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6.5.6
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 5 % if the contributions 164255, 164256, 164257, 164258 are agreed. (previously 0%)

Estimated completion date: SA#75 – Mar. 2017
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): Jan Groenendijk.
2 Technical Progress status 
Summary of progress: The skeleton for the TR has been agreed, four contributions are being revised for approval during this session. Three contributions have been noted. Besides the introduction and scope contributions covered a number of use cases and one on solutions. At this stage the use cases are mixture of traffic and management aspects.  
Outstanding issues: None.
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on 2016-07-12, Quarter Late.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-164060
	Skeleton TR 28.801 Management and Orchestration of Network Slicing 

Ericsson: Capitalisation of works (in title) is not correct. To be corrected at email approval of implementation the pCRs.

Huawei: What is the difference is it in the conclusion and recommendation?
Ericsson: Recommendations is for how to continue.

Conclusion: Approved.
	Ericsson

	S5-164061
	pCR TR 28.801 Introduction and Scope for Management and Orchestration of Network Slicing  

Ericsson: Due to off line Comments should add a sentence of the layers specified by SA2.

NEC: Too early to add 2 and 3 paragraph. 
Ericsson: Ok.

Huawei: The cooperation with other groups to be removed.

Nokia: Scope:  The beginning should be rephrased.

CMCC: What sharing in multiple parties,
Ericsson:  Companies.
DCM: One slice can support several services.
Ericsson: Agree.

CMCC: NGMN has that one slice can have several sub-slices. SA2 has endorsed. It should be sub-slice instance. 
Huawei: Where is sub-slice instance defined?
CMCC: NGMN.
Ericsson: Should be done later.

DT: Item 7: What policies? 
Ericsson: Polices related to network instantiation. 
DT: Can polices be changed during operation?
Ericsson: To be studied.

Nokia: The scope needs to be revised at the end. This is the starting point.

NEC: Slice instance and slice have the same definition in SA2.

Huawei: SA2 shall not be mentioned, can be a reference to SA2 TR.

Cisco: 4: There may be no agreement.
Ericsson: Remove the word agreement.

Cisco: 5: What impact do the parties have to management?
Ericsson: 3rd party companies might want to have some management capabilities, which will impact the management system.

Conclusion: Revise, number 164255.
	Ericsson

	S5-164059
	Discussion of network slicing and ETSI NFV Network Service relationship

Huawei: What is the intention with this paper? Do you want that ETSI NFV will do all network slicing? What should be done in SA5?
Cisco: It is to investigate to use ETSI NFV NS concept can support Network slicing in 3GPP. We can think of what can be reused. No firm conclusion can be made yet.
Huawei: That is not line with conclusion in the proposal. 
Cisco: I tried to indicate that in the PNF clause.
Ericsson: We should start with use cases. These SA1 requirements should be supported also for not virtualised NEs. 

Nokia: Conclusions are done too early. Use cases must be done first.
Cisco: I accept that.

Ericsson: SA1 requirements shall be supported regardless of virtualisation. We need to investigate when virtualisation can be used.
Cisco: Agree. ETSI NFV is doing a small part. 

DCM: We do not know what slices are, if it is only resources. So it is too early to make conclusion now.
Nokia: We are focused also by services and 3GPP features. I cannot agree on some of the conclusion.
Cisco: There are parts that are clearly outside ETSI NFV scope.

CMCC: SA2 has the opinion that is the whole network, so I disagree with bullet 5. Services are also out of ETSI NFV scope.

Cisco: Bullet 5 does not mean that all slicing can be done via MANO. We do know requirements from SA1, so we know much of what slicing is. What we want to say that in applicable cases NFV solutions may be used.
Nokia: The contribution says more than that.

Conclusion: Noted.
	Cisco

	S5-164109
	pCR TR 28.801 Adding full isolated slices management use case

Docomo: Full isolation is 2 complete different network slices

Huawei:  Didn’t mention that. Only to suggest SA1 scenario for different services provided by same network. 

Docomo: There may be different solutions or different ways of doing it. Full isolation means full isolation at all levels. What type of requirements do we have to have. 

Cisco: Is there is a single service running on the slice? Is this in this use case, 1 service 1 network slice. 

Huawei: different services have their own slice

Cisco: use case needs to have pre  conditions……

Nokia: relation SLA, can see it is related but not fully dependent. Concept as SLA as a reason for network slicng. Who is isolated and which layer is isolated. Isolated means. Interface from RAN slice. Need to clarify the layering and isolation. 

Huawei: Function layer

DT: of the node or …

Nokia: SLA on the functional level isolated, but resource the same….SLA not a justification for the requirements. 

Huawei: Slice layer isolation…… 

DT: Not about isolation

Ericsson: Use cases from SA1 from service perspective. Want to see use case from operator perspective. What does it mean to have slices with full isolation. Isolation of service of management information?

Huawei: Want to relate to SA1 use cases. The management use cases to manage these sort of situations.

Ericsson: Support the intention but miss the operator intention.

Intel: Miss the connection with SLA and topic. The SA2 does not support that …group A. Shared is not complete isolation

Huawei: This is 1 potential solution 

Intel: Don’t see how the architecture diagram D1 support full isolation

Huawei: SA1 defines use cases, management use case is to manage these use cases.

Intel: SA2 is not stable and does not satisfy your use case.

NEC: RAN group also has some studies on slicing.  Different slices …

Huawei: Different slices support different services. IS this a valid use case.  SA2 has group A and B

Cisco: This is Décor which is not necessarily the baseline for 5G. 

Huawei: So this is not a valid scenario

Cisco: It is valid but not the best solution. Set of interesting observations in these contributions. Isolation and different comments, we probably have different understanding of isolation. Produce isolation discussion paper include understanding in SA1 SA2 and with and without slicing in RAN. Is it isolation of resources or logical isolation etc. 

Conclusion: Revise, number 256.
	Huawei

	S5-164110
	pCR TR 28.801 Adding use case for management supoort of network slice resource isolation

NEC:  Why do you think that for strict slice isolation you need to isolate on resource level? This is conflicting with concept of slicing. 

Huawei: Two ways of isolation physical and logical. Physical is strict solution for some scenarios. For example special services to avoid impact from other services. 

Huawei: So logical is most use cases..

NEC: Yes

Cisco: It is not clear that strict QOS leads to strict isolation (RAN has strict QOS, but share resources).. 

NEC: Physical isolation, server can be used b...we need to see real isolation.

Huawei: Isolation for capacity, network for isolation……

Ericsson: Miss operator perspective, why does operator have a need to have resource isolation. Could be critical service information as in SA6. Certain requirements by other people using the network. That should be described here.  

Huawei: You want use case from management point of view?

Ericsson: Yes

Intel: Has to be agreed. 

Huawei: You want to fulfil different SLA’s.

Intel: These is no concrete solution in SA2 for this.

CMCC: Support the idea to divide between physical and logical separation. Network also includes ….. software and computing capabilities. Need clarifiy what we mean by resources.

NEC: You make a conclusion that SLA makes a QoS and a physical isolation is needed. Physical isolation is driven by security. If you want all resources to be isolated you have a complete separate network (RAN, CN etc). 

Cisco: Methodology: this is not a use case, suggest we step back and discuss concept of isolation….QoS: maybe it is not precise conclusion about slice. Modern network are build on idea of statistical multipelxing. You cannot compute the number of resources as users come and go. Discuss different type of isolation, security isolation, management isolation, etc. Discussion paper needed on this topic. 

Ericsson: Use cases can be different, we don’t have to be same as we do in technical specification. We could have a looser way of doing this. 

Huawei: we should have enough to discuss

Ericsson: and see the requirements. 

Cisco: allocation of resources according to SLA. You cannot know how many resources you need, depending on demand. SLA should not drive the resource allocation as such. 

Conclusion: Noted.
	Huawei

	S5-164111
	pCR TR 28.801 Adding management use case of Network Slices with Common and Slice Specific Functions 

Intel: How can you deliver with access network…..

Huawei: Not the purpose of the diagram, this use case only wants to address common parts and not common parts.

Intel: We have no agreement yet. It is too early

NEC: Do we support only NFV?

Huawei: No it is only an example

Nokia: We need some capabilities creation , deletion etc. 

Huawei: Main bullet are common, sub bullet are slice specific.

Nokia: Too early to know what is common and what is specific….

Nokia: Figure derived from SA figure, surprised it is submitted to SA5 as it is 3GPP agnostic view. Description from body disconnected from figure. We should not be showing VNF shared or not, but NF’s or PNF’s. Cannot be agreed for SA5. 

Huawei: Ok to remove the diagram. 

Nokia: If replace VNF with MFs addresses my comments. 

Nokia: Don’t use MF but NF

Cisco: Network slice management function, the slice itself could decide to scale….. seems a mixture of ideas and concepts. I think needs to be resolved. 

Huawei: Management function will select the slice to update, second Slice can decide itself. 

Cisco: It is not clear what is intended, i.e. sort of architectural solution? 

DT: 5.x.1 what do you mean by “managed separately”, this as to be clarified

Nokia: “update network slice” not sure what update this is?

Huawei: It is a change of a slice? 

Nokia: What is function change if you only want to add resources. 

Huawei: Ok, I see your point. 

Cisco: Bullets, is like set of requirement. Assumptions should be made explicit. For example, RAN is not included, AN is not virtualized, network is fully virtualized. This contributions brings the notion that there are functions that are shared, like SA2. Restriction it should be isolated. We can expect more alignment in contributions. 5.x.4 “network slice can be managed independently without affecting other slcies” what do you mean of affecting other slices. Requirement  or post condition? 

Huawei: This contribution just wants to handle scenario’s that are discussed in SA2. Will update an only keep the diagram and section on management. 

CMCC: When common function is shared, from the management system will it be 1 or 2. 

Huawei: we have to look into SA2 and see what is the solution we have to manage. 

CMCC: consider if we have two managed objects …

Ericsson: Function can select a slice. “Update slide , 3rd bullet” seems too stringent.

Huawei: It does not mean I need a second slice. 

Conclusion: Revise, number 257.
	Huawei

	S5-164112
	pCR TR 28.801 Adding use case for network slice lifecycle management 

Ericsson: What kind of parameters are conveyed by management system

Huawei: For now no concrete parameters or how to do the management we can discuss later. 

DT: Is this to introduce a blueprint

Huawei: No, what is a blue print. 

DT: This is being discussed on SA2

Huawei: Focus on LCM 

Nokia: contradiction in paragraph 1 and 2.  2nd paragraph besides slice specific you have shared. 

Nokia: generic lcm for both shared and isolated…or …..

Huawei: Here we only want to focus on the general case

Nokia: We don’t really need to look at SLA anymore.

Intel:  Wait for SA2 

Cisco: Rather than wording “…” “operator determines total amount “.

Ericsson: Determine lifecycle management functions  Operator is given a tool to create etc.. slice. He cannot select management functions as such. 

Huawei:  X.1.2 “determines” suggestion to use  “uses” which is a better word. 

Cisco: In X.1.2 there is an assumptions that it is about “virtualized functions.”   

Huawei: Remove concern about isolation.

Ericsson: You need to have a definition of slice. Otherwise you have to describe everywhere the term slice is used. 

Huawei: Can be done in terminology section.

Intel: or in full paragraph describing slice. 

Conclusion: Revise, number 258.
	Huawei

	S5-164126
	pCR TR 28.801 Adding use case for supporting dynamic Lifecycle Management in Network Slices 

NEC: Should treat function as network function, virtualized or not is not significant. Too early to say if a function is virtualised or not.

Huawei: I agree

Nokia: Dynamic is really needed. Real-time management.

Cisco: Reference to TR 22.891 has been superseded, we have looked at 28.864 rather than older version.   The statement with “for future use” is too strong statement.

DT: For this use case we don’t need network slicing. LTE you can use QCI. 

Huawei: we don’t need this use case, let me double check. 

Nokia: this is an example of resource reservation not network slicing. Not pure LTE but resource reservation. 
Cisco: agree, by the way use case SA1 doesn’t mention slicing.

Ericsson: more traffic functionality, SA1 missing management aspect. We should focus on the management functionality. 
 Conclusion: Noted.
	Huawei


4 Action items

None.
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