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1. Rapporteur calls plan before SA5#140e 
Confirmed topics:

· MSAC: general discussion on 5220 and 5221 (architecture changes), generic services (5224/5225) and NRM (215222) to support access control. (40min) 
· NSA_SBMA(5132/5110/5194): (40min)
· general topics on IRP & SBMA documentation.

· Management for SupportIOC and normal IOC
Nokia general comments on moving an old IRP TS to SBMA:
· We use 28.622 for IRP and SBMA. As discussed many times, this was probably an error since it leads to issues like (A) a SBMA TS contains legacy stage 3 solutions, (B) the tile of the TS contains the word IRP, (C) you cannot maintain and evolve the old IRP TS independently from the SBMA TS.
· We need to revisit stage 2 of what we want to move to SBMA, see comments on the Inventory NRM IS. We should not blindly move the stuff.
· We need to discuss if we should take out new TS numbers for the Inventory NRM, Generic RAN NRM and E-UTRAN NRM in SBMA. The issues stated in bullet point one are supporting the idea to have new Tdoc numbers.
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Email_Discussions/SA5/OAM%20rapporteur%20calls/Rapporteur%20call%20%23139e/S5-216XXX%2028658-g40-Update%20to%20be%20applicable%20for%20SBMA.doc
· FS_NSCE (30min)
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Email_Discussions/SA5/OAM%20rapporteur%20calls/Rapporteur%20call%20%23139e/S5-XXXXXX%20Discussion%20Paper%20on%20EGMF.pptx
· Support of realize asynchronous interactions: (40min)

· ECM (5190) 

· allocate/deallocate, file download(5361), Feasibility Check(5087)
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Email_Discussions/SA5/OAM%20rapporteur%20calls/Rapporteur%20call%20%23139e/S5-XXXXXX%20Discussion%20Paper%20on%20Asynchronous%20design.pptx
· Digital Twin Network for Network management  (30min)
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Email_Discussions/SA5/OAM%20rapporteur%20calls/Rapporteur%20call%20%23139e/Discussion%20on%20digital%20twin%20for%20network%20management.docx
· 
2. Schedule for rapporteur calls:
	Rapporteur calls
	Date Time
	Potential Topics

	#139e.1
	Nov. 4th 2021 14:00 CET~17:00 CET 
	1. MSAC (5220/5221/5222/5224/5225) (Ping Jing) (40 min)
Rapporteur call:

E and N made offline and captured in proposal 5573rev1.

N: requirement and diagrams change may be proposed to next meeting. 

No more comments received. 
2. NSA_SBMA(5132/5110/5194) (Olaf/Robert/Balazs/XuRuiyue) (40 min)
28.658 update from Huawei:

E: support the proposal, E is preparing update for inventory. 
DT: support this proposal. 
Inventory spec: 
N: removing support IOC may introduce inconsistency. Still prefer to take a new spec. There is no stage 2 mapping with this approach. 
O: Looks like these attributes have now isWritable and isInvariant both set to 'F'. How is that possible?
N: prefer to take a new spec and pick what could apply. 
1. Normal NRM with no supportIOC, accessed by CRUD operation (e.g. EUTRAN NRM, Generic RAN NRM etc.):

HW: suggest to reuse the existing specification to capture SBMA.
E: Ericsson supports keeping SBMA in the same documents.
HW: suggest to also add support of NSA in Rel-15/Rel-16.
2. SupportIOC: 
E: would like to reuse the existing spec
HW: share the same concern as Nokia. In Rel-17, focus on update normal inventory IOC, for update of inventory SupportIOC we can address in Rel-18.
N: support HW proposal.

E: we don’t want to object alternative 1, but alternative 2 is also needed. 

E: question on what specific issue to support alternative 2. 
HW: update supportIOC to IOC will introduce two inventory solutions. 
E: need to check whether supportIOC can use CRUD operation offline. 

3. FS_NSCE (Xiaobo Yu) (30min)
HW: EGMF should not authorize the consumer of the service. 
EGMF is the consumer of managmenet service on behalf of customer.
DT: operator defined MnS consumer? Operator will define which consumer can access.  Why do we need another special authorization functionality? Not in favor of lots of additional functionalities with same function. 
A: plan to summarize the new UC descriptions and submit to next meeting. 
TEF: suggest to make it clear on scope of EGMF and relation with other work items (Access control, multi-tenancy). 
4. Realize asynchronous interactions (5190/5361/5087) (Joey/Sean) (40 min)
DP Discussion paper for asynchronous solutions to support lifecycle management (Intel)

H: Option 1 is not feasible. The consumer should not control the behaviour of the provider. A general problem, re. the status of the network function… it is not the lifecycle status of the MOI.

N: Re: The attribute to reflect async or not… this is difficult for implementation. An implementer would need to support both options.

From implementation, we know if it’s async or not.

Further, fFrom a ReSTful design pattern, the resource is not fully created. So to try to access this resource is not straight forward.

Compare Nokia’s DP.

O: This is be´reaking some rules that we had for years, to separate NRMs and Interface IRP. So to say if an operation is async or not should be part of the interface / operation parameters, not the NRM.
N: We have a few principles that we should not violate. The creation of an object instance is always asynchronous. The MOI created at the beginning can just confirm the request. The resource behind (e.g. the network function) will be created by the ongoing process. If you want to monitor the process, you can create a monitoring resource. So don’t mix up the creation of an object with the process to create the resources behind.

H: Echo the comments from Orange regarding the tight coupling of NRM and operations.

DP S5-XXXXXX Discussion Paper on Asynchronous design (Nokia)

DT: In the first two variants, it seems a but cumbersome. When the consumer sends out a Get, and when you have a real-time environment, he may not get the response fast enough. So it may be better to just get the response when everything is finished.

N: There are 3 design patterns that we can enable. For different tasks/job, the consumer can choose which one to use. The first two are cumbersome, to some extent I agree. For the third, when you have polling you can see the detailed progress.

DT: Yes, the third variant is fine for me. But the user should get a notification immediately when the process is ended.

N: That is a normal scenario that we can send some CM notification when something is finished.

N: Look at slide 18, which shows the most generic case.

I: Some questions on slide 18… e.g. in step 3, how can a MOI create another MOI?

E: Not sure we need multiple alternatives. We need one solution that lets the consumer choose different options.

DT: On slide 18 I also miss the last notification when the job is finished.

N: Agree.

Next step?

Continue offline discussion, e.g. if the Intel and Nokia proposals can be merged.

5. Digital Twin Network for Network management (Xiaowen Sun) (30min)
DP Discussion on digital twin for network management

N: Re: the cost of building the digital twin, including collecting the data, have you considered that? That cost could be very high.

CMCC: Yes we have considered that. I want to emphasize two different meanings – simulator and digital twin. The simulator is not real-time. The digital twin needs real-time interaction with the physical network. I agree it will mean some costs. But we should only focus on some use cases which are useful, not all use cases.

O: Are you considering a real network and its digital twin managed by one mgmt system, or a real network and its mgmt system, and a digital twin with its own mgmt system?

CMCC: We only need to twin the network, not the mgmt system.

DT: Not clear what you want to explore and standardize in the end. Is it a digital twin as a whole, and how can we do that?

CMCC: We want to focus on the precondition that we have already built a digital twin network, and only focus on how to use/manage it, not how to build it.

DT: Do you also intend to have the management system as a “non digital twin”?

CMCC: Yes.

DT: I would prefer to have a digital twin also for the mgmt system.

H: The most important diff. between a simulation and a digital twin is that the latter has a real-time sync between the real and the virtual network. What is the responsibility of the mgmt system? Only resp. for providing the data or actually implementing the synchronization?

CMCC: This needs more discussion. The mgmt system also needs to be enhanced to support the sync. But it doesn’t have all information that the network needs. Many of these questions can be explored in the study.



3. Other potential topics for rapporteur calls:

MADCOL
· eMDAS??
· FS_NSCE??
· IDMS_MN??
Nokia proposal for topics of common interest:

1. Asynchronous interaction patterns:

We have now a couple of use cases that have asynchronous nature: slice allocation, slice deallocation, feasibility check, file download and also the edge computing related one, not sure what exactly this is about.

It seems this point is already taken up by Thomas.

2. Object creation with id generation by the MnS producer:

This is becoming an evergreen. We all know that this is not supported by NETCONF. But limitations of NETCONF should not block progress. NETCONF is made for plain CM of network elements and not for complex interaction patterns or HATEOS like designs. We should accept that, and I remember f2f meetings where many companies shared this view. What we should do though is to find ways so that the standard does not allow both options (id creation by the server and id creation by the client) everywhere to not impair interoperability.

3. Enhancement of the NRM template in 32.160 

We need to introduce presence qualifiers in the template as discussed so many times already. In addition, we should add a new clause for procedures.

4.Common data type definitions

The same data types are defined in many places. We need one place where we define data types that are used by many modules. Nokia made a first attempt in S5-215351. However, we do see this as common concern and would appreciate a working mode where people contribute real content rather than saying Nokia what to do just because we took the initiative and submitted a contribution.

5. Scheduling function:

Scheduling functions are proposed for many jobs. Nokia proposes to come up with one function hat can be re-used by all jobs.
