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1
Decision/action requested.
Please take the information included in the present document into account
2
References

[1]
3GPP FTP server folder for all rapporteur call documents after SA5#156 - https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Email_Discussions/SA5/OAM%20rapporteur%20calls/Rapporteur%20call%20%23156 
[2]
… 
3
Rapporteur calls plan after SA5#156
Proposed topics:
-
SA5#156.1: 27 August 13:00 UTC ~ 15:00 UTC
-
S5-244580 was S5-243519 Rel-19 SA5 work planning: check the Rel-19 topics feature mapping table (Zou lan)

-
update the latest TU table (Zou Lan)

-
SA5#156.2: 19 Sep 13:00 UTC ~ 15:00 UTC
-
S5-244685 Discussion on creating the material to track stage 3 implementation difference (Sean)

-
MnF modelling/MnS Producer (Olaf)

-
Signalling Monitoring potential WID discussion (S5-244686) (Sergio)

-
Service management model and MnS Versioning (S5-244355) (Mark)
Please upload your draft documents for discussion to [1].

4
Schedule for rapporteur calls
	Rapporteur call
	Date/Time
	Potential topics

	SA5#156.1
	Tuesday, August 27th, 2024
13:00 - 15:00 UTC / 15:00 - 17:00 CEST / 21:00 - 23:00 China
	-
S5-244580 was S5-243519 Rel-19 SA5 work planning: check the Rel-19 topics feature mapping table (Zou Lan)

-
update the latest TU table (Zou Lan)

	SA5#156.2
	Thursday, September 19th, 2024

13:00 - 15:00 UTC / 15:00 - 17:00 CEST / 21:00 - 23:00 China
	-
S5-244685 Discussion on creating the material to track stage 3 implementation difference (Sean)

-
MnF modelling/MnS Producer (Olaf)

-
Signalling Monitoring potential WID discussion (S5-244686) (Sergio)

-
Service management model and MnS Versioning (S5-244355) (Mark)


5
Draft agenda

-
TBD...
6
Minutes

6.1
SA5 #156.1 Minutes
6.1.1
Rel-19 SA5 work planning

6.1.1.1
Summary

-
Zou Lan presented the content of document "S5-1-d2 was S5-244580 Rel-19 work planning.pptx"

-
misalignment on the acronym for 5G SAT work (ph3 vs ph2). SA5 needs to support feature set from ph3

6.1.1.2
Comments

-
Joao: on the concerns with missing CH content for 5GSAT_Ph3_ARCH

-
Zou Lan: we need to provide OAM and CH support for all Rel-19 features developed by SA2. The support is needed in Rel-19. This applies to both OAM and CH.

-
Joao: there may be an issue to be discussed in SA… do you expect certain level of support (e.g. supporting arguments) from CH experts?

-
Zou Lan: no time for technical experts to be engaged now (between SA5#156 and SA#105). I plan to update the deck regularly (a revision will be presented to the future SA meetings and there we expect interested companies/experts to be involved).

-
Deepanshu: on the red part of the slide (not covered by SA5 yet) - without corresponding study we cannot and will not support it in Rel-19?

-
Zou Lan: expects the rapporteurs to fill the gaps (can be new work item, existing work item, etc… but the coverage of these gaps is needed). So far the focus was on PM and NRM, other areas may be necessary as well.

-
Deepanshu: offers to provide inputs from SAM. Still has a concern of addressing it without dedicated feature study. Sees an opportunity to address it as part of the AdNRM work.

-
Zou Lan: if SA2 expectations are clear, we can certainly take care of it in the AdNRM.

-
Deepanshu: will consider contributing the NRM parts for VMR at the SA5#157.
-
Zou Lan: how about PM part?

-
Thomas: we should move the "confirmed" parts to the left (to the "OAM" column).

-
Zou Lan: added entry with Samsung as company providing the missing content.

-
Zou Lan: the "NA" indicates that SA2 may have not identified any actions for SA5… these are less concerning entries. Any interested companies are invited to fill the identified gaps.

-
Zou Lan: the entries "CH indicated in SA2 WID" seem to be the inputs from CH at the SA plenary, but not having any corresponding CH activities?

-
Joao: correct - there are no CH WID/SID covering these…

-
Zou Lan: these will remain open action items/gaps. The CH team needs to decide (with documented decision) whether there is a need for them to be engaged. The question marks need to be removed.

-
Siva: on the XRM PM - XRM Ph2 is still happening in SA2… not enhancements in the existing part. The existing WID (PM KPI Ph4) does have a corresponding WT-1.2. Same comment applies to ATSS ph3 (WT-1.5).

-
Zou Lan: how to support the on-going SA2 phases is yet to be investigated (current PM KPI WID seems to be focused on the concluded SA2 activities). Usually, SA2 is at least 6 months ahead of SA5 - good opportunity to catch-up in the same release.

-
Siva: MASSS is ATSS Ph4 - still on-going activity.

-
Zou Lan: expects the PM rapporteur to be actively engaged…

-
Deepanshu: for eEDGE we have to do the analysis of potential NRM needs…

-
Joao: there is no CH work for 5G ProSe

-
Siva: if SA5 decide to provide management support for same release features from SA2, my proposal is not to have a generic placeholder, instead have a checkpoint defined in our process to check the SA2 status post their stage 2 freeze and then decide whether we need any change to the existing WI to modify the same and do the work. All this can be done "if" SA5 decide to provide mgmt support in the same release.

-
Zou Lan - online editing of the Rel-19 work planning slides continued (with cross-checks of the SA2 WIDs)…
-
…
6.1.1.3
Discussion outcome

-
see the online-edited slide deck
6.1.2
Update the latest TU table

6.1.2.1
Summary

-
Zou Lan iterated through the TU table in order to confirm the TU state (consumed TUs, remaining TUs)
6.1.2.2
Comments

-
Rapporteurs provided their feedback…

6.1.2.3
Discussion outcome

-
rapporteurs (not present at the meeting) to provide their inputs…
6.2
SA5 #155.2 Minutes

6.2.1
Tracking Stage 3 implementation difference

6.2.1.1
Summary

-
Sean presented a demo illustrating Forge process
-
merge requests… forge feature… finer granularity with selection of target branch… XLS file listing all merge requests…

-
example of selecting a target branch from the shared XLS…

-
a text file is generated…

-
LLM is leveraged to identify which CRs correspond to which specification and to which solution set…

-
fine-tuning is possible…

-
chatgpt.com example used… ("please provide raw markdown code…")

-
the resulting markdown is copy-pasted into a new wiki page… the table contains links to the merge requests
-
specification rapporteur can check at the end of the release to see which CRs may be missing in the solution sets… the table is created automatically and saves manual effort

-
once the process is confirmed as "working" the Forge team can automate it via Gitlab scripting.

6.2.1.2
Comments

-
Thomas: is it necessary to check the MR content (if the YAML and/or YANG is complete and correct)? How do you catch these gaps?
-
Sean: CR with a gap cannot be agreed… we are only looking at the agreed CRs MRs

-
Thomas: the tool will not capture whether there is only one SS or both (YAML and YANG) - this is still the responsibility of the rapporteur?

-
Sean: we expect separate rows (one per SS)… then it would be easy to identify which SS(s) and which rows are missing

-
Robert: to find a gap is rapporteur's responsibility… is it same when the gap is closed?

-
Sean: a missing CR is agreed will result in an update… tracking how to close identified gaps would be a separate process

-
Thomas: looking at the first row example, the CR0220 - is it YAML CR?

-
Sean: if it is a Stage 2 CR and at least one SS needs to be provided…

-
Thomas: I expect to see more than one CR number linked (one for Stage 2, one for each SS)

-
Cintia: we can have a Stage 2 CR with links to multiple SSs… then it's a single CR with multiple SSs and then the table would not work…

-
Sean: good point… if SS is added at a late stage, we will see new CR… the table can be improved to address the case identified by Cintia

-
Mark: we do have separate MRs for YANG and YAML - means not a problem… the table is generated based on MRs, then it already works…

-
Mark: what happens if I have a CR with multiple SSs - will I get multiple rows?

-
Sean: yes… that's how it works… two rows will be generated

-
Thomas: is there a way to also link the Stage 2 CR in the table?

-
Sean: depends on how "deep" we want to go… there can be chains of dependencies… for now the current solution should be sufficient (without too much burden on the CR authors). E.g. we can ask CR author to list the Stage 2 CR number in the MR title..

-
Mark: we can change the CR number to a tuple (from Stage 3 CR to a combination of Stages 2 and 3)… the tooling change would be minimal

-
Sean: main concern is extra effort for the CR author… I will take an action to experiment with the current toolset and evaluate the amount of effort for the CR authors if we decide to extend the linkages…

-
Thomas: the gap filling CRs (e.g. for Stage 2 approved several meetings ago) need to be treated as well… this used to be the most complicated manual task for me in the past…

-
Sean: happy to address this via proposal to the WG at the next SA5 meeting.

-
Thomas: we need a "clean" baseline in order to ensure that the process works…

-
Sean: the process solves the "new" gaps…

6.2.1.3
Discussion outcome

-
Sean will take an action item to propose process changes to the next SA5#157 meeting (expectations for the CR authors on how to fill the MR details).
-
Thomas will take an action item to present the currently identified gaps… (format is TBD)

6.2.2
MnF modelling / MnS producer

6.2.2.1
Summary

-
Olaf presented a document (not uploaded yet) illustrating the Modelling of a MnF in 28.871
-
28.533 introduces the concept of MnF, there are no corresponding modelling details in 28.622 (talks about modelling an NF, not an MnF)

-
certain specific MnFs have been modelled (e.g. MDAF). The model may be not "fully complete"… 

-
representation of MnS producers may be present (as for MDAF example)…

-
representation of MnS consumers is currently missing

-
for practical implementations a discovery mechanism is needed (what is being produced and what is being consumed - currently it's not possible to model)

6.2.2.2
Comments

-
Mark: questions MDAF representation as an MnF… sees it more like an MnS. Challenges the justification of MDAF modelling as MnF.
-
Olaf: NE contains an MDAFunction (managed function)… currently we have not modelled the complete "box" (focus was only on the North side only).

-
Mark: agrees with the need to model MnF, but disagrees with the use of MDAF as something that we need to model as MnF.

-
Olaf: what MnF would be a good example then?

-
Mark: would like to see a justification - what MnSs would require such MnF modelling approach.

-
Olaf: we are not after modelling a specific normatively mandated existence MnF, but rather focus on representing what has been deployed (permutations of producers / consumers decided by the NE vendor and/or Operator)

-
Xu Ruiyue: MDAFunction IOC represents capability… similar approach is used for intent related IOCs… points at the controversy with "already defined MnFs" - perhaps, it's not a correct statement… (may be OK with generic modelling of MnFs, but disagrees with specific examples).
-
Olaf: the problem for us is that it's impossible to express what an NE need to consume (dependencies on MnSs). An NE consuming and/or producing MnSs is an MnF… we can express what is being produced, but not what is being consumed.

-
Xu Ruiyue: suggests to focus on the capabilities first… and move to dependencies later.
-
Sergio: when we try to use NBI and SBI, in SBMA you can pick and choose… which leads to no proper architecture (using NBI/SBI terminology). Expressed concern that there is no modern OAM architecture expressed in the legacy way… suggested to simplify the specifications to make them easier to understand by the Operators and implementers.
-
Olaf: agrees that legacy North and South are difficult to address in the services based architectures (there is no North and South limitations anymore). We should focus on the endpoints that need to be configured… and probably discovery mechanisms for these endpoints… A box should be able to discover the services it needs to consume… but today it's impossible to see the results of such discovery (impossible to see what the "box" actually consumes). Perhaps, I've convoluted this problem with my attempt to properly model an MnF… suggested to focus on the problem at hand - Operator needs to be able to see what is being consumed and configure accordingly.

-
Sergio: the complexity can be infinite (multiple layers/chains of lolly-pops)… sees 5G OAM architecture as too flexible… would be happy to end-up somewhere in the middle (not too complicated and not too restrictive).

-
Mark: acknowledges that there is no way to configure the scope of an MnS producer… adding MnS consumer aspect is more complex… (suggests to move step by step). Let's start from discussing which producers need their scope configured… What particular producer makes available is already there… unclear what needs to be configured on the consumer side (why consumer needs to be told what to consume?).

-
Olaf: cannot assume that each deployment will have an MnF registry

-
Zou Lan: if we could make sure that which MnF could behave as Consumer, which MnF could behave as producer, would it help?
-
Jean-Michel: wonders if the definition of MnF in 28.533 opens the door for logical entities outside of OAM domain to be considered MnFs…
-
Anatoly: yes, this is the consequence and we actually promote the availability of OAM APIs (MnSs) to any consumers that could benefit from them.

-
Kostas: in 28.533 the MnF definition is OK… the definition of capabilities is missing… also the criteria for being called an MnF is missing… e.g. a data sharing function is it an MnF or not?
-
Mark: suggested for the future discussion to describe the scope of configuration - whole NE or a particular MnS. (is configuration applicable to a particular MnS or a generally applies to all MnS)

-
Olaf: agrees with the proposal, but sees it as a next step… (also focusing on the chains of what producer feeds into what consumer, etc…). There may be a way to no longer focus on the formal definitions/models of the MnFs.

-
Brendan: the justification to standardize the relationships between consumers and producers is unclear… (it's already vendor-specific). Capturing what is consumed (de-facto) vs. what shall be consumed is different. Expects to see it as part of the future discussion. Needs to see the Use Case justifying the standardization.
-
Olaf: gives closed control loops as an example where such details need to be captured…

-
Xu Ruiyue: concerned with idea to remove MnF out of the picture… not sure, how to formally express the relationship to consumer. (how will it look in the model)

6.2.2.3
Discussion outcome

-
Olaf will revise a contribution to avoid unnecessary notion of the MnF. The focus will be on the consumption part… The suggestions from Mark will be taken into consideration. Discussion will continue.
6.2.3
Signalling monitoring potential WID

6.2.3.1
Summary

-
Sergio presented the draft WID: S5-24xxxx new WID signalling monitoring.docx
-
mini WID (WID approval and results approval at the same SA plenary)
-
new TS as outcome…

6.2.3.2
Comments

-
Anatoly: do we need to tick AN?
-
Robert: there are no encrypted interfaces in the AN. The use of mTLS is not mandatory there.

-
Jesus (TEF): Tlefonica would like to support this WID… only concern is with SA1 requirement to select what kind of signalling (implies certain filtering rules for the traffic need to be supported)
-
Sergio: original scope was to have a copy of ALL traffic (mirroring for future analysis). The primary scenario is to have full copy of all traffic. Once you have all the information, you may filter… Our priority to have a copy (full copy) of all traffic… later phases may introduce filtering at the NF (once it's possible to capture all traffic). Concern with the scope being too ambitious and therefore negatively impacting the delivery of this feature.

-
Michael: in the justification - "standardized secure interface is not available"… the objectives talk about mechanism and procedures… what about interface? How will you address it? What interface will be used?
-
Sergio: expects SA3 to cover that (they do have a WI).

-
Pengxiang Xie (ZTE): question on the mini-WID process… it requires 1.5 TU
-
Zou Lan: we need to evaluate the "leftover" TUs… and decide on prioritization. But technically it's possible… the main question is whether the group agrees with the technical scope and to add it to the Rel-19 scope. The leadership may have multiple mechanisms on how to make it possible (parallel sessions etc…). We should see the technical content and issues and not worry about TUs.

-
Egemen: are you targeting only SBI traffic or all core traffic? Are you planning to define the payload of what is targeted for capturing? The content and the header of the captured traffic being forwarded for monitoring. Any modifications? Is the format part of the WID?

-
Sergio: PCAP can be a valid option… it's normally used by 3rd party systems. I assume the format will be defined/selected as part of the WID. The challenge being targeted is encrypted traffic. All the signalling traffic that is encrypted.

-
Zou Lan: what is the relationship with SA3? What are the roles? Do we need to wait for SA3? Do they need to wait for us?

-
Sergio: there is security aspects WID approved for SA3… we need to coordinate the effort (based on what SA3 is going to deliver). The LS mechanism would be too slow… need to find an agile way of working.

-
Zou Lan: perhaps we should consider a check-point where we can synchronize and align with SA3? Please let us know so that the leadership can facilitate such check-point. We may need specific technical questions for said check-point.

-
Brendan: If we are targeting Rel-19, why rush to December?
-
Sergio: because we need it ASAP…

-
Brendan: making this completed in December 2024 will not make it available before the release completion. Has concerns with "unofficial" early release of a Rel-19 feature (before the Rel-19 is actually completed).

-
Jesus: When to start should be a organizational matter of the group…

-
Brendan: early release of a feature is 3GPP matter, not SA5 decision…

-
Michael: what if SA3 is unable to complete their part by December 2024 (SA#106)? What happens then? Will we wait or still target December 2024?

-
Sergio: if SA3 is delayed, we should still try our best to complete this work ASAP.

-
Zou Lan: SA3 MONSTRA WID has same dates

-
Robert: same comment as Zou Lan

6.2.3.3
Discussion outcome

-
Sergio will submit the WID and the discussion will continue in the SA5#157. Clarification of dependencies/collaboration with SA3 is recommended. Supporting companies are invited to approach Sergio directly.
6.2.4
Service management model and MnS Versioning
6.2.4.1
Summary

-
not addressed due to lack of time
-
offline direct meeting may be possible focusing on the rationale and requirements in S5-244355
6.2.4.2
Comments

-
Zou Lan: may not be possible to schedule 3rd rapporteur call at this time…
-
Mark: will re-submit the pCR and work offline with interested companies

-
Zou Lan: rapporteur (or contributor) can start offline discussion after submission and before the meeting

-
Xu Ruiyue: should be "management service model"

6.2.4.3
Discussion outcome

-
interested companies can contact Mark directly for offline coordination
