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1. Rapporteur calls plan before SA5#142e 
Topics:
1. Check Rel-17 actions

2. Discussion on the Rel-17 leftovers (if needed)
(Exception) Enhancement of QoE Measurement Collection

eQoE (90%)
(Exception) Access control on management service


MSAC(60%)
(Exception) Intent driven management service for mobile networks
IDMS_MN(95%)
(Exception) Enhanced Closed loop SLS Assurance


eCOSLA(90%)
(Exception) Enhancements of Management Data Analytics Service
eMDAS(65%)
(Exception) Management data collection control and discovery
MADCOL(45%)
(Exception) Network slice provisioning enhancement

eNETSLICE_PRO(50%)
2. Schedule for rapporteur calls:
	Rapporteur calls
	Date Time
	Potential Topics

	#141e.1
	Feb.17th 14:00 CET~16:00 CET
	1. Check Rel-17 Actions (S5-221004) (5min)
SA5#141e.1 

S: where is the source code for the existing UML source code. 

N: clarify whether delegates can delete files from the folder. How to use the folder need to be clarified too.

E: plantUML is captured in specification in informative appendix. 

Type of source diagrams: 
1. UML source code (plantUML) is captured in specification.

2. other type of source diagrams. 

VC: will discussed in leaders first and welcome inputs from the group.
2. Preparation of 3GPP-TMF call (S5‑221493) (40min)
HW: first meeting with TMF, propose to share SA5 information. 
E: P17: need to indicate “SA5 proposes” as this has not been discussed yet. 
S: some questions for clarification from TMF need to be listed in 1 slide. 
Potential list of questions for discussion: 
· Whether Intent in 3GPP has same semantics with Intent in TMF

· Refer to P7, and check with TMF on whether we are working on different types of intent. 
· Refer to P15, Which group will provide/maintain the generic/technology specific intent models? Whether the FMC collaboration approach can be reused for intent cooperation?
· Modeling intent in UML or RDFS, currently 3GPP uses UML as general modeling approach, whether there is any issue to use UML for intent? 
O: refer to P7, and check with TMF on whether we are working on different types of intent. 
3. eNETSLICE_PRO (40min)
· S5-221262 Rel-17 CR 28.541 Network slice subnet capability IOC (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
E: clarify deploycapability and availablecapability. 
HW: problem with tie with network subnet instance. If there is no subnet slice instance, how to use this capability information? The capability has to be related to a already deployed instance. 
· S5-221150 Rel-17 CR TS 28.541 Add feasibility check NRM fragment (Huawei,China Unicom, Deutsche Telekom,China Mobile) (Ruiyue Xu)
HW: would like to get opinion from Nokia on resource reservation and from E on feasiblitycheckjob. Propose to decouple the discussion of feasiblity check and resource reservation.
N: feasibility check and resource reservation is tightly related. Prefer to discuss resource reservation before we discussed FB solution. 
HW: propose to discuss whether we like to keep resource reservation in R17. 

Op1: if resource reservation is agreed to be in R17, enhance feasiblity check job IOC to carry the resource reservation function.
Op2: if resource reservation is agreed to be in R17, introduce a new resource reservation IOC (by Nokia) 
Op3: dont include resource reservation in R17. 

E: how long the result of feasiblity check is valid? There is no gurantee on whether the resouce can be really reserved.
DT: support question from E. To diffentiate whether gurantee can be made. 
T: check the reference of resource reservation.
N: Reservation related contribution from last meeting S5-221246  S5-221417 (please find the update rev in draft folder)
HW: propose to take op1. 
S: prefer to separate the two features. 
Samsung will initiate email discussion. 
4. Check SA5 specifications which need automatic upgrade to Rel-17 (5min)
· VC: Proposal from Ericsson to not upgrade 32.508/32.509 to Rel-17. The group is asked to check whether there are specifications which do not need to be automatic upgrade to Rel-17 as soon as possbile. 



	#141e.2
	Mar.3rd 14:00 CET~16:00 CET 
	1. 
2. WoP for SA5#142e discussion (15min)
S5-22xxxx Collection of Rel-18 3GPP_SA5 OAM WoP_d1.docx
E: What about stage 1, 2 and 3 split? 

Chair: I expect it should normally be clear in each objective’s bullet (and separated between the bullets), but if not, we could create “sub-bullets” to generate WoP like 1.1, 1.2, 1.3 for stage 1/2/3 of the same objective etc.

O: How do we proceed as rapporteurs with these tdocs/proposals to SA5#142e? 

Chair: We don’t mandate a certain template for that, so you could e.g. just make a copy of the WID/SID where you indicate the proposed WoP definitions/numbering for each objective. Or you could make a new tdoc where you make a copy of all objectives and indicate the proposed WoP definitions/numbering. The WoPs could be either just a straight-forward 1-1 mapping of each objective’s bullets, or a combination of some objectives into one WoP, or as split of one objective bullet into more than one WoP.

Chair: At the end of the meeting, if all WoP proposals seem stable, or by email approval after the meeting when all WoPs have been agreed,  we should produce a complete collection of all WoPs for all WID/SIDs in a new document, as shown in the example list input to this call from Zou Lan.
3. MADCOL (Olaf) (40min)
S5-222xxx_S5-221410rev2_28537_Rel17_dataColReq.doc
S: clarification on deterministic, propose rewording. 
E: coverage area, overlapping cell is at the time of query? Need behavior to describe deterministic. Need to agree on when and how mapping happen. Requirement needs to be updated. 
S5-22xxxx_CR_32422-h50_mdt_trace_identifier.doc
E: whether is it for requesting job or storing data?
N: register and discover management data. Currently PM/KPIs use the exact measurements name for requesting measurements. But MDT/trace do not have the names. Maybe MDAS could also consider using this approach.
E: if this uses to replace trace references, there will be big change to other groups.
N: not to replace trace references. The name is not used in call processing. 

E: tracejob has the similar information. We have the trace measurements names also. Clarify what probs to resolve. What extra info can get with this proposal? M1/M2 etc. are already there. 
N: the proposal is to align the identification with what we do for PM/KPIs (i.e. same hierarchy way of naming).
E: need to understand the signaling/management, trace depth etc.
S5-221363 Rel-17 Input to DraftCR 28.537 Add requirements for managing external management data.doc
N: this topic has been discussed for two meetings already. SON function can get the external data directly, no need 3GPP defined management system consume the external data. 
Other way of dealing external data is try to include data into 3GPP defined information model. It can be related with the geo data with cells.  Difficult for 3GPP to define all type of data, but concrete implementation on how to use the external data can deal the information. 

DT: why do you assume “the time of receiving the picture can be considered as identical to the time when the picture was taken”?

N: in a concrete deployment, the management system needs to be fully plug and play. 
E: do not see the need to keep the context data in NRM. Some notion of associating make sense. Ask 3GPP management system to parse the external data is not possible. 
The only context that relevant is the association information with the NRM. 
STOP.
4. MSAC (Sean) (45min)
S5-222xxx Rel-17 28.622 enhance NRM to support access control_ss.docx
VC: propose to add the chapter reference in 4.3.x.1
S: no value to provide permission based on group. Are we standarding the group? Role?
N: this is the common way in industry. The interface to allow operator to permit needs to be standardized. Multiple 3rd parties can share the same permission, that’s why a group can be needed.
1 identity can belong to multiple groups. 
E: NOTE 1:  Access Control NRM is solution set specific, e.g.: explicit auth pattern (e.g OAuth2.0) based access control may use this, but solution set using implicit auth (e.g. Netconf Access Control Mobile) will not. 
S5-222xxx Rel-17 TS32.158 enhance OpenAPI to support access control.docx
No comments raised in the call.
S5-222xxx_Rel-17 TS28.623 enhance NRM to support access control Stage 3.doc
Not discussed in this call. 
5. Way forward for OpenAPI file handling in GitLab (20min)
S5-22XXXXXXrev2 Discussion paper to 3GPP Forge Structure change.pptx
Chair proposed to have a dedicate SA5 level meeting on Mar.8th 14:00 CET~15:00 CET for this topic. 

	#141e.3
	Mar.31st 14:00 CET~16:00 CET 
	1. IDMS_MN (Xu Ruiyue) (60min)
2. Open for topics


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.
