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1. Rapporteur calls plan before SA5#144e 
Topics:
1. New WIDs ?? 

2. FS_MANWDAF
· clarify that if we are going to estimate the EE of NWDAF, a performance measurement of NWDAF is not existed or is not fully discussed.
· see if we can learn something or get inspired from the discussions we had in the FS_EE5G to help us get closer to the answer we are looking for.
3. 5G_KQI
· Difference betweenKPI/KQI/QoE
· KQIs for Video Uploading and Remote Controlling
4. Asynchronous LCM solutions
5. MSAC
6. reply LS on FS_eEDGEAPP
2. Schedule for rapporteur calls:
	Rapporteur calls
	Date Time
	Potential Topics

	#143e.1
	Jun.2nd 15:00 CEST~17:00 CEST
	1. Asynchronous LCM solutions (Joey) (30min)
Presented by Intel

N: On slide 2, we will not change anything in the prov. MnS. So what do you mean should be changed?

N: On slide 5, we should not mix stage 2 and 3. Create/DeleteMOI are well defined and we should not change them. The HTTP design patterns listed here should not be confused with the stage 2 definitions. If we introduce the LcmJob IOC we don’t need to change anything else. We could also use state attributes with the existing IOCs.

I: For the latter option, we need a concrete proposal for that.

N: But we had a contribution on that earlier. This is still not agreed due to comments from E. It’s S5-223452 : “Rel-17 CR TS 28.531 Update procedures for asynchronous mode of operations for Network Slice and Network Slice Subnet LCM”.

S: The tdoc from N is submitted to eNetslicePro, not eECM. The problem that that tdoc is trying to solve may not exist in eECM. 

S: The current ECM procedures can be made asynchronous without extending prov. MnS. and introducing this lcmJob IOC.

I: I need to see a contribution describing that first. It’s not possible in the termination case, and there are some other side effects.
S: I will submit a contribution about this to next meeting.

H: I think  S5‑222287 Rel-17 draftCR 28.541 adding processMonitor in NetworkSlice and NetworkSliceSubnet from Samsung is also related with this async discussion. the async discussion we spent already 2-3 meetings on. It also happened iin eNetSlicePro and ECM. It would be good to find a way forward, what problems are related to async? And do we want to use the same mechanism to satisfy the async discussions? So it’s good if the authors could formulate all the issues in one place and discuss commonalities.

I: Agree with that statement. We also need to apply this to EES and ECS, not only ECM. I can try to work with the related colleagues to produce one common paper about this.

S: Also agree. We need to put things into perspective. and sit together to see what problems to solve. Look at the last slide (11). Can we do it just with LCMJob or do we have to extend CreatMOI as well?

I_: That was not my intention. It’s two options. We should choose one. I plan to initiate an email discussion about this- before next meeting. Interested companies: I, N, S, H, E.
Stop. 
2. 5G_KQI: (Wang Man) (30min)
DP on difference of KPI, KQI and QoE: no comments during the call. 
Discussion on scenarios of KQIs of video uploading, remote controlling and cloud VR
E: LS has been sent to SA4 but there is no answer yet. 

HW: for next meeting, we can discuss the relation of concepts first. The SA4 will have meeting only in August. 
VC: ask for what can be done in SA4 and SA5?

E: clarifiy DASH is discussed in SA4 while video uploading is discussed in SA5?

HW: SA5 defines KQI, and SA4 defines QoE metrics. QoE metrics is just one source of KQI, not all KQI is based on QoE metrics. The service KQI is not defined in SA4. 
E: not sure whehter SA4 could agree with this division of responsiblity. 

HW: maybe we can check with SA4 in their calls. 
VC: propose to put Wop#1 and Wop#2 for #144e. 
3. S5-223520d5 Reply LS on FS_eEDGEAPP, Solution for Dynamic EAS instantiation (Deepanshu) (30min)
Presented by S.

S: The objection from I was that EES cannot create an MOI. I seems to believe that 28.533 is preventing EES from creating an MOI. What is that statement in 28.533? 

I: Looking at 4.1 in 28.533, This “entity consuming an MnS” has a context. In 4.5 you see t hat an MnF can be a consumer and a producer. This diagram 4.5.1 shows that the NF cannot consume an MnS.

S: But this is just an example. I can also show a consumer with a mgmt function embedded in a NF consuming the service.

N: We already have this case, in a MnS discovery.

S: Agree.

H: Can't NWDAF embed a MnS Consumer?

Looking at the rest of the LS proposal:

I: We have issues about “…or internal network function (e.g., EES)” in the A2 reply.

S: Then I propose to delete the text “or internal network function (e.g., EES)”.

I: But this doesn’t answer the SA6 question.

I will anyhow upload this proposal to the next meeting, then we can discuss it further.

Stop.


	#143e.2
	Jun.9th 15:00 CEST~17:00 CEST
	
1. FS_MANWDAF: EE of NWDAF (Zhao Song/Christiane/Jean-Michel) (30min)
1. N: clarify whether the proposal is to study EE KPI for NWDAF. So far there is no key issue for NWDAF in EE study. We should study the key issue first in EE study before the work of NWDAF study.
2. HW: In rel-17 EE KPI has specified the KPI, there is no constraint between the two studies any more. 
3. CT: suggest to study in EE first on whether existing PM could be used for NWDAF. If there is new PMs, the new PM could be discussed in NWDAF study.
4. E: We have EE KPI specified, why need to check whether it’s appliable for NWDAF, do we need to check other NFs also(e.g. AMF etc) ? The principle for calculate EE KPI is clear. The EE KPI calculation should be same regardless of which NF it is.
5. CT: the current EE KPI doesnt specify concrete NF so far. We need to check first what PM will be used for NWDAF to calculate EE KPI. 
6. HW: Different NF may use different PM for the calcluation of EE KPI. The question is do we need EE KPI for each 5GC Function? 
7. N: why NWDAF is so specific to calculation of EE KPI? 
8. CT: agree with HW, the question on whether we need EE KPI for each 5GC function should be answered in EE study. NWDAF will carry more functions, may consume more energy consumption. Esp. With AI function. Welcome operators who deployed NWDAF could share some information on the data of energy consumption .

9. S: Agree with E the EE should be studied as a whole but not individually.
10. HW: Need to check two separate questions :

11. 1. first whether EE KPI for NWDAF is needed.(to be studied in EE phase II study) 

12. 2. whether there is need for new PM for NWDAF should be discussed in NWDAF study (not only for EE KPI).

13. N: what will be the PM for NWDAF?
Way forward: check two separate questions :

1. first whether EE KPI for NWDAF is needed.(to be studied in EE phase II study) 

2. whether there is need for new PM for NWDAF should be discussed in NWDAF study (not only for EE KPI).

14. STOP.
2. MSAC (Sean) (30min)
15. Rel-17 TS28.532 enhance OpenAPI to support access control

16. HW: Identity4AC.identifier, why consider case of human as we are talking about machine to machine interface. In case of human, he will use a client which will be m-m interface. 
17. N: it’s human whose behalf MnS Consumer. For the alternatives, It will be only one alternative behind, either human or machine. Who is behind the request may be handled differently. The design is for security consideration. When humain is involved, we use Oauth. For machine, we use grant code. 
18. MSAC_Samsung comments:
19. N: The main difference is the table in 4.3.a.2. Clarify on how samsung plans to use managedEntity/allowComponentC.
20. S:allowComponentC could be list of alarms/PMs.
21. N: we need to check the requirement first. The granualirty of access control is per class component A/B/C has been discussed in TR.  Per instance level is not discussed in TR. 
22. E: per instance has been discussed in TR. We didnt have the accecss control on the attributes in the notification. 
23. Wayforward: check the requirements first on the granularity of the access control. 
24. S5-224xxx Rel-18 TS28.622 enhance NRM to support access control: not discussed in the call.
3. Discussion on MDAS (Brendan) (30min) 
25. HW: The different needs of consumer are to be considered. 
(1) Need more normative work on high-level use cases. 

(2) Anlytics for network slice subnet is not complete. 
26. N: propose to clean up Rel-17 first. Need some simple solution for 28.552. 

27. S:if MDAS consumer is RAN consumer/CN consumer, will the report will be different? For MDAS case, need to define the consumers? 
28. HW: may not need for all cases, but for network slicing case may need to differentiate.

29. S: we will need to scope the UC to resolve this concern. 
30. HW: the proposals in section 4 we would like to differentiate different consumers. Suggest to consider the proposal in Rel-18 WI proposal. 
31. 


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.
