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1
3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 80% depending on the contributions that will be agreed. (previously 75%)

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 19 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 use cases and requirement where also introduced. The first solutions where introduced and discussed. 
Outstanding issues: None.
3
Minutes

The RG session was held on 2019-06-27.
	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source

	S5-194188
	pCR 28.805 Service QoE in Communication Service Management

TI: clarify the collection by UE.
Ericsson: collection spefying in QoE WI is UMTS and LTE, no NR support from RAN.

NEC: what about the MDAF?
Ericsson: MDAF can have any QoE information they want.

NEC: MDAF can consume QOE information
Conclusion: Revised to 194483
	Huawei

	S5-194232
	pCR 28.805 CFCS Profile and RFCS Profile

Nokia: does not agree to diagram, because RFCS sit not on top of NSI.
Nokia: CSCF profile is better name to service type, and RFCS is better name for slice profile

Nokia: terminology is misleading. NSI is BSS exposure of NSSI. 

Huawei: Your comments is mixed comments. We want to say slice as resource to support communication service. 

Nokia: you have to be careful to have commercial exposure of resource than it is out of our scope. 
Nokia: GST/NEST is the highest profile, begins at operator and transalted to service profile but should be top level profile. There will be profile on each layer. 

Ericsson: need the discussion about boundary of resource/service. 

TI: RFCS is not on the CSMF

Huawei: we need to resolve this issue

Conclusion: Noted
	Huawei

	S5-194308
	pCR 28.805 Adding clarification to NSaaS and resource layer clause 4.3

Ericsson: Clarification of layering

Huawei: Part of product specification……why say that?

Ericsson: SLA on top level can be part of 

Nokia: SLA is named SLS in some other places. 

Ericsson: SLS to be replace SLA?

DT: “SLA with a customer” not clear to me

Ericsson: Replace SLA with SLS? (SLS means no contract)

Conclusion: Revise to 484
	Ericsson India Private Limited

	S5-194067
	Communication service instances realized in multiple network slice instance

Nokia: explains relationship between network slice and service
Conclusion: Revise to 319
	Samsung R&D Institute UK

	S5-194319
	Communication service instances realized in multiple network slice instance

Nokia: Why multiple? Change to slice relations instead. Can be any relation. Support but could be clarified.

Samsung: Can bring in UC

Huawei: Support this contributon. 

NEC: Specific UC here, single slice instance here, better to bring in a new UC.

Ericsson: Two services in SLA?, if multiple slices is used.

Chair: try to add a new UC
Conclusion: Revise to 485
	Samsung R&D Institute UK

	S5-194306
	pCR 28.805 Group use cases and requirements

DT: A lot of changes, changed sections

Huawei; How to implement the proposal, a lot of contributions. With concrete changes

Ericsson: Draft TR, so it can be changed. Problem with new text, can be solved.
Conclusion: Approved
	Ericsson India Private Limited

	S5-194307
	 pCR 28.805 Use case and requirement for management of multi-site communication service

Ericsson: Co-signed with DT

Samsung: Intresting UC. What resources in step 1, examples good.

Ericsson: Extend the Core or RAN

Samsung: Title not correct

Huawei: MultiParty support this. Similar to Network Slice As a Service. Diagram good to add.

Ericsson: Similar federated UC. Diagram can be added next meeting.

Nokia: Why selected Enterprise? What is NOP here, something as service. Like UC, what object is exchanged? Say a customer instead of enterprice.

Conclusion: Revise to 486
	Ericsson India Private Limited

	S5-194227
	pCR 28.805 Resolution of the editor's note in 5.1.1

Nokia: do we have intention to specify MDAF? If there is intention to specify MDAS.
Huawei: in the normative work we specify, MDAS.

Ericsson: use of MDAF is ok for TR, but we are commtied to management services architecture

Intel: this is other TRs where we use Management function
. 

Conclusion: Approve
	Huawei

	S5-194231
	pCR 28.805 Clarification on UC of a CSI utilizing multiple NSIs

Ericsson: Need rewording, why to two NSI?
Conclusion: Revise to 487
	Huawei

	S5-194189
	pCR 28.805 Solution for SLA assurance
Conclusion: Not treated/not available
	Huawei

	S5-194228
	pCR 28.805 Solution for MDA-Assisted network provisioning

Ericsson: too early for solutions, what should MDAF do? What to do in MDAF? We have loops instead,
Huawei: It is late, still struggling in SA5, this is provisioning. Offline discussions.

TI: Things are missing, can not work. Why MDAF in provisioning? Why does CSMF send slice and resource requireemnts to MDAF?

Ericsson: something is missing in the flow. 

Huawei: for provisioning we need to know requirements, the MDAF can help. 

Ericsson: why would MDAF be included in the network?
Conclusion: Noted
	Huawei

	S5-194229
	pCR 28.805 Solution for MDA-Assisted network optimization

Ericsson: what is the relation between MDAF and NMFs?

Ericsson: New function outside the management system, outside management system fuction. 

Huawei: want to illustrate interactions between NMF and MDAF.

Nokia: terminology MDAS?
Conclusion: Revise to 488

	Huawei

	S5-194230
	pCR 28.805 Solution for translation of SLA into SLA requirements

Ericsson: why would requireemtns go to MDAF? For provisioning it is odd that you have to go to MDAF first.
Huawei: every-one uses slice SLA.

Ericsson: That is a problem with the use of SLA. Can use SLS

Chairman: action point to check where it is used
.
Conclusion: Revise to 489
	Huawei

	S5-194247
	pCR 28.805 Solution for CSI termination

Ericsson: the proposed solutions are based on NSSMF.NSMF which are slice related. What about non-sliced scenario, will there be separate solutions when we may have solution that covers both scenarios?

Huawei: will make it a sub solution.

Ericsson: we may have to change the solutions next meeting.
Conclusion: Revise to 490
	Huawei

	S5-194248
	pCR 28.805 Solution for CSI modification

Same comments as 247

Ericsson: Step ‘1b’, feasibility check, may include a ‘trial’ period.

Huawei: ok, will add

Ericsson: What type of modifications do you mean in step ‘2b’

Huawei: modifications to the agreement.

Huawei: with the trial period it is not needed
Conclusion: Revise to 491
	Huawei

	S5-194249
	pCR 28.805 Solution for CSI activation

Same comments as 247
Conclusion: Revise to 492
	Huawei

	S5-194250
	pCR 28.805 Solution for CSI de-activation

Same comments as 247
Ericsson: “halted” is that the correct phrase
Huawei: will rephrase
Conclusion: Revise to 493
	Huawei

	S5-194251
	pCR 28.805 Solution for exposure of CSI management capability

TI: are we talking about people or automated systems. To me it is 2 people talking to eachother.
Huawei: CSC/CSP are logical entities.

TI: some clarification is needed

Nokia: how does this relate to the work of service exposure?

Huawei: this is just one case, like MEC is another case. 

Nokia: remove, less is more. Object this contribution.

Conclusion: Noted
	Huawei

	S5-194226
	pCR 28.805 Editorial changes

Nokia: the change in the title of figure is not an editorial change
Conclusion: 494
	Huawei


4
Action items

None.
