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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#159 - https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Email_Discussions/SA5/OAM%20rapporteur%20calls/Rapporteur%20call%20%23159  
[2]
S5-25xxxx Rel-19 pCR 28.567 Triggered CCL UC and Requirements.docx
[3]
S5-25XXXX pCR draft TS 28.567 introduce imported information elements.docx
[4]
… 
3
Rapporteur calls plan after SA5#159
Proposed topics:
-
SA5#159.1: 6 March 2025, 13:00 UTC - 15:00 UTC
-
CMO
-
CCL

-
SA5#159.2: 20 March 2025, 13:00 UTC - 15:00 UTC
-
Check Rel-20 NWM progress

-
NDT
-
MADCOL

-
MnS versioning

Please upload your draft documents for discussion to [1].
4
Schedule for rapporteur calls
	Rapporteur call
	Date/Time
	Potential topics

	SA5#159.1
	Thursday, March 6th, 2025
13:00 - 15:00 UTC

14:00 - 16:00 CET

21:00 - 23:00 China

18:30 - 20:30 India

07:00 - 09:00 CST
	-
CMO
-
CCL


	SA5#159.2
	Thursday, March 20th, 2025
13:00 - 15:00 UTC

14:00 - 16:00 CET

21:00 - 23:00 China

18:30 - 20:30 India

08:00 - 10:00 CDT
	-
Check Rel-20 NWM progress

-
NDT

-
MADCOL

-
MnS versioning




5
Draft agenda

-
TBD...
6
Minutes

6.1
SA5 #159.1 Minutes
6.1.1
CMO
6.1.1.1
Summary

-
 The topic has been removed from the agenda, as per rapporteurs’ (Kostas Katsalis and Guangjing Cao) request on March 5th, 2025
6.1.1.2
Comments

-

6.1.1.3
Discussion outcome

-
Not treated
6.1.2
CCL
6.1.2.1
Summary

-
Deepanshu [SAM] presented the document S5-25xxxx Rel-19 pCR 28.567 Triggered CCL UC and Requirements.docx [2]
-
Jan [ERI] presented the document S5-25XXXX pCR draft TS 28.567 introduce imported information elements.docx [3]
6.1.2.2
Comments

-
discussion of [2]:

-
Deepanshu: original comments received from ERI (Jan)
-
Jan [ERI]: thank you for resolving the majority of our comments… we still have more comments (happy to discuss now or offline)

-
Deepanshu: since we have time, prefers to address at least some comments now

-
Deepanshu: asked for clarification of the “secondary loop” comment

-
Jan: the purpose of having a CCL is to ensure that network functions properly and to take actions if the performance degrades… here we observe something else (condition is evaluated, then if it’s true a CCL is created…). We see it as “secondary” (primary is reconfiguring the network).

-
Deepanshu: acknowledged – this is our intention in this contribution… if a measurement is beyond pre-defined threshold, then a loop is created

-
Jan: concern with standardizing such behaviour…

-
Deepanshu: how does the consumer indicate to the producer that a creation of CCL is desired?

-
Jan: why?

-
Deepanshu: provided example of a scenario…

-
Xu Ruiyue [HUA]: 5.x.2.1 – the title could be improved. What is the difference between “CCL” and “ACCL”? The “conditional execution of CCL’s network changes” – requires improvement.

-
Deepanshu: will address all concerns.

-
Mark Scott [ERI]: verbal explanation seems to not align with the written text… 

-
Deepanshu: because I entered the solutioning space… 

-
Mark: prefers to clarify UC before touching any solutions… (creation of threshold and trigger are in the “past”).

-
Deepanshu: CCL will take care of (fix) the past problem and assure that it does not happen in the future.

-
Mark: the premise is that a condition will re-occur… but what happens if the value stays above the threshold (it’s never crossed, the event does not re-occur). At least one event remains untreated (first one creates the loop, then the loop takes care of only future events).

-
Stephen Mwanje [NOK]: the discussion in the study pointed that it does not have to be the same event(s). “I observed something wrong in the past… therefore I create a CCL that will take care of worse problem than the one used for creation of CCL”.
-
Mark: appreciated the explanations… but what is the benefit of such dynamic CCL creation? Are the CCLs going away once the problem has been avoided? Seems to be complex way to address.

-
Deepanshu: consumer does not want to create a loop unless a condition is met

-
Mark: observes two conditions (one for creation of CCL and one for CCL to take care of). What is the benefit of not creating the loop until the first condition is true? Are the loops anticipated to be resource-heavy? Struggles with justification.

-
Deepanshu: we don’t want a loop to be created unless… the condition worsens.

-
Olaf Pollakowski [NOK]: we agreed to use Plan Management as solution in such use cases… a plan may have a trigger condition for loop creation/activation… We also agreed to use JEX for expression of conditions… Further shared the topics/issues to be addressed in Plan Management. Recommended to refer to JEX/XPATH (for NETCONF/YANG). The discussions are possible, but their goal should be to identify gaps in the current JEX capabilities.

-
Mark: fails to see a connection between this contribution and Olaf’s explanation. Sees plan as consumer waiting for condition to evaluate true and then activating a plan… Prefers to hear explanations from the author [SAM]. Sees NOK’s explanations are completely different solution.

-
Olaf: pointed at the need to follow the agreements in the TR.

-
Deepanshu: the UC is there in the TR. The contribution follows what has been captured in the TR. I’m not discussing the plan management. Perceives the comments from ERI as challenging of the UC. Prefers to stay at the UC level.

-
Mark: confirmed – yes, we have concerns with the UC.

-
Olaf: a condition can be anything (e.g. day of the week, etc…).

-
Deepanshu: agrees with NOK, but… 

-
Olaf: may be OK to just capture the requirements (not repeating the details in the UC) and to focus on addressing them in Plan Management.

-
Deepanshu: shared the agreed UC text…

-
Mark: we have a generic solution (in Plan Management) allowing configuration changes once the conditions are met. CCL creation is a kind of configuration change – why would we need a specific case to be explicitly discussed and captured while a generic (in Plan Management) is already there.

-
Summary of the comments:

-
The value of the dynamicity needs to be explained.

-
The focus on the specific case (creation of CCL) while more generic is supposedly already possible (any configuration change upon condition being met is covered and can include CCL creation) needs to be explained.

-
Deepanshu: any config change that is occurring based on a condition shall use Plan Management is a very strong statement (applies to many other functionalities). Prefers to further discuss such statement.

-
Olaf: provided example of generic subscription management… (JEX generality point).

-
Deepanshu: we do not exclude Plan Management from possible solutions… We prefer to properly capture a UC.

-
Zhaoning Wang [CUC]: understands the motivation, but has a concern – seems to be delayed creation by the consumer… the wording of the condition can be changed (from KPI) to avoid mis-interpretation that the condition evaluation is by itself a part of a CCL.
-
discussion of [3]:
-
Jan: The purpose of the contribution is to set the baseline for the TS. This would ensure the compatibility with the existing solution.

-
Stephen: the problem is to see what you propose in the NRM fragment itself… (intention behind the imports). Seeing assurance control loop fragment while we do not plan to use it.

-
Jan: assurance control loop is a CCL and its purpose is to assure… therefore it fits.

-
Stephen: assure what? A CCL is a CCL… and may have multiple purposes (e.g. provide network slice performance). Fails to see how assurance CCL would solve ALL use cases.

-
Jan: the selection of controlled entities gives you necessary flexibility (besides slice). Any entities can be controlled entities, the assurance is very broad and is also applicable to many cases (assurance across 3GPP network).

-
Stephen: even management analytics or intent management are also examples of said assurance that uses CCL. Here we focus on the use of CCL for any UC. (observes reverse in logic).

-
Deepanshu: importing does not mean we will create something under it…  can ERI confirm.
-
Jan: if we import, then we can use it in our class diagrams

-
Deepanshu: can but may not have to (if we don’t need to use it as a parent class). Does not see anything wrong with the import (as long as there is no proposal to show in relationship diagram what Stephen objected).

-
Xu Ruiyue: prefers to discuss the relationship before any imports are agreed… there may be better options (prefers to discuss them all)

-
Jan: agrees – we need to trigger such discussions…

-
Xu Ruiyue: let’s focus on the discussion before agreeing the imports.

-
Jean-Michel [HUA]: in 6.2 title, please replace 'Intent' with 'Closed Control Loop'
-
Pengxiang Xie [ZTE]: shares HUA concerns… first investigate the relationship between CCL and Assurance CCL. Perhaps we can couple generic CCL and Assurance CCL. As a potential way forward.

-
Stephen: shares figure from S5-250947 – this is where the discussion at SA5-159 stopped… The CCLPurpose has been discussed… but we did not reach an agreement to include it. NOK proposal was to inherit by ACCL from CCL (because it’s specific kind of generic CCL). The proposal has not (yet) been agreed. Question to Jan – how do you see the use of your imported IOCs?

-
Jan: disagrees with the statement that ACCL is specialization of CCL. Agrees with 3 components… the only difference is extra functionality and references to slices and slice subnets (inherently, there are no other differences). We can refer to any other entities – there are no technical or modelling issues. ACCL and CCL are the “same” thing. Prefers to use the existing construct (ACCL) and add the CCLScope and CCLPurpose to the ACCL (not introduce a new concept of CCL).
-
Stephen: we are not just adding, but also removing certain things that are not relevant. In the general CCL we don’t have all possible references… in this CCL we are adding control objects (that are to be configured into CCL).

-
Jan: suggested to re-focus NOK paper on the topics/issues verbally described by Stephen.

-
Deepanshu: the problem at hand is how to relate the “new” CCL with the ACCL. (on the S5-250947).
-
Stephen: we do not relate them directly… the inheritance shows that one is a child and the other is a parent… we focus on “is a” type of relationship.

-
Deepanshu: we need more discussion in this… we need to first agree on the set of UCs and only then look at the NRM that would be needed to solve them.

-
Stephen: what we have already now is enough… Fault Management and Slice Assurance Use Cases are enough (to illustrate the need for goal, scope, etc…). Prefers to not postpone the discussion – this should be discussed at the next meeting.

-
Deepanshu: it’s difficult to agree on the NRM unless we know what CCLScope is.

-
Stephen: the CCLScope is agreed (at SA5-159)… there is no agreement on management of scopes.
-
Xu Ruiyue: for ACCL there is already assurance scope name containment… what is the relationship between assurance scope and CCLScope? The name of the components of the IOC cannot be changed.
-
Stephen: the specialization needs to be discussed…

-
Pengxiang Xie: sees the same/similar issue as HUA… concern with the existing ACCL.

-
Stephen: proposes to take the detailed discussion offline (multiple e-mails back and forward).

-
Sean Sun [NOK]: from the inheritance and name containment modelling perspective – it’s possible. Name containment multiplicity is “*” – there is no issue with implementability.
6.1.2.3
Discussion outcome

-
further discussion of the open issues on [2] may be necessary.
-
further discussion of the open issues on [3] is necessary (ERI volunteers to coordinate offline DP work)

6.2
SA5 #159.2 Minutes

6.2.1
Check Rel-20 NWM progress
6.2.1.1
Summary

-


6.2.1.2
Comments

-


6.2.1.3
Discussion outcome

-


6.2.2
NDT
6.2.2.1
Summary

-


6.2.2.2
Comments

-


6.2.2.3
Discussion outcome

-


6.2.3
MADCOL
6.2.3.1
Summary

-

6.2.3.2
Comments

-

6.2.3.3
Discussion outcome

-

6.2.4
MnS versioning
6.2.4.1
Summary

-

6.2.4.2
Comments

-

6.2.4.3
Discussion outcome

-


