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6.5.1.5
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 15% (previously 10%)

Estimated completion date: SA#74 – December 2016
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): none
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: 

· Group discussed and agreed (with minor modifications) the requirements for package on-boarding.

· Group discussed and agreed (with modifications) the UC and requirements for VNF package Enabling and Disabling

· Group agreed to perform "housekeeping activities" and move high level content from LCM TS to 28.500.

· Group discussed the methodology approach and possibility to keep the requirements in section 5.1 of the TS at the Functional Block level and to be written from the Producer perspective. An Action Item was assigned for Edwin Tse to prepare a discussion paper for the next SA5 meeting.
· Group discussed the s/w update UC and agreed that the application s/w updates should be handled by NM/EM (aligned to "traditional" s/w management) and not MANO FBs.

· Group agreed that the VNF instance scaling over Itf-N should be addressed by MOI capacity attribute change in CM WI (NE capacity change high level case in LCM WI).
· Group discussed (not yet agreed) the VNF instance termination Use Cases
Outstanding issues:

· Group needs clarifications from ETSI NFV on the scope and definition of the NS scaling operation (whether the NS scaling includes the addition/deletion of VNF instances and corresponding topology changes or it is limited to scaling of the VNF “members” of the NS). The LS request was sent to ETSI NFV IFA from SA5#104, waiting for a reply.
· Additional discussions are needed on the topic of graceful and forceful VNF instance termination (need clear definition of graceful termination, need UCs describing what entity may trigger the VNF instance termination, etc…).
· Need to discuss and agree on the allowed/authorized consumer of the VNF LCM interface on IFA008 Reference Point (address proposal from Ericsson to allow NM consume this interface directly).
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on Q2 and Q3, January 27, 2016.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-161072
	pCR 28.525 Requirements for VNF package on-boarding
· DOCOMO: FUN_Y ACK request or ACK of on-boarding?
· NOK: UC in 6.4.4 states on-boarding ACK

· Revised to S5-161299
	Cisco

	S5-161073
	pCR 28.525 VNF Package Enabling UC and Requirements
· DOCOMO: overlap between assumptions and preconditions

· KDDI: do we need an error leg in exceptions (e.g. where package is not on-boarded)

· Huawei: why "NM layer" in the "begins when"? Any need to involve other FBs beside NM and NFVO in the step 2?

· KDDI: disagree with HW - interaction between NFVO and VNFM is out of scope for this UC

· Ericsson: is step 2 always successful? I.e. are there any possible exceptions?

· Revised to S5-161300
	Cisco

	S5-161074
	pCR 28.525 VNF Package Disabling UC and Requirements
· DOCOMO: same comments apply

· Ericsson: same comments apply

· Nokia: suggested to add info about real motivation from the operator's perspective (e.g. when the previous version needs to be disabled and deleted and a new one needs to be on-boarded)
· Revised to S5-161301
	Cisco

	S5-161079
	pCR TS 28.525 Update business level use cases and requirements on LCM
· Split into S5-161237 and S5-161238
	DOCOMO

	S5-161081
	pCR TS 28.525 Adding new requirements on change notification subscriptions
· Intel: why do you use EM in FUN-a (not mgmt. system)?

· DOCOMO: following the guidelines

· Cisco: what is the source of notifications (VNFM) - should be mentioned in FUN-a

· Nokia: what is the current interpretation of the guidelines (when we go away from system level) - section 5.1 should have requirements on consumer (as in this contribution), on producer or on the interface (as Vladimir suggested)?

· Ericsson: our preference is to have requirements on producer (if the group decides to focus the requirements on consumer, we need a very careful discussion).

· DOCOMO: now EM interacts with other (external entities) and it may be appropriate to start defining the consumer requirements

· Ericsson: the test for producer requirements compliancy is trivial, the test for consumer requirements may be very tricky

· Nokia: for specification level requirements we should focus only on the producer side, for business level requirements it's less important to focus only on producer (we may be more flexible)

· Nokia: what will we do with these requirements in stages 2 and 3?

· Nokia: my view is that the purpose of requirements in 5.1 is to only produce requirements in 6.1.3. The Stage 2 will be only derived from 6.1.3 (not from 5.1)

· Rapporteur: from Rapporteur's perspective, I'm looking for a very specific guidance (more specific than we agreed at the last meeting) - on the specific content allowed in section 5.1.

· Ericsson: what happens if the buyer of the system (product) places the compliancy request on requirements in section 5.1 (they are allowed to choose any requirement)? This is not really technical issue… we do need to discuss the consequences and be very specific.

· Cisco: I will withdraw my comment (don't insist in adding VNFM in the first Fun-a).

· Chair: we do need a discussion paper for the next meeting (Action Item on Edwin Tse)

· Ericsson: we won't agree to the proposed text of FUN-a in 5.1 (it should be written from the system level perspective)

· DOCOMO: but then it will contradict the guidelines

· Chair: to put EM in a business requirement is wrong approach (we may need to revise the guidelines)

· Ericsson: ok if FUN-a in 5.1 is re-written from the producer perspective

· Revised to S5-161302
	DOCOMO

	S5-161095
	pCR draft TS 28.525 Add business level use case of VNF software update
· Nokia: what is the use case where the MANO domain initiates the APP SW update? How MANO knows that there is an available SW update? It is the NM who knows this and NM should trigger it, not MANO.
· E//: what exactly is the update (package, entire VNF, etc..)?

· Nokia: we interpret this UC as the update of only "top" part of VNF

· KDDI: our (operator) view is that it is not justified to involve MANO into every s/w update (agree with Nokia)

· DOCOMO: an important issue of sync between on-boarded packages and new s/w images

· noted
	ZTE, CMCC

	S5-161102
	pCR TS 28.525 Add requirements for NS lifecycle management
· Nokia: It should be possible that the NFVO returns information to NM about NS instances. I.e. NM and NFVO need to support the query NS instance operation and based on that NM should be able to get whatever information it needs about NS.

· Revised to S5-161318
	Huawei

	S5-161103
	pCR TS 28.525 Adding VNF instance termination use cases and specification level requirements
· Nokia: need to delete MOI vs. re-use MOI and reconfigure it?

· Huawei: maybe too heavy from the maintenance point of view to change all the CM attributes of MOI and it's easier to just delete MOI completely

· Nokia: is MOI deletion really a valid precondition, can it be done in different order?

· Intel: these two actions (delete MOI and terminate VNF instance) are independent

· CMCC: disagree with Intel - this is a cross-domain UC. Let's focus on the Itf-N case first.

· Huawei: in CM TS we have a UC to delete MO through Itf-N

· Deutsche Telekom: if you delete MOI, how do you control the VNF instance (even if it's not being used), we prefer to follow the re-configuration principle (as proposed by NOK)

· Nokia: a case for MOI deletion could be IRPAgent change

· Nokia: do we really need steps 3 and 4 (e.g. what if NFVO wants to retain the VNF for other purpose?)

· DOCOMO: we would prefer to treat termination request as mandatory and not only as intention that consumer does not need the instance anymore

· Intel: agree with DOCOMO - terminate has to be mandatory

· Ericsson: does it mean that every MOI deletion must result in VNF instance termination?

· Chair: offline discussion is needed

· Revised to S5-161319
	Huawei

	S5-161104
	pCR TS 28.525 Adding specification level requirements on VNF instance scaling
· DOCOMO: the baseline is old (some existing requirements are in 6.1.3 that overlap)

· Nokia: comment related to statements made by CMCC - this contribution is a good example of LCM interface part of the Itf-N

· CMCC: are we allowed to use the term VNF on Itf-N? Would it be more appropriate to express VNF scaling as change of the corresponding MOI capacity attribute? This is what NOK proposed at the last meeting

· Ericsson: also don't like to use the ETSI defined word "scaling" (it's too open)

· Revised to S5-161321
	Huawei

	S5-161148
	pCR TS 28.525 add VNF instantiation use case and requirements
· Intel: VNF LCM is not available on Os-Ma-nfvo therefore this UC is not needed. Proposed to note the contribution

· Chair: noted

· Ericsson: comment about capability being available not immediately implying that it has to be consumed without actual need.

· Noted
	Intel

	S5-161149
	pCR TS 28.525 add VNF termination use case and requirements
· Nokia: objected FUN-Z and second UC (Os-Ma-nfvo is for NS LCM and not for individual VNF LCM outside of NS)

· Intel: OK

· DOCOMO: the discussion of IFA013 is still ongoing in IFA and we should not try to influence it now

· Ericsson: even if IFA creates a new capability on IFA013, it does not mean that 3GPP really need to find a way to utilize it (it should be driven by the actual need from our side)

· Chair: do we need to merge this one with Huawei S5-161319 (original S5-161103)?

· Huawei: we can try to merge

· Ericsson: splitting the UCs into pure termination and combined with MOI deletion does not solve the issues (our comments to S5-161103 still apply).

· Intel: I would prefer to approve just my UC (not merged with S5-1611003) and agree to remove the FUN-Z and second UC (as proposed by NOK).

· Nokia: we don't see UCs from Intel and Huawei as competing solutions

· Ericsson: we don't see a justification for this (pure termination) UC

· Nokia: asked E// if termination of an instance for which an MOI was never created should be possible

· Ericsson: this is a possible, but very narrow scenario (needs to be explicitly listed in the UC pre-conditions or assumptions)

· Huawei: we see 4 possible scenarios and this UC addresses just one of them (need to state the applicability in the UC)

· DOCOMO: post conditions are missing, why do we need "termination = forceful" in Step 2?

· CMCC: what interface over Itf-N would it be (do we have an LCM interface in Itf-N).

· Revised to S5-161320 (the merge possibility will be discussed)
	Intel
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