel-18 WIs/SIs: 
1. (S5-214352/S5-214353)  management aspects of traffic scheduling in terrestrial and satellite converged network 
Huawei: whether there is any SA2 related WI/SI?

CMCC: combine the mobile network defined in SA2 and satellite network. We can discuss whether SA2 needs to discuss architecture, but from CMCC we don’t think there is a need from SA2 to define extra architecture.
VC: is it related with RAN Rel-18 work on NTN?

CMCC: yes. 
2. S5-214088rev2 New Rel 18 WID on Self-Configuration of RAN NEs 
E: don’t think self-configuration should be standardized. In General, We would like to keep the same level of standardization as in LTE for 5G, but not beyond the scope of LTE.
VC: suggest to add some description to indicate “reuse LTE concept of self-configuration as much as possible”.
3. S5-214171rev1 New Rel-18 WID on Enhanced intent driven management services for mobile network
DT: 3rd bullet is more general. Intent feedback could be covered by second bullet. Why split bullet 2 and 3? 

HW: intent feedback is to provide fulfillment result. 
E: it’s premature to discuss intent now. it’s not clear what to enhance. 
Bullet 1 is not finished, need to be clarified. 
Bullet 2 needs to revise to “enhance the intent information model to support the requirements”. There is conceptual agreement need to be discussed first.
S: is intent created by one consumer can be requested by another consumer? Can a different consumer to use the intent created by others? 
4. S5-214271rev1 New SID on Intent driven management related to core network
S: why we need this study? Not combined with 4171? 4171 is not RAN specific. How intent used in RAN and how intent used in core should use same concepts.
HW: 5GC intent is study, 4171 is WID. 
E: Agree the study is redundant. We already have workitem ongoing. There is not core specific intent. Intent should be generic, and can be sent to core domain, but not specific to 5GC. 
VC: Current intent has 3 types, the intent_NOP may be domain specific.

E: 5GC can be covered by the exiting intent work now. 
5. S5-214230 New SID on enhancement management of non-public networks
E: the objective is very detail. Hard to see the motivation. It’s continuation, not enhancement. We think the objectives have been already been discussed in Rel-17, no new topics.
DT: The objectives contain a lot of things. Prefer to focus on smaller scope. Prefer to start exposure, RAN sharing, EE. 
S: Clarify the relation with exposure study. Whether NPN is also related with the exposure discussion?
E: similar concern with Michael. Why we emphasis EE in NPN? Slice EE mechanism should be applicable NPN. 
6. S5-214259rev2 New WID on Key Quality Indicators(KQIs)for 5G service experience
E: the description looks like KPI, not KQI. Suggest to study first.
CMCC: clarification relation with SLS requirements. 
HW: KQI and SLS requirements are different. The KQI should be mapped to SLS requirement in the end. 

CMCC: clarify last bullet is to translate the SLS requirement into KQI?

HW: yes.

DT: SLS relation, do you have enough information to build the relation? Do you also take the SLA into account or you like to only focus on SLS? Study on evaluate the KQI may be needed. 
7. S5-214268rev1 New SID on Deterministic Service Assurance Management
E: how the study fit in ongoing existing work eCOSLA? Rationale talked about only one optional attribute. Scope is too broad.  Network planning is not in scope of SA5. 
HW: the intention is different with eCOSLA. eCOSLA provides general mechanisms. This study is target for specific scenarios. 
8. S5-214273 New WID on enhancement of autonomous network levels
E: there are still some work to be addressed in Rel-17, difficult to know what to put Rel-18.

Bullet 1: network and service planning is not belong to SA5 scope. 
Bullet 2/3: is good with new objectives. But like to know concrete requirements, e.g. which new NF/MnF are needed to support these features?  Need to resolve whether solution could support the requirements.
E: the scope is not clear. Need to add concrete scope in the objectives.
VC: suggest separate the discussion on when to start Rel-18 timing discussion and the concrete technical work to be done in Rel-18. 
9. S5-214291rev1 New SID on Incident Management
E: how incident work is internal function. How to evaluate incident not need to be standardized. This can be used for vendor differentiation. The objectives are up to vendor implementation. 
HW: the paper is to study the characteristic of incident and provide recommendation to the interface. 
CMCC: last bullet MDAS and eCOSLA are generic for many functions. What’s new in this evolved fault supervision case? 
HW: can be considered as prolong of MDAS and eCOSLA. 
10. S5-214350rev4 New SID on Digital twin for network management
E: digital twin rely on AI/ML work. There is another study. If it’s done on the node level, everything seems to be proprietary for the node. The study is more for centralized functionalities, not for distributed. There are information we already have today could be used for digital twin work. 
CMCC: interaction between Digital twin network and real network should be standardized. What to be transferred between the digital twin network and real network need to be standardized. It is not on node level. 
E: digital twin can work without AI/ML? What information you need? PM? KPI? Trace? All these are already used in management systems and can be sent. What’s more are needed? 
CMCC: yes. The interface between management system and digital twin network is not clear yet. Need to study scenarios. 
11. S5-214351d1 New SID on Federated machine learning for mobile network management
E: FL gives impression that already have ML in 3GPP, but we don’t have it now. whether it’s about ML?
CMCC: ML may not be standardized. Operators would like to specify how to manage the network if we use FL. 

HW: ML is internal, not to be standardized. Do you plan to standardize the interface between two management systems who have the ML capability? Whether there is a centralized node to control FL in two systems? 
CMCC: how to measure ML. 
N: bullet 3: discovery is done in generic way in SA5. Need clarification on capability discovery. 
12. S5-214738d3 New Rel-18 WID on network slice provisioning enhancement
DT: slice-> network slice, what’s network slice subnet capabilities?
S: some query function etc.

N: the stage2 is not implemented (e.g. allocate network etc.). Suggest to fix bullet 2 in rel-17, need to check whether this can be done with CR? Whether we need Rel-17 workitem for this fix?
E: more offline needed.
HW: bullet 1.3: whether network slice subnet deallocation/termination is needed or reusing CRUD?
O: agree with Olaf, inconsistencies need to be fixed in Rel-17. The bullet 1 fix may also need to be considered in Rel-17. 
DT: relation between allocation/CRUD need to be clarified. 
S: we are ok to do it in Rel-17. But Rel-17 stage 2 needs to be done in septation. Ask leadership to give plan for Rel-17. 

E: REl-17 deadline is March 2022.
VC: will be checked with leaders on how to handle this situation. 
13. S5-214486rev5 New Rel-18 SID AI/ML management
NEC: would like to prioritize the work related to RAN3. 
E: ML model management is too big scope for this study. The LS from RAN3 is focusing on LCM aspect. Need to understand ML model creation, looks like to standardized software aspect. Testing/validation need more clarification. Selection is ok. Suggest to focus on the LCM of the ML model only.
N: This study may overlap with 28.104. Need to clarify what to discuss here and what to discuss in MDA.
NEC: ML training is addressed in 28.104, not in the scope of the study. 
HW: view ML as software artifact. Reuse what we have already for software management. 
STOP. 

	#138e.2
	Sep 23th 15:00 CEST~17:00 CEST
	1. Open topic (such as exposure IoC) of FS_NSCE (Xiaobo Yu)
2. MDAS skeleton discussion (Shixiaoli)
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Email_Discussions/SA5/OAM%20rapporteur%20calls/Rapporteur%20call%20%23138e/S5-21XXX%20Discussion%20on%20the%20skeleton%20of%20TS%2028.104.docx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Email_Discussions/SA5/OAM%20rapporteur%20calls/Rapporteur%20call%20%23138e/S5-21XXX%20pCR%20Add%20structure%20for%20TS%2028.104%20v01.doc 


