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Rapporteur calls plan after SA5#157
Proposed topics:
-
SA5#157.1: 24 October 2024, 13:00 UTC ~ 15:00 UTC
-
S5-245774 CMO (Guangjing Cao) / S5-245726 (Kostas)

-
S5-245501 Discussion on external management data (Nokia) (Christiane Allwang)

-
S5-245495 Rel-20 Consideration on capturing management requirements (WG Chair) (Lan Zou)

-
S5-245974 Rel-19 SA5 work planning (WG Chair) (Lan Zou) (if time allows)

-
S5-245494 Rel-20 SA5 work planning (WG Chair) (Lan Zou) (if time allows)

-
SA5#157.2: 29 October 2024, 13:00 UTC ~ 15:00 UTC
-
S5-245781 Discussion paper on scope and cleanup of FNIM content (Ericsson Inc.) (Mark Scott)

-
S5-245356 Rel-19 inputToDraftCR TS 28.622 Enhance the model for supported management data to support management data discovery (Huawei, Deutsche Telekom) (Ruiyue Xu)

-
MonStra (Sergio)

-
S5-246128 CCL (Deepanshu)
-
NDT TR conclusion and the wording for WID proposal (Yushuang)

Please upload your draft documents for discussion to [1].
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Schedule for rapporteur calls
	Rapporteur call
	Date/Time
	Potential topics

	SA5#157.1
	Thursday, October 24th, 2024

13:00 - 15:00 UTC

15:00 - 17:00 CEST

21:00 - 23:00 China
	-
S5-245774 CMO (Guangjing Cao)/ S5-245726 (Kostas)

-
S5-245501 Discussion on external management data (Nokia) (Christiane Allwang)

-
S5-245495 Rel-20 Consideration on capturing management requirements (WG Chair) (Lan Zou)

-
S5-245974 Rel-19 SA5 work planning (WG Chair) (Lan Zou) (if time allows)

-
S5-245494 Rel-20 SA5 work planning (WG Chair) (Lan Zou) (if time allows)

	SA5#157.2
	Tuesday, October 29th, 2024

13:00 - 15:00 UTC

15:00 - 17:00 CEST

21:00 - 23:00 China
	- S5-245356 Rel-19 inputToDraftCR TS 28.622 Enhance the model for supported management data to support management data discovery (Huawei, Deutsche Telekom) (Ruiyue Xu)

- S5-245781 Discussion paper on scope and cleanup of FNIM content (Ericsson Inc.) (Mark Scott)

-
MonStra (Sergio)

-
S5-246128 CCL (Deepanshu)

-
NDT TR conclusion and the wording for WID proposal (Yushuang)


5
Draft agenda

-
TBD...

6
Minutes

6.1
SA5 #157.1 Minutes
6.1.1
CMO
6.1.1.1
Summary

-
Guangjing Cao presented the discussion paper: 
-
Discussion paper on TR 28.869 conclusion and new WID - d2.pptx
-
Focuses on the TR conclusions. Not enough time to spend on the terminology. Summarizes the progress of the TR (per WT). Question to the group whether the proposed recommendations can lead to consensus for continuing to the normative phase.
-
3 options for the way forward have been identified… sub-option 1.1.1 is preferred / proposed by the rapporteur. Option 2 is seen as a potential alternative/compromise if option 1 is not agreed. Option 3 is not recommended by the rapporteur.

-
The resulting structure of the impacted TSs (as a figure on slide 9) with alternative of creating the new TS and updating the existing TSs (as a figure on slide 10). The benefit of having a new TS is simplified maintenance in the future releases.

-
Kostas presented the slides 11 and 12.

-
Slide 11 highlights the lack of technical insight on the changes needed in the TSs, WT-1 and WT-2 are not easy to derive a solid technical evaluation.

-
3 deployment options presented on slide 12. In all options the Generic OAM functions are irrelevant of NFV-MANO.

6.1.1.2
Comments

-
Winnie Nakimuli: slide 5 (6.2) recommends to make enhancements, but in the TR it’s unclear what these enhancements could be. The solution in 5.1 is not dependent on the Management System (rather deployment options). Unclear what is to be done for the Management System. Need to focus on the Management System enhancements.
-
Kostas: Nokia prefers option 2. It would miss the deadlines for Rel-19. But the proposal from Winnie makes sense

-
Junfeng Wang: appreciates the effort. Back to slide 3 – “NF deployment” term seems to be misunderstood. Provided Ericsson view on the term semantics. Our proposal is to add terminology clarifications before we move to the normative phase. The terms are there and pretty clear, no conflict, just minor improvements/clarification needed. Agrees with Winnie’s comment on slide 5. Further comments on the IFA011 and IFA049… need clarification of configured attributes covered by IFA049. The two offered (at the last meeting) options are not justified (the need for option 2 is unclear). The study should continue… Mentioned business requirements known prior to the study. Proposes step-by-step approach… 6.3 may be mature for the next phases…
-
Kostas: acknowledges the lack of details for generic OAM functions… but disagrees with the comment about NFV MANO – we don’t know what is on the other side… (disagrees to move forward with WT-2). Seems to be OK with postponing the study.

-
Guangjing: agrees with Kostas’s reply… Sees the amount of time spent on terminology as unjustifiably extensive. Suggested to shift the focus to more productive topic(s). 

-
Kexuan Sun: Agrees with the questions for WT-1 and WT-2 (unclear what will be changed in the standard). We don’t need to delay the study – we will still arrive to the same state, just much later. Need to make progress and solve the problem. It should be clear what to do in the normative phase. Ready to draft a WID. Supports Rapporteur’s proposal.
-
Winnie: asked for clarification of what is to be introduced in the normative phase.

-
Kexuan: Generic OAM functions APIs are there…

-
Winnie: but the motivation to include Generic OAM functions is unclear

-
Kexuan: there are Operators that need it. Same for k8s.

-
Winnie: pointed at the differences between Generic OAM functions and MANO. These are actual extensions of Management System (an implementation choice) that are possible and do not need standardization… what new capabilities are being standardized in the normative phase? The potential solutions for both work tasks are too high level (not ready for the normative phase). Sees opportunity to close/conclude the study without recommending the normative phase on these WTs…

-
Guangjing: need to think about Winnies proposal.

-
Kexuan: pointed that we can choose the option for the way forward at SA5#158.

-
Guangjing: we should ensure consistent conclusion.

-
Xu Ruiyue: before we discuss way forward for normative phase, we need to identify the main controversial part of the study – evaluate the two identified options and select the one preferred (by Operators). Impact to 3GPP Management System is to be clarified/addressed – it can interact with external system(s), but for what purpose is unclear. Made recommendation to the rapporteur. 
-
Kostas: are you proposing option 2 in slide8?

-
Xu Ruiyue: not at this time – we should use the next meeting to discuss and clarify before selecting.

-
Robert Petersen: there are different business requirements coming from different Operators… these do not need to be put in the same “box”. Between the options offered, what solutions are being evaluated? These seem to be almost orthogonal… Need clarification of terminology and agreement of business requirements… focusing just on the solutions would lead to spending more time without reaching consensus. Suggested to split the work in parallel streams, but clarifications are needed. Ericsson point is that it makes sense to “go different ways”. Next meeting may be unrealistic… early next year – more realistic. The debates are not very productive as they are now.
-
Kostas: back to slide 11… highlighted the contradiction… need consensus in order to move forward.

-
Zou Lan: for the cloud discussion we seem to be going in circles… 3 WTs… for WT-1there are 3 potential options (recorded in the Chair’s notes). For WT-2 and WT-3 someone needs to volunteer and write down potential options. A possible conclusion can be that WG cannot reach an agreement.

-
Junfeng: we clarified the objective of WT-2 at the beginning of the TR. We see the WT-2 as already completed. Pointed at similarities with 28.531. We need to clarify the relationship with “deployment” (optimistic about potential progress).

-
Guangjing: acknowledged no progress on the terminology… agrees with the suggestion from the Chair.

-Winnie: agrees with Kostas. And also agrees with the Chair. Nokia can volunteer to document the blocking points per WT.
6.1.1.3
Discussion outcome

-
Discussion continues. The rapporteur will coordinate offline discussion (interested companies will contact the Rapporteurs directly, not on the SA5 exploder). Nokia, China Mobile, Rakuten, DOCOMO, Vodafone, Huawei, Ericsson will jointly summarize the blocking points at SA5#158.
6.1.2
Discussion on external management data
6.1.2.1
Summary

-
Juergen presented Nokia discussion paper: Discussion Paper on External Management Data d1.pptx
-
Slide 3 – management data typically is associated with a particular instance (of IOC, a.k.a. with an MOI).

-
Slide 4 – external management data is “somehow relates to the Network”… 

6.1.2.2
Comments

-
Sergio Pozo: what kind of granularity you plan to achieve? (City of Munich seems to be too coarse)
-
Juergen: no specific solution (strict option) in mind… just pointing at the complexity of the issue to be investigated. The granularity can depend on the nature of the data… can be an area, can be a point… how to associate (via class) is to be discussed. A very small area can be a point… on the other hand, the whole planet can be considered as area.

-
Egemen Cetinkaya: seems that the focus is only on certain aspects… what about the time dimension? E.g. some data that is relevant/applicable to certain point/period of time?

-
Juergen: agree – this is to be added.

-
Xu Ruiyue: what is the motivation to associate external data to the Network Element? External data is used by the Management System, not by NE.

-
Juergen: if you look at a Management Function, then the link / association is established on its own… no need to standardize… and the external data is not something that we already have on the standardized management interface. But there is a need to associate external data e.g. with a base station…

-
Xu Ruiyue: the relationship can be established today via location (area) information, no additional association is needed.

-
Juergen: we need to associate external data to the entities that we “know”, your solution via location is possible… what we present is an alternative idea, not a solution.

-
Hassan Al-kanani: your original statement was that the external entity has no knowledge of the NRM and its entities, how would your solution work – we add new IOC, but it’s still unknown to the external data source.

-
Juergen: an entity associating the data would be needed, e.g. via an attribute. At the SA5#157, the point of relating the association to the location was raised… this needs to be captured.

-
Hassan: why do you need to associate each data chunk with an IOC?

-
Juergen: Operator needs to know the relevance of external data (how it impacts them). Association is needed to make use of the data.

-
Robert Petersen: who is going to use these external data and what will be done with it? Assuming it’s more than just pictures.

-
Juergen: provided example of using weather data to supervise M/W links… It’s not managed via NBI… but the data can be used for AI/ML (to “train” something).

-
Xu Ruiyue: from modelling perspective, we need to identify which Management Function is allowed to use this external data… the association to the modelling constructs can help us in this task.

-
Juergen: agree

-
Michael Klotz: will this association class contain all external data or there will be sub-classes (per data type).

-
Juergen: no idea at this time… we are just probing the validity of a problem statement.

6.1.2.3
Discussion outcome

-
Association via location is important and need to be considered… possible solutions should consider the time aspect. The justification/need for the external data within the Management System is to be captured/documented.
6.1.3
Rel-20 Consideration on capturing management requirements
6.1.3.1
Summary

-
Zou Lan presented the DP: S5-rappcall-157.1_d1 was S5-245495 Rel-20 Consideration on capturing management requirements.pptx
-
slide 2 summarizes observation on the types of requirements that SA5 is dealing with… SA5 requirements are spread in multiple TSs (may be difficult to the readers).
-
slide 4 reflects the current situation

-
slide 5 reflects an alternative (collaboration with SA1 where they will maintain SA5 Stage 1 requirements). As enabler, clearer/improved communication with SA1 would be needed.

-
Any alternatives are welcome…

6.1.3.2
Comments

-
Hassan Al-kanani: in legacy (Pre. Rel-15) we used to document business requirements in each specification… are you proposing to go back to that mode or to have one spec with all SA5 business requirements? Is this coming from SA1 – do they want to take care of our business level requirements?
-
Zou Lan: on options… option 2 improves visibility (at the SA level). It adds extra level, but keeps the SA5/OAM business requirements visible and published early in the release cycle. SA5 OAM (not only charging) becomes visible in the SA1 requirements specification. The drive is internal (Chair’s proposal) and aims on improving the SA5 visibility and especially the visibility/involvement of SA5 in early release work. Otherwise we cannot declare that we match the release plan and freeze our Stage 1 in sync with other WGs. Management requirements are not as obvious as other business requirements for other (non-OAM) features. Finding the full set of Management requirements is not easy (as they are spread across multiple locations).

-
Hassan: what would be the logistics of Option 2?

-
Zou Lan: multiple possibilities… Option 3 may be possible as well… but I skip it as it creates too much workload in SA5. SA5 is special – we have overlap with SA1 (Stage 1) and with CT (Stage 3). Documentation AND timing are the issues we are dealing with… IF we are claiming that SA5 deals with Stage 1

-
Sergio Pozo: points out at the MonSTra requirements case… as potentially cleaner approach where SA5 focuses on Stages 2 and 3. Specific questions on how to address it at the SA plenary level.
-
Zou Lan: prefers to start from SA5 level discussion (agreements) before we expose it to SA. SA1 focuses on “services” requirements, they may not have visibility/scope to SA5 Stage 1 requirements (OAM business level requirements). Offline discussion with SA1 leadership can be possible… the target of this change is not Rel-19 (future).

-
Michael Klotz: how this can align with SA1? If we deliver our requirements late, do we expect SA1 to reopen their Stage 1? The extension of Stage 1 OAM requirements needs to be considered (the logistics).
-
Zou Lan: option 1 is to strictly stick to the SA1 Stage 1 timeline, option 2 is to discuss part of OAM business level requirements early with additional super-set of OAM business level requirements after the Stage 1 freeze date. For both options the SA5 chair’s preference is to keep SA1 as focal point for business level OAM requirements. In addition, SA5 would maintain the “local” document capturing OAM business level requirements. Further discussion of the complex situation is needed.

-
Hassan: SA5 may develop specifications level requirements that do not necessary map to what SA1 define. In this case SA5 may have to develop business level requirements that are not defined by SA1. So stage 1 management have to stay in SA5 domain.
-
Juergen: OAM is always late because it needs to know “what to manage”. Very detailed requirements require knowledge of the network… 

-
Zou Lan: if there is objective reason for OAM work being “late” it’s not “late” but then we do belong to “stage 3”.

-
Robert Petersen: Pointed at the ITU-T definitions (M.3020) of stages and cumbersome methodology associated with them… this was dropped in the past due to complexities. Do we want to go back and try to improve it? Also trying to align with SA1 – if we do, means we will have two releases being handled in parallel. SA1 starts with the next release before the previous release is frozen… Will SA5 work on two releases? Then we will be the only WG doing so…
-
Zou Lan: two parallel releases is why I did not put my option 3 forward. For SA5 it will be too much to return to M.3020. Our business level is “operator needs to be able…”, specification level is also known… Strictly speaking we don’t do proper Stage 1, it would be appropriate to let SA1 handle it for us. Pointed at two level of requirements that OAM is dealing with.
-
Michael: Nevertheless, we could this do in parallel.
-
Robert: pointed at dependencies on other WGs Stage 2 before we could begin our OAM work… Pointed out at two kinds of OAM requirements – standalone and dependent on other WGs.

-
Zou Lan: agreed with the need to differentiate.

-
Joao Rodrigues:

-
OPTION 1: The requirement coming from different (e.g. GSMA) can be adapted and filtered by SA1 (which saves a lot of effort on clarifications and long exchanges)
-
OPTION 2: SA5 has access to all raw requirements from multiple sources, which ultimately lead to additional effort on clarifying those requirements (e.g. currently we've already challenges to answer some LS from external sources - the LS S5-245380 from GSMA took ~11 months to answer). Nevertheless, in terms of accuracy the requirements can be better defined than option 1

-
NOTE: We should map the features to SA1 requirements, otherwise, it’s being managed only stage 2 requirements from other groups, being justified that those SA1 requirement are only business related and shouldn't be tackled
6.1.3.3
Discussion outcome

-
Further considerations are needed. The target is to promote SA5 (at multiple levels). Inputs are welcome.
6.1.4
Rel-19 SA5 work planning
6.1.4.1
Summary

-
Will be addressed offline
6.1.4.2
Comments

-


6.1.4.3
Discussion outcome

-


6.1.5
Rel-20 SA5 work planning
6.1.5.1
Summary

-
Will be addressed offline
6.1.5.2
Comments

-


6.1.5.3
Discussion outcome

-


6.2
SA5 #157.2 Minutes

6.2.1
TS 28.622 Enhance the model for supported management data to support management data discovery
6.2.1.1
Summary

-
Xu Ruiyue (Huawei) summarized the status of S5-245356. So far we only discussed if we can move the attribute.
6.2.1.2
Comments

-
E: We have studied this in MADCOL. Do we want to make non-BC changes to existing capabilities to achieve this?
- H: I think we can have the detailed discussion in the normative phase. Let’s first discuss if we need this new IOC.

E: We had a specific capability for file data reporting in the study. But this solution is broader.

H: We have the req. in 28.537 which we need to address. Let’s discuss the overview first, before the detailed solution.

E: To me the scope seems broader than what the study had. But it’s ok to discuss.

N: We appreciate that we want to clean up this, and maybe we should have on epoint where we want to collect all this data. On the other side we should look at the broader scope… maybe we need some separation between CM and the config parameters for requesting and reporting.

H and N: The name-containment for the new IOC can also be discussed.

E: Whether combining this info in a single IOC is also appropriate… the reporting mechanisms are separate, so we should consider carefully before combining all of this.

6.2.1.3
Discussion outcome

Discussion to continue offline, considering comments above, and to be reflected in the upcoming submission to SA5#158.
6.2.2
Scope and cleanup of FNIM content
6.2.2.1
Summary

-
Mark Scott (Ericsson) summarised status of S5-245781
6.2.2.2
Comments

-
H: Before we discuss which solution we prefer, we should look at the issues in 3.2 I think the current FMC models are applicable also for 5G.
E: The IOCs are ok, but the TS is currently stating that we are mapping the classes to the TMF SID, this is not valid anymore.

H: We should send an LS to TMF first, asking them about the status for these references. This is the same for 3G/4G/5G.

E: If we send an LS to them, the question would be different, to check if the referred definitions are valid for SBMA.

N: We tend to agree with H on asking TMF before any change.

N: Regarding 5G and 28.620, if we look at clause 4.1, it should be generic and maybe also valid for 6G

N: The need to federate is till valid, to demonstrate the strength of the NRM model.

N: To clean up invalid references should be easy, “business as usual”

E: It is actually not easy, we found out when looking at it.

N: We also need to consider the stage 2- stage 3 relation.

N: We prefer option 3 as mentioned in the last meeting. But we are not very comfortable to change existing frozen specs, e.g. Rel-16.

E: We propose to make the changes in Rel-19, with some variant of solution 3 or perhaps 5 (which we prefer). At least that would work for 5G if we still have an issue for 4G.

E: 28.620 also uses a different methodology to define classes and attributes, e.g. that an attribute is a 
E: Which companies support different solutions?
- N: Prefer 3

- E: Prefer 5

- H: We need to select a solution that addresses both 4G and 5G needs. Maybe solution 2 could be updated to support this.

6.2.2.3
Discussion outcome

Discussion to continue offline, considering comments above, and to be reflected in the upcoming submission to SA5#158.
6.2.3
MonStra
6.2.3.1
Summary

-
Three draft pCRs for the new draft TS 24.abc were presented by Zu Qiang (Ericsson) and Sergio Pozo (Vodafone).
6.2.3.2
Comments

First pCR: On section 5 STM operations
- N: Why is it a must that this is a dedicated different certificate?

- E: For security reasons this is needed, to make the signalling monitoring in a dedicated channel.

- N: I understand but do you really need a different certificate for this?

- Vfe: Let’s also check with SA3 who are also working on this.

- N: We should not copy what is already defined in SA3, just refer to it.

- H: It talks about activation and enabling, but no description of what is activation, please clarify or remove it if not needed.

· N: Why do we need to specify operations? Usually we don’t describe e.g. that we can create an object, this is already clear.

Second pCR: For clause 6 to define the NRM

· Vfe: The ref. points related to signalling traffic should also be added in the NetworkInterfaceTypeList allowedValues.
· H: In NetworkInterfaceTypeList you added the type “All”… much better to have an empty list for this case.

· Vfe: We can consider it.

· H: On the stmId, it is a very strange and old fashioned design, and limiting, to have a combination of one plus two octets. 

· E: It is just to make it globally unique.

· H: But the MOI already has a unique id, the DN. You could use any string.

· N: What are these stmRef, stmId and consumerId good for? It should be clearly specified why we need them. And what is the consumer?
· E and Vfe: (explained the answer… e.g. stmRef is to point to different instances to be monitored. Second for the reporting you need to identify who is the reporting NF)

· N: The architecture is still not clear to me. Do we have this requirement?

· N: My proposal is to stick to ITU based states and use adm. state and op. state.

·  H I get the idea that this is directly copied from how the Trace function is designed.
· Third pCR: Reporting format

· - H: Now I understand why the iD is on octets, but you you need to state if the consumerId comes first and which bit is not used.

· - E: Good comment, thanks

· .- N: Not sure if we can agree to this or if we need to add another protocol. I have to check. There are huge existing implementations of these monitoring systems, used by many operators, which we also need to consider.

· - E: If you have alternative encapsulation methods, please propose them to be included in the spec.

· - N: OK, let’s do so.

6.2.3.3
Discussion outcome

Discussion to continue offline, considering comments above, and to be reflected in the upcoming submissions to SA5#158.

6.2.4
CCL
6.2.4.1
Summary

-
S5-246128 status – Presented by Stephen (Nokia). Updated to address the comments at last meeting.
6.2.4.2
Comments

E: We had a good offline discussion so far, but need to continue.
E: On WT-8: “decided configuration changes” is not really CCL. How to address that, to avoid confusion between closed and open control loop.

N: We could try to clarify that text, the intention was just to use the text from the study. And thanks for the offline comments, we can continue addressing them.

H: For WT-4.2: Should also address reporting. And remove “goals”.
E: Also on WT-7, same comments as for WT-8.

6.2.4.3
Discussion outcome

Discussion to continue offline, considering comments above, and to be reflected in the upcoming submission to SA5#158.

6.2.5
NDT TR conclusion and the wording for WID proposal
6.2.5.1
Summary

Yushuang Hu (China Mobile) presented the document https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Email_Discussions/SA5/OAM%20rapporteur%20calls/Rapporteur%20call%20%23157/S5-246127%20(Revision%20of%20S5-245396)%20New%20WID%20on%20management%20aspects%20of%20Network%20Digital_Twin-v2.docx 
6.2.5.2
Comments

CMCC: We used the last version from India as base, and made a few changes.
N: We didn’t have a conclusion in the study yet. The conclusion needs to match the WID.

Chair: Which WT do we think is not stable yet?

CMCC: WT2.

Chair: E.g. for WT2.1, are there any concerns on this?

N: Yes we have concerns on this. The scope for now should focus on generic modelling behaviour.
E: Same concern as N. Further, I don’t want to have many different IOCs for different scenarios. You need to agree on a general model first.

H: Let’s decouple the discussion of UCs and reqs. And maybe we should remove the solutions from WT2.

N: What E said is what we have done in the study.

E: Maybe the reason for our and Nokia’s comments are… we don’t want to go inside the entity.

N: So WT2 should focus on a generic framework and common UCs, and WT3 could focus on support of special UCs not mentioned in WT2.
6.2.5.3
Discussion outcome

Discussion to continue offline, considering comments above, and to be reflected in the upcoming submission to SA5#158.

