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4.2.1
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 90% depending on the contributions that will be agreed. (previously 85%)

Estimated completion date: SA#81- Sep. 2018
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): 
2 Technical Progress status 
Summary of progress: As input to the meeting there where 22 contributions; 4 contributions towards addressing concepts, use cases and requirements (28.530) and 18 contributions towards architecture (28.533) of which 3 are discussion papers. All contributions were treated.
The group discussed background, architecture, concepts, use cases and requirements 

1) Focus on concepts, terminology and management service components, further refinement and clarifications in support of the other work items

2) Deeper understanding of service based versus reference point architecture is evolving allowing contributors to concentrate on interface specifications. 
3) Many examples of deployment scenarios are provided in the architecture document

4) Architecture document is nearing completion

5) Few contributions on the Concepts use cases and requirements TS indicating work is more or less complete.
Outstanding issues: None.
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on 2018-05-14/16.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source

	S5-184062
	pCR 28.530 Rapporteur clean-up proposal on editor notes

Nokia: I would suggest to remove the text begin form which, it is confusing that subnet set of attributes's values describes the structure and configuration;

Huawei: Subnet IOC describes the structure and configuration, not subnet of values.

Ericsson: NSST is more than subset of attributes' values used for creating IOC.

Conclusion: Revised to 231.
	Huawei

	S5-184063
	pCR 28.530 Rapporteur clean-up proposal on alignment of SBMA

Nokia: Object the revised requirements, it is not necessary;

Ericsson: The figure is not clear, both two boxes are provider, who is the consumer.

Nokia: suggest to remove the line between the two boxes.

Conclusion: Revise to 232
	Huawei

	S5-184064
	pCR 28.530 Add UC for network management data analysis

Nokia: The requirement needs to be reworded, suggest to remove from the “by collecting…”.

Intel: suggest remove the “optimizing the network” from the goal.

NEC: keep the by collecting could be useful to clarification of data analytics.

Conclusion: Revise to 4237.
	Huawei

	S5-184119
	Add high-level use case of network slice capacity management

Huawei: clarification on the relation between provisioning, feasibility check and the capacity planning. Some duplication steps between feasibility check and capability planning.

Nokia: clarification on the scheduler approach.

Conclusion: Revise to 122.
	ETRI

	S5-184093
	Discussion paper on management service naming

DT: Would prefer to make it general, different function for the same thing.

Nokia: Not clear, where to use these words. Wants to have generic, also outside Ericsson. For clarification, what section are you proposing this for. For standardization? Deployment scenario and standard deployment. Mix concepts here, stage 3 and how to deploy. Mixing standardization and deployment. Stage 3, does not have service instance. Provisioning service as such is always the same, not different for NSI/NSSI/NF etc.

Ericsson: This is related to data. Provisioning service differ between NSI/NSSI/NF.

Nokia, discussion on service instance is different.

Ericsson: Service access need standardized protocols.

Conclusion: OPEN
	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd

	S5-184094
	28533 Discussion paper on management of non-slice-specific aspects of the network or subnetwork

Nokia: In meeting this was an example, not agreed. No need to normative add NMF (or NSMF or NSSMF). We do not standardize NSMF or NSSMF. What does “enhance” mean, nothing to be standardized.

Huawei: Can add two new deployment scenarios.

DT: Add only for deployment

INTEL: No need for endorsement

Conclusion: NOTED
	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd

	S5-184177
	Discussion paper on Management reference model

Nokia: Concept of subnetwork, subnetwork not part of reference model. We are not going to maintain 32.101. Important to provide example how new architecture map to legacy model. No relation to 32.101. Could be misunderstanding what reference model means?

Ericsson: 5G architecture is important, including how 2/3/4G to be managed. They will be manged together. 4G will be sliced possibly in the future.

Nokia: Not correct that 4G will be sliced.

Ericsson: How to manage combined network deployed.

NEC: Need reference model, even if service based. Missing architecture.

Intel: At end of 5G management, we need something.

Huawei: Good if we can have a general reference architecture, should be good. Ericsson not only one reference model?

Nokia: Misunderstanding, 32.101 promote to R15 and include 5G. OK. Do we mandate 32.101 all functionality? Propose to kill 32.101 and instead use new. How to handle ONAP that do not support 32.101. Generic management services are consumed and produced, possible to include in 32.101. Those MnS can be used by ONAP. 

Ericsson: We communicate with MANO etc, we do not do component. Reference model, interfaces etc, that is published and used. Shall 3GPP defined nodes have reference model? 32.101 say what is producer and consumer is. What is reference architecture. 

Verizon: R15 architecture separate legacy system, we should follow the same in SA5. Meaning not upgrade legacy. Do not include ONAP here.

Conclusion: OPEN
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-184069
	pCR 28.533 Solutions for management of 5G network and network slicing

NOKIA: 5G provisioning include configuration and lifecycle management, for lifecycle you need more. New way of lifecycle management via Interface IRPs?

Huawei: Re-use as much as possible, where do we see lifecycle here?

NOKIA: Legacy, do not support real time data. What legacy IRP for lifecycle and streaming?

Huawei: Not the same functionality needed.

NOKIA: Then specific scenario over Ift-n can be supported.

Ericsson: Interface IRP today, consumer and producer. Over type 2 interface, not symmetrical. Work more on this; slice is a class, are interface operations, no need for new operation. Any new operations.

Huawei: Old operations to be used.

DT: Management operations means? (Huawei: here interface)

Orange: Solution is nice on paper, do not have PM etc today, why spend time on it here?

Huawei: This trigger discussions

Ericsson: Many IRP implementation exist. PM are well defined today, now in ETSI NFV implementation today, not possible to kill. 

Conclusion: Revise to 236
	Huawei

	S5-184074
	pCR 28.533 Operator network management systems cooperation

NOKIA: LS between SA2/SA5, NSI across multiple operator, does not exist. Check the LS from SA2.

Huawei: Will check LS
Conclusion: OPEN
	Huawei

	S5-184070
	pCR 28.533 Add overview of PM measurements

Nokia: Why here in 533?

Huawei: Type C, Overview details

Intel: Not here, in PM document.

Orange: Difficult to maintain if in 533.

Ericsson: Should be in PM documents.

Huawei: 28.533 also to list available services, measurements for clarification in document.

Nokia: This is against your discussion paper, restructuring.

Conclusion: OPEN
	Huawei

	S5-184065
	pCR 28.533 Add MS overview

NOKIA: Any value of this contribution? Answer is no! Introducing a cross reference, could be a single sentence!

Huawei: See value to have it here.

NOKIA: What is behind this, you misuse 28.533 document.

Huawei: 32.103 for this kind of information

Chairperson: Not in 28.533, consider other places (32.103). Or create a new “32.103”.

Huawei: Create a new TS (also relation to 184070)

Conclusion: OPEN
	Huawei

	S5-184071
	pCR 28.533 add DAMF deployment scenario

Nokia: How does MDAS provide on different levels? Annex B is informative?

Huawei: See Annex, yes B is informative.

Ericsson: What is different from normal PM defined today.

Huawei: Two services today, this service combine measurements.

Orange: Output defined?

Ericsson: Not KPI here, what is the service doing?

Huawei: See example Annnex B text. Prediction possible etc.

Ericsson: Any formula for this service? How to analyse?

Huawei: Management service concept follows.

Orange: Input and output?

Huawei: Not clear how to implement this.

Ericsson: Who is putting the algorithm for the MDAS? Different organization?

Huawei: See figures, is in the implementation of the function.

Ericsson: MDAS

Nokia: Not standardization the function

Verizon: If I buy from a vendor, analytic function differs between vendor, make this useless. Better to specify specific data (SA2 working on), this is too much. Not at functional level proposed.

Huawei: Standardize interface that can be used.

Nokia: We have not come to data yet, still we can specify how to transfer data.

Conclusion: Revise to 314
	Huawei

	S5-184075
	pCR 28.533 Management service unique identifier

NEC: What is the qualification identifier?

Huawei: EGMF function, require identifier.

Nokia: Contribution misleading, identifier belongs to instance. Separate identifier from attribute. Need an attribute(s) that express component A/B/C

Ericsson: Standardize identifier?

Nokia: No, change to attribute that identifies A/B/C, identifier not to be used.

Huawei: Need mechanism, instead of identifier.

Conclusion: Revise to 315
	Huawei

	S5-184072
	pCR 28.533 Exposure governance precondition

Ericsson: Use a note, use Identifier.

Huawei: Previous comments apply (from 184075) not use “Identifier”

Conclusion: Revise to 316
	Huawei

	S5-184073
	pCR 28.533 Exposure governance clarification

Nokia: Figure not the same. Looks different. No control in new figure. Difference between “ and “”. 

Huawei: Misleading

Nokia: Concept have changed, operator not in control any longer.

Huawei: OK, back to original

Conclusion: Revise to 317
	Huawei

	S5-184066
	pCR 28.533 Re-organize the deployment model sections

Nokia: This should be Annex A, agreed.

Ericsson: Using NS in B.5, should not be used. Rapporteur to change?

Ericsson: NS=NSI a solution, Agreed solution.

Huawei: General clean-up?

Ericsson: Yes, action item to rapporteur to update NS and annex A, agreed.

Conclusion: APPROVED
	Huawei

	S5-184067
	pCR 28.533 Add deployment model for management service and ONAP federation

Nokia: Problem with figure, blue line. Who consumes and who produces is not clear.

Huawei: No box for producer, VF-C not service based.

Ericsson: Should this be here, we have study ongoing, work in R16.

Huawei: Open to where to put this in study or here.

Nokia: Can split the diagram in two, for the study(s)

Ericsson: Federation?

Nokia: When having study, if we produce study in R15, can external use these services?

Ericsson: No ONAP support in R15, but ONAP can using existing “interfaces”

Huawei: Potential scenarios in Annex today?

Orange: Cannot say this, PM control is one difference, not yet! Prefer to have this in the study.

Nokia: Could be ONAP PM control, agree for the study.

Conclusion: NOTED
	Huawei

	S5-184068
	pCR 28.533 Add deployment model for management of network and network slice

Nokia: Confused on figures, to the left

Nokia: Difference between “lollypops”?

Ericsson: MF=Management function and not Managed Function. Today MF=Managed Function.

Huawei: Definition in 533 clause 4.6 exist.

Nokia: See 533 latest version,

Nokia: Need to change

Nokia: Use Management function to be spelled out

Nokia: Action item to rapporteur! Abbreviation not needed. Kill abbreviation. 

Conclusion: Revise to 319
	Huawei

	S5-184103
	pCR 28.533 Update functional management architecture to include MDAF

Nokia: Misleading, not functional management architecture. Text should not look like it is normative. Not defining MDAF. Title is misleading, this is misleading.

Orange: MDAS=MnS in the figure.

NEC: Title change is not the scope of this contribution. Should say implementation.

Nokia: Look at last paragraph, that must be removed.

Conclusion: Revise to 320
	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd

	S5-184176
	Draft CR Update the scope of TS 32.103

Nokia: Only update?

Ericsson: Yes, looks for pre-approval.

Conclusion: APPROVED
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-184175
	Draft CR Update TS 32.101 to include management services description

Nokia: Cannot agree to this. Say that MnS is part of 101, not correct. 101 covers 2/3/4G.

Nokia: Yes, same as 103 in 184176. Can work on figure in 533 or in 530 as alternative.

HW: Cannot simply refer to second paragraph in 5.4.

Ericsson: Why not identical?

Huawei: Not clear what identical means. Copy text from 101 to 533 as an example is way forward.

Orange: Discuss offline

Conclusion: Revise to 321
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-184173
	pCR 28.533 Update title

Orange: Need to wait for restructuring conclusion.

Nokia: Could be rapporteur action also

Conclusion: Revise to 322
	Ericsson Limited


4 Action items

None.
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