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6.4.5
3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: overall 35% (previously 30%). 

The workitem includes a study phase and a work item phase.

· Study phase 70 % (previously 65%).

· Workitem phase is not started.

Estimated completion date: SA#84- Sep. 2019

Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): None
Technical Progress status 
Summary of progress: Scope of intent driven management, introduction for IDMS and Intent translation, comparison of policy management and intent driven management are discussed. 
Outstanding issues: None.
Minutes

The RG session was held on 2019-04-09.
	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source

	S5-193130
	pCR 28.812 Update Clause 4.3 Automation mechanisms and intent driven management
Conclusion: approved.
	Huawei  

	S5-193131
	pCR 28.812 Add description of intent translation   
Nokia: 2nd para, what is the difference between mgmt. req, intent and sub intent? Are we defining any criteria to differentiate between intent and requirements? if so, what is that?

Intel: How to define sub-intent? 

Intel: Last bullet, what infrastructure requirements. Does SA5 define any infrastructure req? ‘sub’ prefix might not be appropriate.

Ericsson: don’t understand figure and the text. Is intent analyzed?

Cisco: support N and E. Provide some examples, how intent is written and processed to produce lower level intents.

-> revise to 370. 
	Huawei  

	S5-193132
	pCR 28.812 Add key information for intent expression of existing scenarios 

Ericsson: what does the table provide? Don’t understand the purpose of the table.  No details are being proposed.

Intel:  area load balance, seems like SON for the area. Why we need intent-based solution for this? Intent-driven performance optimization is too generic. You need to give specific optimization scenarios. NSI resource utilization is covered in SON TR, this is duplication. 

 Ericsson: 3rd column, information is unclear. Which layer does the parameters belong to, RAN?

Nokia: you tried to cover all the cases, this made it confusing. E.g., load balance is not simple, the load can have different meaning; Too high-level, too-broad, not helpful. Take a few scenarios and explain exhaustively then try to find common patterns.
-> revise to 371
	Huawei  

	S5-193133
	pCR 28.812 Add introduction and standard consideration for IDMS  
Nokia: this one builds on the 132. It is trying to re-define MnS. Need to revise to align with 533. In X.2, Req (intent) should be Provide Intent. Only focuses on asynchronous mode, synchronous mode is also possible.

Cisco: underestimates the complexity of the intent implementation. Need to provide set of ‘restrictions’ when expressing an intent. Optimization is a compromise of a lot of outcomes.

Ericsson: X.2 too many abbreviation, should be explained in plain English. Can’t accept the current form of intent expression. 

->Revise to 372
	Huawei  

	S5-193174
	Discussion paper on Scope and bounderies for Intent Based Management  
Nokia: in figure, why do you skip business from IDMS scope.

Cisco: don’t agree with all the dimensions specified. Skipping out machine in Language doesn’t make sense. In communication, machine talks with each other.

Huawei:  support dimensions. Clarification needed on, 3.4 a. only covers NOP and CSP but CSC is already defined. Scope c, d need more clarification.

Intel: are proposing to follow 5 dimensions for all UCs? 

-> revise to 373

	Ericsson Inc.

	S5-193175
	pCR 28.812 Clarification of the dimensions 
Nokia: it adds two contradicting scopes to the TR. What is the relation between the existing and new scope?

Intel: is the operating system OAM system or something else?

-> revise to 374. 
	Ericsson Inc.

	S5-193180
	pCR 28.812 Update the feedback description  
Ericsson:  feedback should be connected to the LCM steps. 

Cisco: intent is like a workflow manager. It seems like intent expression one-time thing, it is expressed and action is taken on it.

Nokia: there’s no difference between the three types of intents. You should remove unnecessary text, abbreviation and show the commonalities. Need clarification on fulfilment of intent expression?
· revise to 375. 
	Huawei

	S5-193181
	pCR 28.812 Abstraction versus layering  
Telecom Italia: adding mgmt. function in clause 4.1.2.1 makes it bit more limited, it basically states the existing text. You are saying IDMS and MnS are two different things but they are basically the same thing. IDMS is a special kind of MnS. Why we are talking about reference interface in a SBA?

Nokia: share the last comment from Tel. Italia. MnS is generic enough to be a super set of IDMS and non-IDMS.

Huawei: in overview, are the four bullets examples? Policy is one example of intent translated output. 3 types of intents are not examples.

· Revise to 376.
	Ericsson Inc.

	S5-193182
	pCR 28.812 Clarification of relation between intent and policy  
Huawei: title is confusing shows choosing between one or the other. Last sentence, study policy in conjunction with intent is confusing.

Intel: you said policy is ‘what-how’ but in SON we defined policy to state ‘what’ only.

Cisco: refer to policy definition reference in SA5. 

Nokia: ‘why’ is not present in the tdoc. 

DT:  Last sentence, study policy in conjunction with intent is confusing

-> Revised to 377
	Ericsson Inc.

	S5-193183
	pCR 28.812 Intent lifecycle management aspects  
Nokia: it almost describing a policy lifecycle. Why does the tdoc talks about the instanton of intent. The TR is not about management of intent, it’s about ‘how to use intent for network mgmt.’

Huawei: some steps are not clear need more clarification.

P.I. Works: 3rd step, does it mean that the definition and understanding of KPI is well understood and agreed among vendors.  This seems bit vague.

-> Revised to 378
	Ericsson Inc.

	S5-193199
	pCR TR28.812: Editorial clarifications on Intent expression   
Conclusion: Approved
	NEC Telecom MODUS Ltd.


Action items

None.
- 1 -
- 3 -

