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1. Rapporteur calls plan before SA5#141e 
Confirmed topics:

· eCOSLA (6406) (Ishan, Jan)

· NSA_SBMA (6164/6165/6392) (Xu Ruiyue, Olaf)

· MADCOL (Olaf)

· 5G Spec structure (6240) (Zou Lan)

· Check the Rel-17 WI work progress
· MSAC (Ping Jing)
· Generic asynch mechanism (Robert)
· Conflict management study proposal (Ishan)
2. Schedule for rapporteur calls:
	Rapporteur calls
	Date Time
	Potential Topics

	
	
	1. 
2. 
3. 

	#140e.1
	Dec.9th 14:00 CET~16:30 CET 
	1. Generic asynch mechanism (SA5-216252rev1_BL) (Robert)
a) S5-216252rev1_BL Discussion Paper on Asynchronous design
HW: what’s the scope of the DP? Define a common datatype for jobprogress? 3GPP alreday has async design pattern like subscription/notification.
E: the main intention is to define jobprogress. 

HW: clarify which scenario applies here? Filedownload? Feasibilitycheck? Title is too broad. 

E: the intention is to support all async operations including filedownload, also include slicing management etc.

HW: we like to keep slicing management separate from Filedownload/feasibility check.

HW: this paper is to apply for the operations which needs to check progress. 
N: 1. Clarify the intention whether to Suppose job IOC is always needed. 
2. how cancel job works? How to cancel an ongoing job?
E: not proposing generic job IOC for the time being. Only discuss progress information 
Cancelling job is optional.
3. for feasiblitycheck , no need to create a new related resouce IOC. 
HW: jobresult and jobresultinformation need to be defined case by case. Can’t use a generic string to cover all cases. 

E: jobresult represents successful/failure.

HW: clarify the diff between jobstatus/jobresult. Like to define case by case. 

E: could merge the two attributes. 

DT: clarify the interpretation of successful of job. 
E: add partially success. 
221mmm Rel-16 CR TS 28.622 Asynchronous operation NRM additions
VC: what’s the expectation to finalize the async discussion in Rel-17?
E: finalize the jobprogress.
N: 
1. jobprogress

2. feasiblitycheck job (leverage jobprogress)

HW: 
Feasilbitycheck could refer to the general jobprogress.

Same approch can be used for filedownload.
Slice allocation may need separate discussion with the feasibilitycheck and filedownload.
E: plan to resubmit 216422 to address filedownload. 

HW: plan to resubmit 6205/6206 to adress feasbilitycheck. 
Wayforward to finalize async in Rel-17:

1. jobprogress (generic)
2. feasiblitycheck job (reuse jobprogress)

3. filedownload (reuse jobprogress)

4. slice allocation (reuse jobprogress) 

2. NSA_SBMA (6164/6165/6392/6580/6581/6618/6619) (Xu Ruiyue, Olaf)
S5-216XXX Discussion paper on way forward for R17 NSA_SBMA_d1
E: we need inventory due to external request. Request Nokia to provide concrete comments which can be addressed. We could still provide contributions for the agreed 3 objectives. Would like to hear Nokia opinions. 
E: would like Nokia to point out what concretely need for this WID. 
N: The topic is under internal discussion. We like to keep the scope of WID. 
E: whether a list of issues can be provided by Nokia?
HW: the stage 2 comments are out of scope. 

E: we need to first agree on the scope of Rel-17. 
Wayforward:

1. Focus first on prepration contributions for objective 2.

2. Nokia will provide list of issues.

3. Offline discussion planned in January. 
3. MADCOL (Olaf)
S5-XXXXXX DiscPaperManagDataCollectionJob
E: E agree with area of interest on cell ID/TA ID, do not agree with geographical area.

Families only apply for 28.552, but can’t cover trace. We like to cover more data types. Propose to merge tdoc 216115 with tdoc 216117, 6098, 6099.
N: agree to enhance trace and MDT.

HW: for area of interest, we shared the Nokia opinion. The geographical area is important for consumer who do not know the details of network. 

“Data consumer of Management Data Collection Job shall not have to take care of DN(s) of the affected MOI(s).”, the proposal is all based on the PM/KPI, how to associate PM/KPI if DN is not considered?

N: Need to discuss how the report look like if DN is not used. New identifier may be used. 
HW: why need perfmetircJobId in dataSubscription IOC, in which sceniaro MnS consumer needs know both perfmetricjob IOC and DataSubcription IOC?
E: the consumer needs to know the relation between job and 
E: Geographic area, in SBMA, we don't support certain IOC to support certain scenarios. Nokia don't want to have GA for NE, but the proposal doesn't prevent this. E don't want to have GA for NE. 
HW: Nokia proposal is GA is name-contained in subnetwork, which imply this will not be used by NE.

N: This jobcollection is not exposed by base station.
E: how to express this interface not apply for some scenario? 
HW: this is a general SBMA issue to resolve, how to indicate MnS to be used on which interface? 
4. digital twin study item proposal(S5-216262/S5-216263) (Xiaowen Sun)
S5-xxxx Revised New SID on Digital twin for network provisioning
E: dont think need to study DT for already standardized objects. It’s related to not only Vendor Specific(VS) implementation, also Operator specific(OS). To better reuse DT, need to go detail to VS and OS part. Dont think it’s needed.
VC: whether you have assumption that the existing management can already support DT?
CMCC: agree VS/OS parts need to be studied in DT. For e2e network slicing, different parts are provided by different vendors. In situation need to adopt DT in the validation process. VS part no need to be standardized, but the communication bteen vendors, DT and real network needs to be standardized.

E: today we have different configuration data/ PM data etc. Can be provided to standardized system. Dont see other communication are needed. 

DT: partly agree with E. Need the stduy to find out which part to be standardized. 
HW: support DT’s opinion. It’s better to study the concept DT and how is it apply to 3GPP. E.g. whether existing mechinsm can support the digital twin or more to be enhanced. 
CMCC: propose to revise the proposal to focus on how to use the DT. Would like to have Nokia’s opinion. 
VC: DT is not discussed in SA5, maybe some study can be made to study the concept and the relevance with the work we have now in SA5.

	#140e.2
	Dec.16th 14:00 CET~16:30 CET 
	1. eCOSLA (6406) (Ishan, Jan)
HW: clarify on option2 on sequence of ACCL configuration and notification.
L: “Option 2: A datatype with MOI FQDN or ID and Attribute in the MOI associated to an ACCL. Before the ACCL modifies that attribute of the MOI a notification is sent. „ 
E: all work we do in SA5 is about automation. The proposal is about open loop. If you dont trust the close loop,you should not buy. For example, there is no open loop for handover. 
L: it’s build the trust with open loop which lead to close loop. How to detect the problem?

E: The problem could be detected with fault, performance etc.
HW: the proposal is part of decision phase. In this case, the decision is delegated to a human. It make more sense for the decision part. Have we standardized decision phase?
CMCC: The idea is not new idea. CMCC in LTE phase, already have introduced this mechanism which introduced stop points. We called freemode SON/control mode SON. Control mode SON has some control on the SON. Operators prefer control mode because of the trust. It’s reasonable to introduce the stop point. 
E: the open loop approach must be very slow for human to interfere. Minutes is too far to make such control. This can be used for evaluation before commercial operation. 
E: the SON case is clear. The control loop may be more complex to take more conditions into consideration. The conflict takes human intervention into consideration. 
E: will the automation action still be valid after waits for 2 minutes? It may not valid any more. 
HW: option2 can’t be implementable.  For different ACCL, may need to change different MOI. One generic datatype may not be usable for this case. Suggest to consider to reuse the SON stop point approach. Option1 it’s not clear how to use the filter text.
L: suggest to use the address/FQDN of MOI as filter text. 

L Will provide draft tdoc with taking limited option 2 approach and offline with interested companies.  
Issues which to be discussed for opinions:

a. Support of control feature in close loop control in COSLA?

b. what features to be supported in Rel-17?
2. MSAC (Ping Jing)
S5-217xxx Rel-17 DraftCR 28.622 for MNAC
S: there is no attributes definition in the proposal. Why category consumer to roles? What’s relation accessToken and accessRight.
N: Operational there is no difference. It’s for easier adminstrative. The management is based on role etc.
Three concepts:

AccessRight-per management object, decouple from group/role
Permission- per group/per role

AccessToken- optional. 
E: how resourceGroup related to access control?
Need to be make clear for which case is apply? Implicit model/explicit model.
S5-217xxx Rel-17 DraftCR 28.532 for MNAC
S: operation flow is missing. Why a separate authorization/authentication is needed?
E: Do not think need new MnS. 
S: are we trying to influence stage 2 with stage 3 solution? 
N: will extract the common part and put the non-common part as optional.
E: suggest to focus first on identifying some common part (roles, groups)
E: the solution set may dictate part of access control soltuion. Do not want to commonality at expanse of throwing out the accepted common industry solutions. 
3. Conflict management study proposal (6306) (Ishan)
E: the current study FS_MANWDAF only contain the data collection. E like to enlarge it with all aspects related to NWDAF, but China Telecom doesnt agree. 

L : would E be interested to include conflict management with NWDAF?

E: management of NWDAF should be discussed first.

NEC: what’s special for NWDAF management? 

E: compared with DSON, the NWDAF needs to have similar management.

E: there are 3 aspects related with NWDAF.
a) Current study- data collection related

b) Management of NWDAF

c) Conflict resolution- more related to COSLA
HW: The management of NWDAF may be already covered in existing study (objective 1)
Clarification on what kind of conflict you plan to resolve:

a) Conflict between two NWDAF？

b) Conflict between NWDAF and MnF?

c) Conflict between two MnFs?
L: we like to address:

a) Conflict between two NFs corresponding to NWDAF analytics. 
b) Coordination of core network CL with management CL. 
c) Conflict between two MnFs needs to wait for completion of COSLA.
Offline with E, NEC, Huawei. 
4. All Rel-17 Rapporteurs check Rel-17 WI work progress
The work progress status is updated in S5-rapp-1 Preparation of checking the Rel-17 work progress_d3.
5. 5G spec structure(6240)
Option1: Keep all SA5 specifications (including 5G specifications) in 32.103.

Option2: Keep 5G specification description in 28.533.
Option 3: Keep a new specification. 
VC/E: agree to put the collection of 5G specifications in the annex of 28.533. 

	#140e.3
	Jan.13th 14:00 CET~16:00 CET
	Open for topics
1. YANG (Balazs)
2. FS_NSCE (Xiaobo)


3. Other potential topics for rapporteur calls:

Leftover from SA5#139e:
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.
