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6.5.5
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion:  % depending on the contributions that will be agreed. (previously 60%)

Estimated completion date: SA#76 – Jun. 2017
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): nothing to report 
2 Technical Progress status 
Summary of progress: As input to the meeting there where 83 contributions all of them pCR’s, of which 17 contributions addressing solutions were not treated and one on recommendation and conclusion. Few contributions were approved and noted.
1) The group has reached a deeper common understanding of the uses cases and requirements on the network slice subnet level and the role of the network slice subnet management function and relation with network slice management function.

2) The group discussed contributions about the service management and interaction of with parties external to the operator. 

3) The group has reached a better understanding of the potential opportunities for the industry for standardisation of interfaces between new functionalities that come with network slicing. 

Outstanding issues: None.
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on 2017-03-27/30, Beijing meeting room.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-171750
	Response to LS on the clarification of the definition of NSI and the relation to NST (S2-170035/S5-166479)
Nokia: This was kept as a reminder for own work in SA5. SA was informed about the progress, using own terminology, and no one challenged it.
Intel: We need to answer only if we break the agreement.

Conclusion: Noted
	SA2

	S5-171767
	Sequence proposal for network slicing 6.5.5
Intel: Some contributions in UC could be grouped.

Huawei: Some more contributions can be grouped.

Conclusion: Revised to 911
	Rapporteur

	S5-171735
	LS Reply from ETSI NFV to 3GPP SA5 on NFV Support to Network Slicing Management
Nokia: We should inform them on the progress from the end of the meeting.

SWG OAM chair: Good proposal.

Intel: Only if there is something concerning ETSI NFV.

Conclusion: Kept open

	ETSI ISG NFV

	S5-171748
	Reply LS from TSG SA to SA5 on management of network slices for transport and virtualization aspects
Intel: SA5 is made a focal point for slicing work, which is very good.

Nokia: What do SA5 do with the action given? When do we answer?
SA5 chair: The LS can be noted and answer given depending on contributions.

Conclusion: Noted.

	SP-170276

	S5-171755
	pCR TR 28 801 Rapporteur update on network slice subnet consistency
CMCC: A slice instance can contain several subnet instances.

Intel: -Somethings uppercase and lower case is used. 

Nokia: Assumption 3: It focus on wrong thing. No separate instance are done for virtualised or not virtualised. This is proposed to be removed.

Conclusion: Kept open

	Ericsson LM

	S5-171757
	pCR TR 28 801 Rapporteur update on use cases 
Nokia: Structuring is good, but some use cases are proposed to be removed. To be kept open.
Ericsson: WE should not keep every document open. I can handle it.

Cisco: These are conflicting contributions unless it handles only high level headings.

Nokia: Rapporteurs discussion proposal without detailed proposal, which is endorsed.

Huawei: 624 is related.

DCM: Is the categorization ok? Should LCM 11 and 10 remain as LCM? 5.1 should be NSI Management.
Conclusion: Revised to 819.

	Ericsson LM

	S5-171624
	pCR 28.801 Proposal for classifying use cases and requirements
Nokia: Two contributions on the same topics. 

SWG OAM Chair: Merge the contribution.

DCM: Are content of use cases changed?
Orange: No.

Endorsed as principle without pCR.

DCM: It has good categorization.

Conclusion: Revised to 819.

	ORANGE, Huawei

	S5-171571
	pCR 28.801 Clean-up requirements for network slice configuration management
TI: Where is the request?
Nokia: It is between NSMF and MSSMF.

DCM: Does the word request not mean that an interface must be implemented?

Nokia: To configure something is done over some interface. But I tried to stay away from solution.

Huawei: CON-1 RAN has not yet agreed that it can be shared.

Nokia: It is made more generic. It is for selecting IRP. It does not say anything about being shared or not.

Huawei: CON-7 removal is affected by ongoing work in RAN. So we should keep it until RAN has decided.
Nokia: It does not matter from management perspective.

Cisco: CON-7 should probably not be deleted. The work request is not good. 
DCM: The requirements could be reworded a bit.

SWG OAM chair: Off line discussions on all proposals.

Conclusion: Revised to 820

	Nokia

	S5-171570
	pCR 28.801 Clean-up requirements for network slice lifecycle management
DCM: Same comment as 571.

CON-5 should it be linked to creation? Instantiation did that.

Nokia: Instantiation is not done for not virtualised nodes.

Cisco: What is meant by new? It is not useful to have AN and CN. So it should be removed.

Huawei: Disagree with some changes.
SWG OAM chair: Off line discussion.

Conclusion:  Revised to 821

	Nokia

	S5-171756
	pCR TR 28 801 Rapporteur update on requirements
Huawei: CON-1 in 6.3.1 is valid.

Ericsson: Addressed by a NOTE.

Huawei: NSSI is problem. But CON-1 should remain.

DCM: The link between the NOTE and the previous requirement does not work.

Nokia: NOTE: TN is not managed by 3GPP. The note is not an CN NSSI. 

Cisco: Rearrangement of requirements are good. Modifying the requirements is another issue. So that should be separate contributions.

Nokia: I send more comments via email.

SWG OAM chair: Two new documents: Reorganisation as in rationale as 823 as discussion paper which can be endorsed. Update of requirements in 824 in pCR, source Ericsson.
Conclusion: Noted.

	Ericsson LM

	S5-171758
	pCR TR 28 801 Rapporteur update text alignment shared and dedicated
DCM: Do we know if SA2 also change? If not, we should define the mapping.

Nokia: Slice specific is not good as sharing can be done on several levels (nested subnets). So dedicated is better than slice specific.

Ericsson: That is what is done.

Gemalto: Is shared defined?

Nokia: That is an English word.

Gemalto: It could be described means.
Nokia: It is not a definition, it can be a concept. 

SWG OAM Chair: That can be an action point to next meeting.

Nokia: Cn dedicated be changed to non-shared?

SWG OAM Chair: Off line. 

Conclusion: Revised 825.

	Ericsson LM

	S5-171559
	pCR 28.801 Clean-up of introduction clause
Intel: The introduction then looks like something not dealing with management.

Ericsson: Only the last sentence could be removed.

Nokia: But it is duplication.

DCM: Move it to concepts.
Nokia: It is not the same layers.

Cisco: Some descriptions are not correct. 

DCM: The first sentence should be rewritten and kept, to show relationship to SA2.

NEC: Rewriting is needed and can be moved. Layering needs to be described. 

Huawei: The sentence can be moved.
Nokia: Then it contradicts the figures. But if it is so controversial, it can be removed.

Conclusion: Noted.

	Nokia

	S5-171560
	pCR 28.801 Clean-up of Network Slice Instance lifecycle description
Huawei: Are not the examples of scaling the same thing?

Nokia: They can be totally different. 

Huawei: The term reuse is not good.
Nokia: It was introduced by Huawei in ETSI NFV. It can be noted.

Huawei can propose some text. 

Gemalto: Scaling NF is not the same thing as NSI capacity etc.
Nokia: It is addressing more that virtualised NFs.

Conclusion: Revised 826

	Nokia

	S5-171561
	pCR 28.801 Clean-up of Network slice concepts
DCM: First editor’s note, is changing the meaning of the deleted editor’s note. The first editor’s note was that the sentence before with it was not fully agreed.

Assumption 2 Type is not template, but I agree that type is not good.

Cisco: It conflicts with a Cisco contribution.
The word defined is not clear.
Assumptions 1 and 2 are not correct. Assumption 3 is still not correct, but better than not changed text. 
Nokia: If the first editor’s not is correct the preceding sentence can be removed. What is the problem with the added editor’s note? 
Cisco: the example is not clear.

Intel. Assumption 3 is the instance.

Huawei: Assumption should use types as template is a solution.

Orange: The cardinality from the diagrams could be described.
Nokia: It is described by text. But some improvement can be done.

Ericsson: Assumption 4, the relation between NFs and subnets is not clear.
Nokia: An NF cannot belong more than one subnet.
Conclusion: Revised to 827

	Nokia

	S5-171562
	pCR 28.801 Clean-up of Network slice subnet concepts
Cisco: Cisco have a contribution 598 that changes the same text.

NEC: 4.3: Is the intention that an NSSI can contain both other NSSIs and NFs?
Nokia: Yes. But the text after i.e. can be removed

Huawei: Huawei has also a contribution 661 on the same text. The 3 contributions could be merged 

DCM: The manager of NSSI is not decided. The NSSI can only include NSSIs and NFs.

Conclusion:  Revised to 846

	Nokia

	S5-171595
	pCR to 28.801 Network slice concepts correction
Nokia 4.2.2: NSSI is not described.

What is TS? The management of not 3GPP networks is outside the scope.
Cisco: Is it the interconnection via MANO?
Nokia: Not in 3GPP.
4.2.4 What does ahen means? 
Cisco: ahen is when.
Nokia: It is not clear what is moved.

4.2.5 is missing.

Policies can be activated before the instances.

Huawei: The policies text can be removed.

SWG OAM chair: Off line. 

Orange: 4.2.1 The anchor has disappeared for the network characteristics.
4.2.3 title should be change.

The terms should be consistently used (in titles they must be spelled out).

Gemalto: Non 3GPP NF are worked upon in SA2, so how are they connected. 

Nokia: Non 3GPP NFs are not planned to be included in slice instances by SA2. What is beyond the access point to non -3GPP entity is not part of a slice. 

SWG OAM chair: Off line discussion.

Conclusion: Revised to 827(based on this contribution)

	Cisco Systems Inc.

	S5-171596
	pCR to 28.801 Information model correction
Nokia: Assumption 2 is reducing the slices to QoS. This is wrong.

Assumption 3 should not differ on virtualised or not virtualised functions.
Assumption 3 is not correct if NSI inherit a NSSI. Assumption x. is better for that case.

Huawei: Assumption X is the same as in the subnet text. So it can be removed.

Intel: Assumption 3 states that NSSI can contain NFs.

Huawei: The inheritance cannot be agreed right now.
Huawei: We are discuss inheritance, but we do not have any contribution on it.

Conclusion: Revised to 827

	Cisco Systems Inc.

	S5-171597
	pCR to 28.801 Information model correction 2
TI: NSMF needs to be considered. 

Cisco: Some function that is aware of e2e is needed. It is probably not the same entity that manage NSSI. 

NEC: What do you mean with “particular case”?
Cisco: How classes are created is not described. It is just plain English. Classes will be defined etc.

Huawei: The change is difficult to understand. This should be noted.

Ericsson: How is the layering between NSI and NSSI? NSI is e2e, or is there another function tie all together?
Cisco: One layer is inheritance. Another is contained. It is different relation. This is inheritance.

Ericsson: The outcome can have a massive impact on made use cases and requirements.

Nokia: Off line discussion first, then a joint discussion paper. Break out session on Wednesday Q2 or lunch.

Conclusion: Noted.

	Cisco Systems Inc.

	S5-171598
	pCR to 28.801 Network slice subnet concept clarification
Nokia: The NSSI is not an NFV NS. It is wrong.

The part on physical resources is wrong.

Huawei: NSI should be NSSI.
What is the interconnection between NFs, NSSIs. Is it forwarding graph?

Cisco: Forwarding graph is a solution.
Huawei: It does not appear in any use case or requirement.

The forming on a complete logical network cannot be agreed.

Cisco: The relation between NSI and NSSI needs to be trashed out.

Intel: Editor’s note 2. We need to decide what virtual resources, logical resources etc. 
Cisco: Agree that more discussions and agreements are needed.

Conclusion: Revised to 846

	Cisco Systems Inc.

	S5-171599
	pCR to 28.801 Clarification of the SON concepts in network slicing
Intel: First paragraph is concerning 5G

SON outputs is changed to inputs, which is not correct.

Huawei: The last sentence in first paragraph is better without changes.

Service do not need to be mentioned.
Cisco: What did you had in mind? The original text could be misinterpreted, so we should improve it.

DCM: What is leveraged is the SON. The title should be kept.
Conclusion: Revised to 847.

	Cisco Systems Inc.

	S5-171600
	pCR to 28.801 Key issues clarification
Huawei: Issue 1 and 7 The value is removed from description.
Cisco: Ok, how can it be improved?

Huawei: We were happy with the original text.

The change from composition to component is wrong.

The Issue 2 was about the design. That is totally lost. 
Cisco: Why is that a issue?

Huawei: Multiple administrative domain is now address some other thing than intended,

Conclusion: Revised to 863.

	Cisco Systems Inc.

	S5-171660
	pCR TR 28.801 Update on network slice concepts
Intel: The move of template, as it also deployment is covered. Not only creation.

Huawei: The template is used also for modification. But it can be moved to a more generic place.
Nokia: How template is used, is not correct. It can be used for other actions. Creation must follow a template. The FFS does not make sense. A template could include e.g. NSD. Added abbreviations are not needed. The move is not correct. But the editor’s note without the previous sentence is good. Assumption 3 is ok. Assumption 4 cannot be agreed. Generic text is needed for the template.

Huawei: A slice instance can be created without a template. We differ on opinion here. Off line discussions would be good.

Cisco: The changes of the relation between NST and NSSI is not good. They are not clear and needs more study. The language is imprecise. Editor’s note 3 cannot be removed yet.

Nokia: NST should be defined. 

Orange: Editor’s note 3 should be kept as it is not visible in the UML.

Conclusion: Revised to 827.

	Huawei

	S5-171661
	pCR TR 28.801 Update on network slice subnet concepts
Nokia: Redefining definition are made unnecessarily.
The UML describes the relations. That is enough.

Conclusion: Revised to 846.

	Huawei, CATT

	S5-171686
	pCR TR 28.801 Update SON concept
Intel: Intel also has a contribution on this text. It is not to optimise a slice, but extend it.
Huawei: It is a part of SON.
DCM: What network changes?

Huawei: The bracket contains examples.

Cisco: Coupled with 599 (revised to 847).  There are several events. Some language problem. Polices are enforced by SON system, which is a solution.

Intel: Policies may not come from SMF. They can come from different directions. 

Nokia: The large added sentence cannot be agreed, as it is contradicting previous text etc.

Cisco: That sentence should be moved to another place. Some surgery is needed.

Conclusion: Revised to 864.

	Huawei

	S5-171691
	pCR TR 28.801 Improve network slice management functions diagram
Huawei: All figures are not consistent and need updating.

Nokia: Subnets can be contained differently. 
Huawei: It is an examples.
Nokia: The replaced figure was not any example.

Intel: The framework for the solution is lost. Examples are ok. But the first diagram should be kept.

Nokia: There is a problem with that diagram. The new diagram is very good, but it is too large to agree directly.
Huawei: I can remove the big diagram, and improve the old diagram.

CMCC: Good diagram, but it is not showing all cases, e.g. operator as service provider. Old diagram could be kept.
Huawei: I will try to keep the big diagram in the first update.

Intel: An formal diagram is needed in 7.1. 

DCM: Option 2 and 3 figures to be deleted? Option 1 and 2 goes into the management. Option 3 the relation is changed without any motivation.

Huawei: It has to be discussed.

Cisco: Part in the picture 
Huawei: An NSMF delegates management to NSSMF.
Conclusion:  Revised to 865.

	Huawei

	S5-171698
	pCR 28.801 Proposed note on roles Network Operator and Communication Service Provider
Huawei: We tried to do these corrected. So if our contribution is agreed, this contribution is not needed.

Left open until conclusion of 865 is done.

Conclusion: Kept open

	ORANGE

	S5-171766
	pCR TR 28 801 Description of the meaning of completeness
Ericsson: Only first part of slice definition should be kept.

Cisco: RAN do not create complete network in definition of slice. 

Gemalto: The last part is contradicting.

Cisco: The completeness depends on services. 

Intel: Can a NSSI be independent for network service? Can it then be complete?

Nokia: Intel do not support sharing. WE do not care what complete is.
Huawei: How can area for customers be included?

Conclusion: Noted.

	Ericsson LM

	S5-171551
	pCR TR 28.801 Add UC on Self-Creation of NSI
Nokia: There is no Self- exist in proposal. It is describing a normal creation.

Intel: The other UC has many operator to take decision.

Nokia: CON-b what is self-?
CON-c is changing one concept with another.

CON -d could be deleted.

DCM: In which steps are self happening. What is described is automation not self creating.

Intel: It is removing human intervention.

CMCC: The template can exist earlier in the system?

Intel: Maybe.

CMCC: What is subnet requirements in NSSMF?

Intel: How to transfer requirements.

Cisco: This is not self creation.

Some part is missing as reference to network events that trigger self creation. If trigger is human, then it is not self creation. 

Intel: In this use case automation is not visible. Receiving a request from another entity to trigger.

Conclusion: Revised to 866

	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd

	S5-171552
	pCR TR 28.801 Add UC on Self-reconfiguration of NSI
Cisco: Same comment as for 551. In mobile networks almost everything happens automatically. Operator can be some function.

Intel: Yes, for some cases this can be automated, but we do not know which ones.

Huawei: NSMF updates the template for every received requirement. Generation of requirements seems not to be correct. What is the difference with optimisation? 

Intel: The template is updated when needed. Polices needs to be defined.

The trigger is the difference with optimisation.

Nokia: Same comment as before. NSI does not seem to reconfiguring itself. Off line discussion on Self and SON should be made.
DCM: Is it one to one relation to template and instance?

Intel: Yes.

Conclusion: Revised to 867.

	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd

	S5-171553
	pCR TR 28.801 Add UC on Self-Optimization of NSI
Huawei: Same kind of comments as before. SON has different trigger, but the rest is the same. The title is misleading.

Intel: One solution can support many use cases.

TI: What is a template? For subnet there is a descriptor. 

Huawei: What is difference between slice requirements and operator target?

Title need to be aligned with content.

CON-d is very strict, and not sufficient.

Intel: Operator requirement can be drops, while requirements might be latency. Coordination mechanism is needed. Ok with CON-d comment.

Conclusion: Revised to 868.

	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd

	S5-171554
	pCR TR 28.801 Add UC on Self-Healing of NSI
Nokia: 5.x.2 NFs are managed directly from NSMF which is not correct.
A requirement is changed due to self-healing, is hiding problem. Not fixing them. This concept is upside down.

Intel: A new NF take over, which is changing subnets requirement.

Huawei: Self-healing of subnet is missing. No haeling should be done over the layers. Faulty NF function has far too much focus.

CMCC: When self-healing is to be done, it should be checked if the NSSI can do the healing first. Some sequence of actions needs to be described.
Conclusion: Revised to 909.

	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd

	S5-171563
	pCR 28.801 Remove invalid UC
Conclusion: Approved

	Nokia

	S5-171564
	pCR 28.801 Clean-up Use Case for Management support to the network slicing
Huawei: Same customer can have different service requirements.

NSI can use same NSI fwhen the service requirements are the same.

DCM: Why was examples removed.

Nokia: I focused on the service requirement, as it is that is what is important. Take away the focus on the services. I can make it as examples.

Conclusion: Revised to 912.

	Nokia

	S5-171565
	pCR 28.801 Generalize Use Case for creating NSI
Huawei: Whether RAN also has common and slice specific is not yet decided.

Nokia: OK.

Ericsson: Common should be shared.

DCM: Typo.

Conclusion: Revised to 913.

	Nokia

	S5-171566
	pCR 28.801 Generalize Use Cases for modifying and terminating NSI
Huawei: Same comment as 565.
Nokia: A note can be added.
Huawei: Can we keep the original, this is using agreed terms.

Intel: The RAN is always shared.
Nokia: Not necessarily. The shared AN will be removed.
It could be another use case for those cases when it is not shared.

Conclusion: Noted.

	Nokia

	S5-171567
	pCR 28.801 Clean-up Use Case for network slice creation
Conclusion: Approved.

	Nokia

	S5-171568
	pCR 28.801 Clean-up Use Case for changing capacity of a NSI
DCM: Does this use case handle change capacity of a particular function?

Nokia: Adding and removing NFs are described.

Huawei: We need to align our understanding of what is changing capacity.

Nokia: I am only changing terminology.

Ericsson: Typos. Can common be changed to shared as rapporteur task?

Nokia: Yes.

Intel: Typos.
Nokia: I can add a note to say that RAN has not made any decision.

Conclusion: Revised to 914

	Nokia

	S5-171569
	pCR 28.801 Clean-up Use Case for changing capacity of a NSSI
Conclusion: Approved

	Nokia

	S5-171635
	pCR TR 28.801 Adding use case for providing network slice service with guaranteed quality of performance
Nokia: The pre-condition is not satisfiable.

DCM: Is the use case Slice as a service?
CMCC: Yes.
DCM Title should change.

Conclusion: Revised to 917

	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-171637
	pCR TR 28.801 Adding use case for  flexible deploying NSI based on Customer’s service requirement
Nokia: Location near the user is not sure to reach the goal.

Huawei: Service request must be translated to subnet requirements.

Cisco: It is ridiculous use case, as it needs a new base station.

DCM: Why does it has to be subnets requirements?

Nokia: Is existing text good enough?

Cisco: No point of execution of creation of the NSI?
Nokia: This is about customer service.

Conclusion: Revised to 918

	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-171638
	pCR TR 28.801 Adding use case for management data isolation with shared AN andor common CN network functions
Nokia: Do we need to distinguish between CN and RAN?

CMCC: Yes.

Nokia: Common should be changed to Shared.

Huawei: Are this configuration of two different slices?

CMCC: Example: If CN is changed, mapping in RAN may be changed.

Huawei: Is this one set of configuration?
Nokia: It can not be as CN and RAN has different configuration.

Nokia: The configuration do not need to be generated separated.

Cisco: I do not understand this use case. No action exists in the use case.

Conclusion: Revised to 919

	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-171639
	pCR TS 28 801  Modify UC management for support frequency spectrum use case
CMCC: New reference needs to be showed with track changes.

Nokia: 5.12.2: This is requirements and not a use case. Steps are missing etc.

Cisco: Major rewording is needed to make it an use case.
Flexible allocation of frequency allocation is not common today. Maybe it changes in 5G.
Same for air interface profile. Not trivial functionality. 
CMCC: The air interface profile configuration is not said to be automatric or manual.

Cisco: NSMF is a machine, so it is automatic.

DCM: Are these type of configurations are they part of slices, by RAN?

CMCC: I think so.

Conclusion: Revised to 920.

	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-171657
	pCR TR 28.801 Add use case and requirements for configuring CN with slice specific information
Cisco: This use case can be dropped, if slice specific info is not defined in SA2.

Huawei: Mentioned in Editor’s note.

Cisco: It is not clear which information would be used where.

DCM: What info is sent to another entity without determining the communication.

SA5 chairman: Correct styles should be applied.

Conclusion: Revised to 921.

	Huawei, China Mobile

	S5-171664
	pCR TR 28.801 Configuration of RAN transport network related interfaces
Nokia: What is transport interfacing requirements?

CON-5 is not needed.

CON-X and Y is out of scope. Other groups will take care of them.

DCM: Post condition is difficult to understand. 

Cisco: No action exists after the delivery of the requirements. But we need to be clear on what SA5 will standardise and not.
Ericsson: Reference for further study, can they be put in Editor’s notes.

CON-5 should have requirement text instead of bullets. It can be 3 requirements.

Intel: Transport interface requirements has nothing with the transport network. It is requirements like latency between nodes.

CMCC: Measurement parts are related to CN and RAN, but it is out of scope.

Ericsson: Interface parameters are different than end point paramerers.

RAN selection is not automatic. Is it not NSMF to do it.

Conclusion: Revised to 922.

	Huawei

	S5-171668
	pCR TR 28.801 Add use case and requirements for changing topology of a NSI
Nokia: Slice management function do not have visibility in subnet layer.

Intel: NSMF can configure NFs, direct or indirect. 

Nokia: The scope of each function is important to decide. So we should be consistent. 
DCM: Use cases are solution based. That is dangerous. This is valid for many contributions.

Ericsson: Why is this not part of a another use case (modify or update)?

Conclusion: Revised to 923.

	Huawei

	S5-171669
	pCR TR 28.801 Add use case and requirements for changing topology of a NSSI
Nokia: It is upper layer that changes the topology.

The precondition is slicing concepts.

What is meant with “not applicable” in 5.x.2?
Huawei: The sentence can be removed.

Nokia: End of 5.x.2 is contradicting itself.

DCM: Why do this use case perform link actions?

Nokia: We provide the topology to the transport network.

Cisco: Why does switching topology needed?

Huawei: Due to fault configuration. 

Conclusion: Revised to 924.

	Huawei

	S5-171675
	pCR TR 28.801 Add use case and requirements for NSI Self-Healing
Nokia: NSI should be active and in operation. 
It supervises the NSI. Who detect the fault? Why report to the operator?
CON-X1 and X4 needs to be clarified.

Orange: What is NSI Self-Healing?

Intel: Can pre-configuration really be done? Fault can be on NF or NSSI, which can self-heal. Even if alarm is received, no action should be perforemed. Action should be taken when the faulty level cannot fix the fault.

Conclusion: Revised to 910.

	Huawei, China Telecom, CATR, CATT

	S5-171676
	pCR TR 28.801 Add use case and requirements for NSSI Self-Healing
Nokia: Same kind of comments as for 675. NSMF can be recursive.

Ericsson: Wording for “perhaps” is not good.
Intel: Can mechanism be pre-configured. Create a new one is possible, but other options exist.

Nokia: There is correlation with function in 675 is missing.

Conclusion: Revised to 911.


	Huawei, China Telecom, CATR

	S5-171677
	pCR TR 28.801 Add use case and requirements for management support to redundant NSSIs and NSSI constituents
Nokia: That multiple NSSI can be dedicatied to multiple NSIs, Active reduncancy is also possible. PM from redundant should be done. Active standby model has problem. Connects requirement is more general than redundancy.
Intel: Redundant should be replaced with spare.

Ericsson: What is redundant? Hot standby, 1+1 etc.?

How is service requirements come in?

Huawei: For services with high reliability. 

Nokia: Active and active is the fastest, but not described.

Ericsson: Motivation needs to be improved.

Conclusion: Revised to 925

	Huawei

	S5-171678
	pCR TR 28.801 Add use case and requirements for NSI self-optimization
Intel: Only NSI level cannot support self optimisation.

Ericsson: NSI supporting several services. The KPIs are not per service?

Huawei: That is to be answered by sharing case.

Nokia: Service KPIs should come from CSCF. They are external input. The slice PM is not triggered. It is the controls and not the indicators that are described. This is not self-optimisation. This is external optimisation.
Intel: Self optimisation is already in the document. They may have to be changed all. Self optimisation can be done on manager level.

Nokia: Management entities can be part of a slice, then it would be self-xxx.

Conclusion: Revised to 868.

	Huawei, China Telecom, CATR, CATT

	S5-171679
	pCR TR 28.801 Add use case and requirements for NSSI self-optimization
Nokia: Slice subnets can be recursive. Upper level subnet can require configuration.
Subnets can talk up and down. Delegation can be done to lower level.

Missing requirement for requesting lower level optimisation.

Huawei: Vertical communication can be FFS.

Nokia: Not sufficient.

Intel: Self optiomiasation should be triggered from the own level, not an upper layer. That has to be supported by PM.

Huawei: Different management functions on recursive subnets has not been discussed or agreed.

DCM: Are the requirements are not really relevant. Where info come from is not relevant, but what should be done is more important.

Conclusion: Revised to 908

	Huawei, China Telecom, CATR

	S5-171680
	pCR TR 28.801 Add use case and requirements for resource balancing among NSIs
Nokia: Load balancing should happen on each layer. This is breaking agreed principles.

CON-y is wrong, as NSMF is not responsible for load balancing.
Huawei: It is resource balancing instead of load balancing.
Nokia: The management function can only do balancing on its layer.

Cisco: NSI might not be fully virtualised, as RAN are part of the slices.

DCM: Are the resources in the shared part or not?

Huawei: Always shared.
Nokia: It means that there is no isolation.

Huawei: We always see resource restraints.

Conclusion: Revised to 926.

	Huawei, China Mobile

	S5-171681
	pCR TR 28.801 Add use case and requirement for network slice priority
Nokia: This should be addressed on each layer.

Cisco: Guaranteed performance is close. That could be the same use case.

Same storage, computing etc. used of the NFs, which is that all is virtualised, which it is not.
Huawei: Some could be shared. 
Intel: Which entity use the priority? Is it only for shared?
Huawei: I partially agree. It is used on slice instance.
Intel: How is that used? 

DCM: The last sentence in description is difficult to understand.

Huawei gave an answer without microphone, so it could not be heard.

Nokia: How can a slice have priority over another slice?

Huawei: If an alarm is received for a high priority slice, a low priority slice could be scaled in and the high priority could be scaled out.

Conclusion: Revised to 927.

	Huawei

	S5-171683
	pCR TR 28.801 Add use case and requirements for NSI reversion
DCM: The second sentence is strange in pre-condition.
Nokia: SOL003 is not relevant as motivation. Difficult to apply on this high level. Very complex operation. Not enough justification. REQ CON-X1 and 2 need to be revised. Req-3 and 4 are solution specific.

Huawei: The idea is the same as for MANO.

Nokia: That has a very limited scope. This is very general in time and NFs. Roll back should be on lower level.

Cisco: It is probably impossible to do roll back. But there is nothing that says that the old version is better.

Ericsson: It is premature as we still do not know the full complexity of NSI.

Conclusion: Noted.
	Huawei

	S5-171687
	pCR TR 28.801 Discussion on network slicing designing
Nokia: We do not need to standardise the function or process for this.

Huawei: The process is not to be standardised. But which enetity produce the NST should be specified.

Nokia: Many enetities can touch it.

DCM: Why is fully automated FFS, but not semi-automated?

Bullet points in 2 and 3 is contradicting. 

Ericsson: NST production is out of scope for 3GPP.

Intel: NST might be input to network slice design, rather than output. But t depends on what is expected of NST.

Huawei: Template design or instance design should be differentiated.

CMCC: We should differ on what is done here and in ETSI NFV.

NST should be provided by operator or authorised 3rd party. It should be introduced into management system. But theses things needs to be clarified.

Conclusion: Noted.

	Huawei

	S5-171688
	pCR TR 28.801 Add UC on management support for RAN self-configuration for an NSI
DCM: What is a RAN NSSI?
Huawei: The RAN part of NSSI.

DCM: Do not describe tinteractions between management entities.

CON-x needs improvement.

Ericsson: What is this use case about? Reconfiguration is well understood.

Huawei: To be discussed off line.

Intel: This is similar or identical as self optimisation contribution, ecept that this is specific for RAN.

Nokia: If external interaction is removed, what is it for standards to do?

Cisco: More general than RAN, as it will be shared. There is some basic problem for slice manager to manage RAN that is shared or not partr of any slice.

Kept open.

Conclusion: Kept open 

	Huawei

	S5-171689
	pCR TR 28.801 Clean up of multi operator use case
TI: 5.19.2: Typo.

DCM: Some changes are more of what operator wish is changed to what the management system does.
Ericsson: Con-13 The interworking of two management systems is not discussed.
Nokia: Agree with Ericsson and DCM. Where does the request comes from?

Conclusion:   Kept open

	Huawei

	S5-171759
	pCR TR 28 801 Use case and requirements for NSS capability exposure
TI: How are blueprint and NST related?

Ericsson: NST can replace blueprint.

DCM: What is the difference between blueprint and NST?

4.1: What is existing input, when the slice is created?

Ericsson: It is the network topology. 

Nokia: First pre-condition needs rewording.

The deployment does not need to be sequential.

Huawei: Is it the template design or instance design? The capabilities are confusing. Is it TOSCA? If not, there are major problems.

CMCC: The name of the use case, is the exposure of the slice design?

DCM: The post condition is not consistent with the description.

Conclusion: Revised to 928.

	Ericsson LM

	S5-171760
	pCR TR 28.801 Update use case and requirements for activation and de-activation of a NSSI
Nokia: Terminology of the roles can be improved. Upper and lower level can be used.

Shared NSSI does not need to be managed by multiple managers.

NSSI constiuance managed by another manager, does not need to imply that it is shared.

All parents need to be known. States for all users ahas to be checked.
This comments are valid for many contributions.
DCM: The interactions seem to add complexity. Editor’s nots are not properly addressed.

Cisco: Connections between the entities are not clear. Topology has to be known. Diagram might be needed.

Huawei: The shared and not shared subnets is affecting this. That should be done first.

Ericsson: The comments are valid for many contributions 760, 761, 763 and 764.

Nokia: Some discussion paper from Huawei is needed on their comments.

Conclusion: Noted

	Ericsson LM

	S5-171761
	pCR TR 28.801 Update use case and requirements for change capacity of a NSSI
Conclusion: Noted

	Ericsson LM

	S5-171763
	pCR TR 28.801 Update use case and requirements for creation and termination of NSSI
Conclusion: Noted

	Ericsson LM

	S5-171764
	pCR TR 28.801 Update use case and requirements for modification of a NSSI
Conclusion: Noted

	Ericsson LM

	S5-171636
	pCR TR 28.801 Add requirements related to monitor performance
Huawei: Is this not overlapping with existing requirement LSM-CON-5?

CMCC: This is a LCM requirement.

Intel: More generic issue should be considered. No direct relation to customer exist yet. The customer might talk to SM, and then it would not be exposed to NSMF.

Nokia: SA1 normative requirement need to be considered. This is valid for more contributions.

Conclusion: Kept open

	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-171662
	pCR TR 28.801 Adding requirements related to lifecycle management
Nokia: Con-x says provide, but to whom? If derived is used, then it is covered by other requirement.
Huawei: We add the receiver.

DCM: We object to that change. The problem is pre-assumption of the architecture. 

Conclusion: Revise to 930.

	Huawei

	S5-171663
	pCR TR 28.801 Update the monitor performance related requirement
Nokia: CON-7 is not correct. It can be changed to subnetwork manager capabilities.

CON-8 is responsibility of service manager, so how is PM to be supported?

CON-5 has some problem as well.

Conclusion: Revised to 931.

	Huawei

	S5-171685
	pCR TR 28.801 Add requirement for network slice management
Nokia: Slice manager should not verify or reject service requirements. Lower layer cannot question higher layer.

DCM: Interactions should not be described.

What does CON-Y mean?

Huawei: Lower layer should fulfil requirements. I will reword.

Conclusion: Revised to 932.

	Huawei

	S5-171753
	pCR TR 28.801 Add general network slice management requirements to Clause 6
Huawei: CON-a is very general and cannot be tested. It should be removed.

CON-b does not allow for several domains. 

Ericsson: That is not the intention.

Huawei: Orchestration is not defined.

DCM: CON-d is not a requirement. 

CON-c What can be delegated?
Ericsson: Should be reworded.

DCM: CON-B goes into operator responsibility.

Intel: CON-c NSI is a special subnet instance?

Cisco: The word responsible is not a technical term.

Conclusion: Revised to 934.

	Ericsson LM

	S5-171655
	pCR TR 28.801 Add network slicing related performance measurement data aggregation solution
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Huawei

	S5-171656
	pCR TR 28.801 Add network slicing related alarm data aggregation solution
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Huawei

	S5-171658
	pCR TR 28.801 Add potential solutions for NST and NSST
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Huawei

	S5-171659
	pCR TR 28.801 Add potential solution for management data isolation when network slice instance is shared by multiple Customers
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Huawei, CATR

	S5-171665
	pCR TR 28.801 Generic Customer service provision procedure
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Huawei

	S5-171666
	pCR TR 28.801 Procedure for nework slice provision
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Huawei

	S5-171667
	pCR TR 28.801 Update types of slices
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Huawei

	S5-171670
	pCR TR 28.801 Update the potential solution for management support to facilitate UE roaming between NSIs in different administrative domain
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Huawei, China Unicom

	S5-171671
	pCR TR 28.801 Add potential solution for NSI related service performance measurement
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Huawei

	S5-171672
	pCR TR 28.801 Add potential solution for NSI supervision
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Huawei

	S5-171673
	pCR TR 28.801 Add potential solution for NSI activation
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Huawei, China Telecom

	S5-171674
	pCR TR 28.801 Add potential solution for NSI deactivation
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Huawei, China Telecom

	S5-171682
	pCR TR 28.801 Add potential solution of limited level of management exposure for network slicing
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Huawei

	S5-171684
	pCR TR 28.801 Update potential solution of modifying a NSI
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Huawei

	S5-171690
	pCR TR 28.801 Add proposed solutions for managed entity lifecycles
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Huawei

	S5-171765
	pCR TR 28 801 Network slicing solution description
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Ericsson LM

	S5-171754
	pCR TR 28 801 Draft conclusions and recommendations
Conclusion:   Not presented


	Ericsson LM


4 Action items

None.
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