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1
3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 75% depending on the contributions that will be agreed. (previously 70%)

Estimated completion date: TSG#85 (Sep. 2019)
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc):
2
Technical Progress status 

Summary of progress: As input to the meeting there where 18 contributions. The treated contributions include further clarifications in the concepts and background clause outlining relationship between communication services and management concepts, updates to and new to use cases and requirement where also introduced. The group made good progress in understanding the scope of management of communication services. The group agreed to send the draft TR to SA for information. 
Outstanding issues: None.
3
Minutes

The RG session was held on 2019-04-10.
	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source

	S5‑193054
	pCR to TR 28.805 SLA assurance

Nokia: when loosing colors we are losing arrows

Nokia: you are losing the meaning of the original figure

Cisco: was not my intention

Intel: the circles are there in the SON TR. We can probably just copy and paste 

Nokia: rapporteur anted to move this to SON study.

Ericsson: we should not elaborate on SON in this TR.

Huawei: do not agree with this change

Huawei: the intention is not fro SON but co-ordination between working groups. 

Cisco: the text does not say that 

Huawei: for the LS send to SA2 (including the diagram)

Intel: When SON TR and we propose the picture Huawei proposes to align this. 

Intel: this is just alignment…I support Cisco.

Intel: the old picture is for communicaiotn with other groups. 

Nokia: in 28.861 we have colored diagram. You have choosen the wrong diagram.

Chair: colors are not strictly forbidden.
Conclusion: Revise to 480

	Cisco Systems Inc.

	S5‑193055
	pCR to TR 28.805 Types of communication services

Huawei: it does not say embb isa  slice type..

Ericsson: nowhere slice type are defiend/

Nokia: 28.530 was never defining eMBB etc as slice types

Nokia: it implies in order to provide CS ….

Cisco: I don’t say that, I say can….

Nokia: focusses on slice types, not defines as slice types

Nokia: SA2 does not define slice type not slice instance types. 

Nokia: ok to phrase in terms of performance requiremenrts

Nokia: if you remove slicing from the text 

Conclusion: Revise to S5-193481
	Cisco Systems Inc.

	S5‑193222
	pCR 28.805 Introduce connection to layering

Ericsson: Figure from last meeting discussion paper

Nokia: First figure, nsmf, slice function wrongly placed. Belongs to BSS. Why at network management layer? NSMF is a bussiniess logic function.

Cisco: What belongs to Network management ?

TI: product in the portfolio means?

Ericsson: Not direct contact to customer

Huawei: Support, NSMF in Network management layer, Nokia disagree (discussion followed between Huawei and Nokia)

Intel: Agree with Huawei, and NSMF is Network Management layer. Can be discussed. Why product a bussinis layer thing, do not understand.

Cisco: Where to be placed, why is layering needed? OK without layering like in SBA.

Conclusion: Revise to 193545
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5‑193223
	pCR 28.805 Introduce management model

Cisco: what do you mean by consume
Cisco: need definition of SLA.

Ericsson: another word is uses. Consumes changed to used
Conclusion: Revise to 193483 and 193483 is approved
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5‑193224
	pCR 28.805 Introduction communication service management exposure model

Cisco: Figure can be understood as a reference model, the intention?

Ericsson: Not the intention

Cisco: Revisited the figure proposed, express more than needed

Ericsson: Next level of information

Nokia: Agree with Cisco, unproductive to do this.

Conclusion: Keep open
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5‑193170
	pCR 28.805 Add CSI lifecyle concept

Cisco: Providing not good, creation could be better words. SLA not explained, agreement between bussimies, should be clear stated. Section nr 4 from top, not agree to.

TI: Preparation, feasibility check. Deployment fase, missing activation? (included in commissioning phase (Huawei)
Huawei: Activation is in the commissioning phase.

Nokia: it is not necessary to have NSI to deploy CSI. Do not artificially bring it in.

Huawei: for the CSI lifecycle we can mention resources instead of slices. 

Conclusion: Revise to 193485
	Huawei, Ericsson

	S5‑193171
	pCR 28.805 Add CSI-NSI lifecycle relation concept

Nokia: hanging paragraph
Nokia: Good sentence that can be moved to beginning

Cisco: there is some common situation when they are independent and there are some exceptions and the text is about exceptions

Cisco: avoid the term lifecycle, the picture is nto lifecycle but a scenario where there are changes in the state. 

Cisco: lifecycle tcannot rigger something…

Conclusion: Revise to 193486
	Huawei, Ericsson

	S5‑193168
	pCR 28.805 CSMF functionalities

Nokia: where is the CSI inventory?
Huawei: do nto see the problem
Cisco: there is a split between upper part and lower part. Only needed if we want to do multi-vendor and I don’t think that is the intention of the group. 

Cisco: Performance assurance that garantuees the SLA, you have to revisit this sentence. 

DT: Performance assurance will not garantuee an SLA. 

DT: Billing is BSS not OSS. You explain you consider some aspects but that is not clear to me. We will not make billing in OAM unless we combine OSS/BSS. 

Nokia: I want to see closer alignement with TMF, references or something. 

Conclusion: Revise to 193487

	Huawei, Ericsson

	S5‑193157
	28.805 Add UC and requirements for CSI monitoring

Nokia: on the requirement may is very soft

Nokia: network slice here is artificial we talk about network. 

Cisco: we need to be to be clear about network service

Cisco: contribution from ericsson on SLA and what happens with SLA. 

Cisco: from SLA we derive requirement that go to the management system to establish ...It is about what happens with SLA derivative not the SLA itself. 

Huawei: will take comments and check with contributor

DT: What is behind QoE and the realtion to the SLA is not clear to me. 

TI: Requirement to be split into two parts. Otherwise rephrase the requirement (to provide SLA and monitor resources) 

Huawei: Fullfillment of SLA instead

Conclusion: Revise to 193488
	Huawei

	S5‑193065
	pCR to TR 28.805 Service quality assurance and optimization

Huawei: Several comments to requirement. Clarification of “group of UEs
Huawei: we think there is overlap with existing requirements

Cisco: can be UE’s located in certain territory

Huawei: maybe add something on MDAF

Intel: what is the different between e2e service and service described in this report. 

Cisco: I tried to stress that it is not the usal performance indicaotrs related to network nodes.

Cisco: e2e I can remove it if clear enough., it will be service quality and optimization. 

Intel: that would be ok. 

DT: comment on requirements on performance indicators….
Ericsson: same comment to clarify group of UEs and e2e. 

PIWorks: analyse does not include action? 

Cisco: No it does not. 

Conclusion: Revise to 193489
	Cisco Systems Inc.

	S5‑193169
	pCR 28.805 Update use case of communication service instances realization

Huawei: for the CSP we need inventory and do feasibility check

Cisco: it say feasibility check is simply to check inventory and inventory provides the answer. But you need also some analysis

Huawei: Yes.

DT: “any inputting SLA information” it is more than just that. You have to change that. 

Nokia: the contribution contradicts previous contribution. Here there is a CSI inventory. 

Nokia: the feasibility check. Proves my point about service inventory and resource inventory. 

Nokia: the SLA may not be necessary. 

Huawei: we think there is no contradiction. This is use case you will not see CSMF. The other contrbution is about CSMF. 

Nokia: The moment you split a function into two function it becomes multi-vendor. 

Chair: revise to 193490

Conclusion Revise to 490
	Huawei

	S5‑193225
	pCR 28.805 Use case and requirement for management of multi-site communication service

Nokia: Not like the one from NGNM. Multi-site CS is a mine field, not use that terminology. This is not “multi-site CS”. Seriously rewording needed

Ericsson: Title to be discussed

TI: Requirement no 1, who is managing who, dificoult to understand. A is the one managing (Ericsson).

Nokia: Not happy with reqirement nr 2. UC not good as well as the requirement,

Huawei: Support this UC

DT: Second requirement, operator B that manage, my view. (what you want to see (Nokia)

Conclusion: Revise to 491
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5‑193226
	pCR 28.805 Use case and requirement to activate a resource facing communication service

TI: For example, see NSI as resources? Or CSP is aware of resources inside? (I do not think)

Nokia: NSMF relation here not correct….with exposure to end customer. Requirement is clean.

Cisco: What is Activate a resource facing CS? Reference needed.

Intel: Differnce between resources. Location of exposure is not clear

Ericsson: NSI and RFCS, can be shared, multiplexing…..

Conclusion: Revise to 492
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5‑193227
	S5-193xxx pCR 28.805 Use case and requirement to create a resource facing communication service

Not presented. Same comments apply as 226
Conclusion: : Revise to 493
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5‑193228
	pCR 28.805 Use case and requirement to de-activate a resource facing communication service

Not presented. Same comments apply as 226

Conclusion: : Revise to 494
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5‑193229
	pCR 28.805 Use case and requirement to modify a resource facing communication service

Not presented. Same comments apply as 226

Conclusion: : Revise to 495
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5‑193230
	pCR 28.805 Use case and requirement to terminate a resource facing communication service

Not presented. Same comments apply as 226

Conclusion: : Revise to 496
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5‑193232
	Presentation of Specification to TSG TS 28.805

Ericsson: Only for presentation (this should be TR). Completion rate 60% last time.

Chair: We can send for information

Conclusion: Approved
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab


4
Action items

None.
