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	Tdoc
	Title/Source/Comments
	Information

	6.19.6 Study on Cloud Aspects of Management and Orchestration

	WT-1

	S5-241443
	pCR 28.869 Cloud native VNF configuration orchestration use case  (NTT DOCOMO INC..) (Kostas Katsalis)
Huawei: requirements - prefer to not refer directly to VNF OAM (multiple functions instead)

Nokia: unclear the relation of UC to SA5 (out of scope?). The requirements on the consumer (should be on the producer - not on the 3GPP Management system)

Ericsson: unclear if there is overlap with existing 3GPP CM? If it's not an overlap, but extension - need some clarifications.

Samsung: disagrees to base requirements on an assumed solution… prefers to go top-down

Intel: also confused by the contribution (needs clarifications on what generic configuration means)

DTAG: unhappy with the requirements text

Microsoft: also concerned with focusing requirements on the consumer (3GPP management system)

ZTE: also needs clarifications

Revised to S5-241964
on 1964d1:

DOCOMO: main changes are in the description. solutions have been moved into solutions clause…
Nokia: will check the revision offline.. on the new figure - the purpose of the interactions is not clear (will continue offline conversation). May still have concerns with the revised requirements.

Ericsson: needs confirmation if the original concerns have been resolved.
Needs further improvements.
	pCRr, TS/TR 28.869 v0.1.0, Rel-19, Cat. 



	S5-241531
	pCR 28.869 Add use case for Log aggregator function and Log analyser function (China Mobile (Hangzhou) Inf.) (guangjing cao)
Nokia: what will the management system do with what it receives from the management functions? (what is the justification?) overlaps with S5-241444
DTAG: requirement 3 - second part needs to be removed (reduce management overhead is inappropriate). typo (editorial comment)

Microsoft: offline comments for text improvement
Samsung: objection - contradicts SA5 decision on logging functionality

DOCOMO: agrees about overlap and there is a need to improve the requirements…

Revised to S5-241966
on the 1966d1:

CMCC: updated description to clarify the motivation… looks forward for additional feedback

Samsung: our objection stays (our concern is not resolved)

DOCOMO: re. log management - notification manager sends logs for many things (there is no 1:1 relationship)

Samsung: in SA5 we decided that we will not define logging feature (of any sort). Perhaps up to requirements, but no stages 2 or 3 (there are proven industry solutions for logging that we do not need to improve).

Nokia: the requirements are already referring to the solution (expectation was that they would be high level business requirements).

Offline conversation continues.
	pCRr, TS/TR 28.869 v0.1.0, Rel-19, Cat. 



	S5-241655
	pCR TR 28.869 Use case on Software modification management for the cloud-native VNF using generic OAM functions (ZTE Corporation) (Baoguo Xie)
Nokia: 28.525 already has VNF update UC - what is missing? "cloud-native VNF package" - the definition is unclear. The s/w upgrade of VNF is out of scope for 3GPP… the requirements on the consumer are not allowed.
Microsoft: similar comments as Nokia

Ericsson: agree with Nokia and Microsoft - justification is missing

Huawei: consumer directly communicating with MANO is wrong (supposed to talk to Generic OAM functions)

Samsung: wants to see cloud-native VNF differs from VNF

Nokia: similar concern - what is special about "cloud-native"

DOCOMO: has clarifications on terminology, request to remove the statements of API availability. Requirements are about MANO, not Generic OAM.
DTAG: requirement 2 needs clarification

Revised to S5-241968
on 1968d1:
ZTE: description and requirements have been updated
Nokia: needs time to review the revision… on the requirements - need to understand what is the gap being fixed (why do we need a new solution?)

DTAG: would like to be involved in the offline discussion

Ericsson: also need to be involved in the revision discussion

DOCOMO as well
Offline discussion continues…
	pCRr, TS/TR 28.869 v0.1.0, Rel-19, Cat. 



	S5-241653
	pCR TR 28.869 Use case on Notification management for the cloud-native VNF (ZTE Corporation) (Baoguo Xie)
Samsung: configuring configuration manager is unnecessary with 28.622 notification subscription control fragment
Nokia: agrees with Samsung

Huawei: req 3 - cloud-native VNF should not be mentioned. Network Operator references to be removed

Microsoft: "shall" is too strong in these potential requirements… overlaps with 1444

DOCOMO: overlap with 1444, remove statements about models not available

Nokia: can we please get rid of "cloud-native VNF" term - discussion on the "cloud-native" NF is also needed to bring everyone to the same page?
Microsoft: plans to submit a contribution to the next meeting on the terminology

Ericsson: agrees with importance of terminology
Revised to S5-241969
on 1969d2:
ZTE: clean-up of the description. removed some requirements. revised the remaining requirement.

Huawei: remove reference to "network operator" and reference [2] is no longer needed.

Nokia: why do we need "notification manager"? We already have subscription control (NRM fragment) - what is missing? In the requirement it's unclear what is so special about cloud-native that is not already covered.

Huawei: today there is an assumption of a single EMS… and it's easy to subscribe… the challenge with cloud is that there is no knowledge of EMS association and may be the need to go via notification broker (but none of this is described in the ZTE contribution). This seems to be the core of the problem, but the group needs decide how to describe it.
DOCOMO: we may add an editor's note to align on the use of modal verbs in the requirements section.

Offline continues.
	pCRr, TS/TR 28.869 v0.1.0, Rel-19, Cat. 



	WT-2

	S5-241579
	pCR TR 28.869 new use case 3GPP management architecture to support LCM of cloud native network function (Ericsson Telecomunicazioni SpA) (Junfeng Wang)
Nokia: agree with the description, not happy with the requirements wording

Huawei: does not like the description (lacks the details)… agrees with architecture… suggests to take the description from 1292 and merge

Samsung: clarifications needed for the interface to orchestration
Intel: 3GPP management system already does orchestration - the roles of interacting systems unclear (most likely terminology problem)

Samsung: proposed to use k8s manager

Huawei: not so simple as Samsung proposes… need additional effort…

ZTE: need to clarify the difference between MANO and the new orchestration system…

Ericsson: we are open for term proposals - it's just a high level illustration… (supporting only MANO interfaces is too limiting)

DTAG: need clarification on the orchestration and management system here… also unhappy with the "shall" requirements
DOCOMO: the overall solution is applicable only to hybrid clouds (or not).. are we defining the system or just a reference point? The information passed to the RP - need clarification (if resources management is included).
Revised to S5-241970
Breakout session:
on d3:
vice chair (Nokia): is "architecture evolution" a valid use case (or is it something else?)

Huawei: this content as use case is fundamental to progress
DTAG: does not like "generic reference point". prefers management and orchestration "functions" (not "system").
Ericsson: in 28.531 the term "ETSY MANO System" is used… so, one valid case is where MANO system is used… if we don't use "system" we lose the balance with MANO.

DTAG: ETSI MANO is not something we want to consider here

DOCOMO: functions vs system for the reference point… additional clarifications of the terminology may be needed (it's valid topic for investigation). change to "function" may be possible (but with big impact)
DOCOMO: for the last paragraph of the description - additional offline comments to be addressed. Problem with "This use case proposes".
Nokia: we support the general approach but have concerns with the requirement. Does it mean that 3GPP management system shall support all possible interfaces of all possible orchestrators.

Ericsson: we already support ETSI MANO
Nokia: but this requirement opens 3GPP management system to ALL and ANY potential interfaces (not limited to a specific set) in the future (potentially including all possible proprietary interfaces).
DTAG: unhappy with the requirement (use of term "system" and it's not aligned with the solution described below)

AT&T: proposes to say "agreed management and orchestration systems"
Rakuten: supports "agreed" no need to be specific (k8s or MANO)
DOCOMO: k8s - what does it mean (there are several APIs)? There is no single interface. The group endorses k8s, but what part of k8s is in the scope here?

Nokia: what will be the "agreed" - where will it be specified/listed/restricted? All cloud providers have their own flavors of k8s - we will support all permutations? Nokia prefers to put requirements on the orchestration system in order to limit the future impacts (and potential flavors).

Rakuten: we don't want to request support of all possible k8s flavors.

Nokia: we would like to enable any cloud provider but suggest that they would adapt to what 3GPP Management System chooses to support (not limited to MANO at all).

Microsoft: we agree to focus on the reference point with regards to requirements (focus requirements what needs to be supported to interface with 3GPP management system).

Ericsson: we see the use of term "reference point" as compatible with 3GPP specifications (examples of use in 28.533 and 28.525). Agrees to focus the requirement on the reference point (instead of on 3GPP management system)

DOCOMO: supports Nokia comment - additional requirements should be documented in the analysis clause.
on 1970d4:
Ericsson: description has been clarified and the requirement has been reworded based on the received feedback.
DOCOMO: comments on the latest revision - prefers to completely remove the newly revised sentence. More than one technologies - these are supporting… not main. 

Ericsson: we'd like to remove the restriction of allowing interactions only with MANO… otherwise the clause would be incomplete… we aim for ensuring completeness.

DOCOMO: we already have one dimension of "MANO vs non-MANO"… you add additional dimension of "new technologies" (orthogonal to MANO?).

Ericsson: we aim to enable architecture evolution (will continue offline conversation with DOCOMO).

Ericsson: we changed system to entity to address the expressed concerns… the new term seems to be more open…

Nokia: we are OK with the revision, but share (softly) the concerns expressed by DOCOMO on the topic of adding the new "technologies" dimension. Sees an opportunity to further elaborate the technologies expansion.

Ericsson: will continue offline

Huawei: how about just state "to support ETSI NFV MANO and non ETSI NFV MANO" to be clear.

Ericsson: we may be OK with such proposal

Rakuten: OK with the current revision and supports the proposal from Huawei

ZTE: supports the proposal from Huawei

Offline continues.
	pCRr, TS/TR 28.869 v0.1.0, Rel-19, Cat. 




	S5-241447
	pCR 28.869 Telco PaaS use case description (NTT DOCOMO INC..) (Kostas Katsalis)
Samsung: there are no requirements and just descriptions providing NFV solutions… what do we do next (in SA5)? First we need to agree on a requirement that 3GPP management system needs to support management of cloud-native network functions (we need to understand what it means).
Nokia: why Telco PaaS - what is the motivation, what are the requirements? There can be some recommendations, but not subject of standardization… The only agreeable essence of this contribution is that 3GPP Management System is on top of Telco PaaS… We need to see the requirements, then we can look at the solutions… etc…

DTAG: Is the Telco PaaS a logical term or is there a product behind it?

DOCOMO: it's Open Source… 

DTAG: in standardization we need to start from a requirement, then look at the solution then evaluate products/open-source that implement these solutions, …

DOCOMO: with cloudified and cloud-native there are additional capabilities that we'd like to leverage. There are some specific impacts on LCM. There is a possibility to endorse specific requirements that are behind these solutions.
To be revised at this meeting (author will approach MCC for revision number).
	pCRr, TS/TR 28.869 v0.1.0, Rel-19, Cat. 



	S5-241208
	New use case on data streaming for cloud native NFs (Rakuten Mobile, Inc) (KEXUAN SUN)
DOCOMO: requirements are OK, but the 3GPP management system does not seem to be the consumer (they imply that it provides services). The whole framework is described as a solution (could be a potential solution for an unknown problem). 3rd requirement - what is scaling vs. dynamic scaling? Last requirement mentions resiliency (from producer or consumer point of view - and what is the impact on 3GPP Management System?).

Ericsson: 3GPP Management System already supports streaming… what is the gap justifying the proposed solution?

CMCC: we have not defined cloud-native network function - prefers to focus on the term definition… and later once the terminology is clear, we can focus on further use cases. What is special about streaming for cloud-native network function?

Huawei: it's not clear what is so special for cloud-native network function - we already have requirements for efficient, fault tolerant and resilient streaming.

Nokia: agree with above comments and provided similar set of comments offline

Rakuten: working on a revision to address all comments

Nokia: suggests to follow the recommendation of CMCC - to focus on the terminology, analyze what is special here, identify the gaps, and then follow with use cases and solutions.

Rakuten: prefers to start with use cases to avoid duplicated effort (no need to return to the same topics later). Interested in investigating how containerized NFs work and should be managed.
Nokia: the concern is that until we know what is special about CN NFs, it's impossible to analyze what is not enough in the existing solutions and requirements.

Rakuten: prefers to focus on the gaps instead of terminology… we can get to terminology in Stage 2.

To be revised (author will request a new t-doc number)
	pCRr, TS/TR 28.869 v0.1.0, Rel-19, Cat. 




