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1. Rapporteur calls plan before SA5#147 
Topics:
· EP_Transport 
All the draft for discussion please upload to 
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Email_Discussions/SA5/OAM%20rapporteur%20calls/Rapporteur%20call%20%23147 
2. Schedule for rapporteur calls:
	Rapporteur calls
	Date Time
	Potential Topics

	#147.1 (16 Mar)
	13:00 ~15:00 UTC
	cancelled

	#147.2 (30 Mar)
	12:00 ~14:00 UTC
	1.EP_Transport (Mark, Sean, Xuruiyue)
S5-232907 Rel-18 TS28.541 Fix vague issues in EP_Transport with Federated network modelling.docx
E: We have worked offline on this and have some suggestions, with a draft showing them. I can show them on the screen now.
(E shared the proposed updates on the screen)
N: We had good and productive offline discussions with E on this; we just need some more clarifications. We should be associating with the modeling construct in the entity of the external interface.
E: Agree, it is the critical info at the point of attachment.
V: When is the expected time frame for the related IETF draft which this is based on to be ready?

E: Not sure about the time plan. We want to include it as soon as it is available, but not dependent on it.

N: We only care about the managed object instance on their side. They use an attachment circuit unique id. It corresponds to our DN.
N: We are hoping this to be ready for submission to the May meeting, and for approval at the June plenary.

Chair: Anyone who wants to join the offline dioscussion before the May meeting, please contact the authors.
DT: Do we also want to clarify “the IETF side”?
N: No, that is for them to define. It’s a joint effort between 3GPP, IETF and O-RAN.
Stop.
2. Service management (Robert)

https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Email_Discussions/SA5/SA5-level%20discussions/S5-23xxxx%20DP%20Service%20Management_Telefonica3_Huawei%202.doc


E: The paper has been updated with comments from Huawei and TEF.

E: For the first question, it seems that all 3 companies commenting so far are in agreement that we should have stage 1, 2 and 3 within 3GPP and 3rd party services (OTT/vertical services whose AS/AF that use 3GPP system as a bearer) should be outside of SM in 3GPP SA5.
S: In the “Huawei 2” comment on question 1, it is unclear on “Mission Critical Video; - "Live" Uplink Streaming, VR; - Discrete Automation” – is this defined in 23.501?

H: Yes you can find it in the Model clause in 23.501.
S: Are all you saying that all those mentioned service examples defined in 23.501 including stage 1/2/3?

H: I didn’t check if some of the are made in CT. We can check it further.
S: Some of these quoted services are actually defined by SA6 specs.

H: SA6 may be responsible for the application respect, for example enablement to verticals.

S: Ok, let’s take it offline.
E: On question 2, E and H and TEF seem to agree that it can be defined by any 3GPP WG. But I don’t understand the meaning of adding the ToRs from all WGs when we already said that it can be any WG. It should be SA5 that is doing SM.
E: Question 3: H says that it should only be SA2 and CT, so you exclude many 3GPP WGs. Is this intentionally?

E: I am planning to update the paper to summarise all agreements made.

H: In general we are aligned and in agreement. On q2, we fully agree SA5 is the only group to define SM in 3GPP. For q3, the stage 2 and 3 are essential. On the ToRs, I just included them as examples of ToRs containing services.
H: The question is not about which group defines SM but which groups define services in 3GPP.
E: The intention of q2 is to define “what organisation/WG(s) is/are responsible to specify the services that may be subject to Service Management within 3GPP”. Se e.g. the service listed in q1 may be subject to SM in SA5, but not for sure.

H: How to proceed this discussion?

E: I would like to agree on guidelines first, of which services should be managed by SA5. E.g. “Services that a CSP can offer which have stage 1/2/3 defined in 3GPP TSs”. Then anybody can propose to define SM for such services, if they fulfill these requirements.

H: I think there are two things. First a list of services can be managed, and then what kind of mgmt features should be supported to support different service.
E: I welcome more input offline, then I will include that in the submission to next meeting.
S: The answers coming here are not aligned with the questions. So the questions may need to be reformulated.
E: OK, we can take it offline.
H: With this discussion I think we can build more connection with SA1 and SA2.

	#147.3 (13 Apr)
	13:00 ~15:00 UTC
	Open


