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Rapporteur calls plan after SA5#154
Proposed topics:
· [confirmed] S5-241384: Discussion paper on issues with Deallocate operations (Ericsson, Deutsche Telekom) (Jan Groenendijk) [5]
· [confirmed] CMO topic - "Rel-19 Terminology alignment for FS_Cloud_OAM" (requested by Bahar) [4]
· [TBC] S5-241123: Discussion paper on inheritance diagrams (Ericsson Hungary Ltd) (Balazs Lengyel)

· [confirmed] S5XXXX: Rel-17 Discussion paper on TS 28.541 Inconsistencies in slice SLA attribute energyEfficiency (Nokia) (Srilakshmi Srinivasaraju) [2]
· [confirmed] S5-241797: pCR 28.871-000 Inventory of 5G NRM specifications (Ericsson) (Robert Petersen) [3]
· [confirmed] S5-241119: Rel-19 SA5 work planning (WG Chair) (Lan Zou)
Please upload your draft documents for discussion to [1].
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Schedule for rapporteur calls
	Rapporteur call
	Date/Time
	Potential topics

	SA5#154.1
	Thursday, April 25th, 2024
13:00 - 15:00 UTC / 15:00 - 17:00 CEST / 21:00 - 23:00 China
	· [confirmed] S5-241384: Discussion paper on issues with Deallocate operations (Ericsson, Deutsche Telekom) (Jan Groenendijk)

· [confirmed] CMO topic - "Rel-19 Terminology alignment for FS_Cloud_OAM" (requested by Bahar)

· [TBC] S5-241123: Discussion paper on inheritance diagrams (Ericsson Hungary Ltd) (Balazs Lengyel)

· [confirmed] S5XXXX: Rel-17 Discussion paper on TS 28.541 Inconsistencies in slice SLA attribute energyEfficiency (Nokia) (Srilakshmi Srinivasaraju)

· [confirmed] S5-241797: pCR 28.871-000 Inventory of 5G NRM specifications (Ericsson) (Robert Petersen)

· [confirmed] S5-241119: Rel-19 SA5 work planning (WG Chair) (Lan Zou)
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Draft agenda

-
S5-241384: Discussion paper on issues with Deallocate operations (Ericsson, Deutsche Telekom) (Jan Groenendijk) [5]
-
CMO topic - "Rel-19 Terminology alignment for FS_Cloud_OAM" (requested by Bahar) [4]

-
S5XXXX: Rel-17 Discussion paper on TS 28.541 Inconsistencies in slice SLA attribute energyEfficiency (Nokia) (Srilakshmi Srinivasaraju) [2]

· S5-241797: pCR 28.871-000 Inventory of 5G NRM specifications (Ericsson) (Robert Petersen) [3]

-
S5-241119: Rel-19 SA5 work planning (WG Chair) (Lan Zou)

-
TBD...
6
Minutes

6.1
Issues with deallocate operations

6.1.1
Summary

-
S5-241384rev1a Discussion paper on issues with Deallocate operations.docx
- 
Jan presented the latest revision of the discussion paper.
- 
the main topic is deallocate operation... during the meeting concern has been expressed (OpenAPI specified used as base is in 32.158... later versions of OpenAPI would require an update of the TS). Need to investigate if such update is necessary and potential impacts on other specs (open question to the WG).

-
observations on the operation - how to ensure unique identification...

-
comment during the meeting whether there is a need to go back to Rel-16... resulted in one of the CRs being withdrawn.

-
If the WG sees a need to apply these updates...
6.1.2
Comments

-
Sri:

-
removing the slice subnet from the body... optionality is OK-ish, but the removal is concerning (change in clause 9.2.1.3 and in Stage 3 are removal not change to optional).

-
Jan: agrees with a mismatch...

-
Sri: the main concern is the mismatch (removal vs. optional). Objection to remove - the datatype does not exist outside of the IOC and there is no requirement on uniqueness... 

-
Jan: we could resolve by adding reference to 28.541 (from 28.531)...

-
Sri: if these DNs are removed then we are not clear what happens...
-
Jan: what if we add it earlier in the text?

-
Sri: if it's not part of the request, then we are not clear on the use

-
Sergio:

-
RFC9110 concern - why is it related to the discussion (elements in the middle, why important?)?

-
Jan: the content comes from the original DP... the text is used to highlight the problem..

-
Sergio: suggests to remove the paragraph in a revised DP.

-
Jan: we came across an error in Swagger as the OpenAPI spec has changed... the paragraph illustrates the root cause of the problem we came across...

-
shares Nokia concern on removal... if we make it optional need to evaluate the consequences (if there is a negative impact on the provider).

-
Jan: asked for clarification of the optionality concern...

-
Sergio: prefers to see analysis of impacts after making it optional

-
Jan: if addition of a reference to 28.541 solves the issue for Nokia?

-
Sri: comment on how it's derived if not provided may be necessary
-
Sean:
-
regarding the reference to 28.541 additional sync-up is needed to ensure consistency... request body related to delete operation... the operation is still valid, but the impact of the RFC on 32.158 needs investigation
6.1.3
Conclusion

-
Offline coordination Ericsson/Nokia on the removal vs optionality is needed

-
Revision may be needed to address Vodafone comment (to illustrate the relevance)

-
Impact on 32.158 needs to be investigated (offline, involving Sean)
6.2
Rel-19 Terminology alignment for FS_Cloud_OAM
6.2.1
Summary

-
Terminology alignment discussion paper.pptx
-
Kostas presented the slide deck illustrating the issues with terminology (CNF) - CNCF principles compliance vs ETSI NFV view with focus on virtualization aspects. Deployment aspects (cloud) vs. adherence to the CNCF principles...
6.2.2
Comments

-
VC (Nokia): question whether the use of CNCF adherence to the principles is within the scope of SA5 (potentially goes beyond the OAM).
-
Kostas: we are collecting various opinions/concerns to be considered at the Jeju meeting

-
Guangjing (CMCC): “cloud-native VNFs” appears in the R18 TR 28.834. CMCC prefer to use “cloud-native VNFs” instead of "cloud-native NFs " in this TR 28.869, because it is consistent with the previous TS and R18 TR and do not easy to confuse people.
-
Deepanshu: on various opinions on the term CNF... one aspect is use of containers, what is the other one?

-
Kostas: containers is one option, other option is not necessary containerized but aligned with the CNCF architectural principles. We need to define what the term CNF means in SA5.

-
Deepanshu: agrees that we need a local SA5 definition (VNFs deployed in containers?)

-
Kostas: we need to align/conclude on a common definition

-
Winnie: we need to come-up with a common term. If there is a need to align with CNCF principles, we need to decide if it's a full set or a certain sub-set within SA5 scope.

-
Joan: agrees with the observations (above). The NFV focus (and current TR focus) is on facilitating the deployment of XXX (not the XXX internal architecture). The aspects related to deployment only. Further evaluation of the term (CNF) may be needed in SA5. Concern with potential mis-alignement... Also preference to not limit to particular deployment only - all options need to be covered (container, VNF, PNF, etc...).

-
Winnie: concern with the use of "cloud-native VNFs" 

-
Sergio: would like to be involved in an offline discussion if it takes place

-
Robert: Ericsson would like to have Junfeng to be part of the discussion

-
Bahar: also wants to be involved

- 
Farook: also wants to be involved

-
Jean-Michel: also wants to be involved
6.2.3
Conclusion

-
potential need to propose terminology clarification (new term or reference with clear definition of the scope) - an offline e-mail coordination led by Kostas with aim of co-signed DP for Jeju
6.3
Inconsistencies in slice SLA attribute energyEfficiency
6.3.1
Summary

-
S5-24XXXX Rel-17 Discussion paper on TS 28.541 Inconsistencies in slice SLA attribute energyEfficiency.docx
-
Sri presented the DP (3 observations, 2 possible options on the way forward) - question is which option the WG prefers... during the SA5#154 there were preferences (per company) for both... 2 companies for option 1, 2 companies for option 2 (Nokia prefers option 1, but also happy to go with option 2 which aligns with NG116
6.3.2
Comments

-
Jean-Michel: before making a decision we need to clarify how customers would use the EE attributes from NG116 (only 2 values are allowed). Supposedly customers select "supported" - what does it mean? Is it a requirement for EE to be provisioned for me... but what does it mean exactly?
-
Sri: mentioned other attributes that can be used jointly with the EE ones... can be used if the KPI/capability is supported by the producer (i.e. request/response). It's a request, not a requirement.

-
Jean-Michel: not 100% clear from GSMA NG116, but possible to document as a decision in SA5. Other option could be treated as a requirement... need to agree that EE attributes are not treated as requirements for assurance.
-
Jose: similar concern as Jean-Michel - on the interpretation of NG116 attributes... potential for mis-alignment. Prefers to capture the decision of SA5 that may be not aligned with GSMA. What releases will be affected? No strong opinion on the need for LS coordination.

-
Sri: Rel-17 is the first release...

-
Sergio: we feel that it's not fully aligned with GSMA... (based on the previous comments). How do we ensure closer alignment.

-
Jean-Michel: we see option 2 as close alignment

-
Zou Lan: clarification - the specifics of Option 2 (do we keep our perf attributes?).

-
Sri: we remove the performance, add attribute aligned with GSMA.

-
Zou Lan: then no detailed KPI?

-
Sri: correct - this is what GSMA NG116 states...

-
Jose: Ericsson is not happy to endorse option 2 at this stage. Will share additional concerns/opinion during SA5#155.

-
Deepanshu: concerns with lack of clarity in NG116 (prefers explicit clarification - GSMA needs to clarify NG116)

-
Jean-Michel: similar question - what happens if consumer selects "not supported"... what happens then? What if has been communicated as not supported and later consumer changes their mind and creates PM job asking for EE KPI?

6.3.3
Conclusion

-
need more offline - no decision / clear preferences at this time (an Out LS may be needed)

-
e-mail coordination prior to Jeju meeting on the potential text / questions of the LS to GSMA
6.4
5G NRM specifications
6.4.1
Summary

-
Rapporteur call_Solution proposals for NRM TS structure.doc
-
Robert presented an updated contribution... outlining multiple options for improving the NRM structure and readability.
6.4.2
Comments

-
Xuruiyue: any preferences from the author of the DP?
-
Robert: does not see re-writing TSs as sensible way forward, TR and/or Wiki are potentially good

-
Sergio: appreciates the inputs from Robert. They all need to be evaluated. Option 6 opens the door for something that may be potentially abandoned in the future (formal maintained TR 900-series would be preferred).

-
Sean: what is the scope - Stage 2 only or also Stage 3?

-
Robert: both stages (2 and 3)

-
Sean: proposed to start from Stage 3... mentioned on-going effort that is potentially relevant...

-
Robert: yes, it's possible - look forward to seeing a formal proposal from Sean.

-
Xuruiyue: solution 5 already has placeholder in 28.533... suggests to re-use and enhance it... for the OpenAPI agrees with Sean.

-
Robert: we need to think about the audience (our consumers) reading the material. I.e. the material needs to be tailored towards the target audience.
6.4.3
Conclusion

-
additional proposals and further discussion are needed (e.g. DPs to Jeju and beyond).
6.5
Rel-19 SA5 work planning

6.5.1
Summary

-
S5-241119: Rel-19 SA5 work planning

-
Zou Lan focused on the slide #6 (potential external topics in SA1) also slides 7/8/9/10... proposal for all the Rel-19 rapporteurs to follow these items closely. The slide #11 received some comments from Robert. Current diagram of slide 11 looks a bit busy... more feedback and opinions are needed. We cannot add all technical topics, rather important points for alignment.
6.5.2
Comments

-
Robert: we don't forbid any WG to give us their OAM requirements. If we put at a higher level, then the confusion may be avoided. The cooperations (external and internal) are the most important ones (listed on this slide) not an exclusive list.
-
Zou Lan: so far included only potential topics for cross-WG coordination in Rel-19. The arrows in between may be confusing (need improvement) - the directionality of the relationship with other WGs somehow need to be reflected. Seeks for proposals to improve the representation (of SA5 importance and coordination with other WGs).
-
Kostas: please add ETSI ISG NFV to the slide 11. There are existing interactions and we look forward to enhancing the cooperation. Also for the EE...
-
Zou Lan: asks everyone to, please, provide additional feedback/inputs.

-
Robert: will provide additional feedback offline...

-
Hassan: how do we ensure that everyone is aware of the TU allocations (per WI per meeting) to avoid situations where contributions are submitted with no TUs available?

-
Zou Lan: illustrated with the content of S5-241853 and S5-241119 slide 22... we are short on time (TUs) and some trade-offs are necessary. Emphasized the importance of the rapporteur role. Proposes to stick to the plan, and review the TUs after the submission deadline. There may be choices in case there are not enough contributions - to give TUs back to the common pool or have longer discussions... The rapporteur needs to provide suggestions on how to deal with contributions that do not match allocated TUs (e.g. to not treat, to postpone, etc...)
-
Deepanshu: what if a WT without TU allocation has a contribution - what is the expected action? Rapporteur informs the chair and the contribution gets postponed? What if there are no matching contributions? Then the whole WI/SI gets postponed?

-
Zou Lan: we will give freedom to the rapporteurs... they are responsible for coordinating the work and ensuring that WI progresses. The rapporteurs are expected to coordinate prior to the meeting with all the contributors.

-
Deepanshu: as rapporteur sees no opportunity to control the topics for submission... i.e. update TU allocation according to the contributions submitted...

-
Zou Lan: suggested to announce prior to the meeting the areas where contributions are expected - this is the job of the rapporteur.

-
Farooq: in other WGs there is guidance by the rapporteur... if companies do not follow, then the contributions may be treated at the best effort or more likely objected by other companies since they are not prepared to handle topics that are not on the formal agenda.

-
Hassan: the whole idea of allocating TUs is to also focus the discussions on certain topics or WTs, if it is left loose then what is the point of the whole excercise.
6.5.3
Conclusion
-
additional inputs are welcome, especially for slide #11.
-
all rapporteurs are reminded about importance of accurate TU accounting (allocation per meeting, use, planning of contributions). Latest TU table is in S5-241853 (from SA5#154). Revised version is to be shared via mail list next week. Explicit confirmation from all Rel-19 rapporteurs are requested.
