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Agenda Item:
6.1
	Agenda
	Tdoc
	Title / Notes

	6.3
	S5-197053
	[Resubmitted] Rel-15 CR 28.550 Add stream information management related operations
N: Why is this not made as NRM fragment-based?

I: Currently we don’t use that approach in PM. We need more considerations to be proven for PM. We probably need a graceful transition period.

N: But in this case we don’t really have a legacy to transition from.

E: We should focus on NRM fragments.

Keep open.

	6.4.5
	
	

	6.4.5
	S5-197325
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.552 PDCP Data Volume measurements update

	6.4.5
	S5-197329
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.552 UE Throughput measurements update

	6.4.5
	
	Core related measurements - 6

	6.4.5
	S5-197060
	Rel-16 CR 28.552 Add measurements related to NF service registration and update



	6.4.5
	S5-197061
	Rel-16 CR 28.552 Add measurements related to NF service discovery

N: What is the motivation to measure this?

I: This is a network feature provided by 5GC.

N. Why do we need to measure how effectively OAM is being replaced?

Keep open.

	6.4.5
	S5-197062
	Rel-16 CR 28.552 Add measurements related to UE policy association

Agreed

	6.4.5
	S5-197063
	Rel-16 CR 28.552 Add measurements related to PFD management

Agreed

	6.4.5
	S5-197064
	Rel-16 CR 28.552 Add measurements related to QoS flow release in the untrusted non-3GPP access

Agreed

	6.4.5
	S5-197155
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.552 Adding measurement of packets out-of-order

I: We don’t need the “GTP.InDataPktDisorderN3UPF” in bullet e) because it’s already mentioned in bullet a).

E: How much will the workload in N3 interface increase due to this measurement?

H: We can check it offline.

N: What entity is responsible for these measurements (esp. the second)? 

I: Bullet c is unclear.

Rev. in 600

	
	
	RAN & Core related measurements - 1

	6.4.5
	S5-197332
	Add use case and definitions of UL user plane packet delay measurement from UE to UPF 

H: Don’t think RAN supports “a new payload type MP” in bullet c.

I: We have sent an LS about this to RAN3. They are still working on it; we should wait until they reply (possibly at the end of this SA5 meeting).

I: The section number 6.1.x is wrong and should be measurements for UPF.

I: We cannot measure individual delays.

E: 

· Agree to all previous comments.

· What’s the measurement object (bullet f)? Is it for gNB or UPF?

· Some other detailed comments…

Keep open (and try to revise it if positive reply LS from RAN3 is received this week)

	6.1
	479
	I: Do we need O&M requirements and solutions for this architecture as well?

S: Yes. We could send a reply LS mentioning what OAM relates to in this work.

I: Maybe better to start a related work item in SA5 first.

S: Can volunteer to draft a reply LS.

Reply LS in 601.

	6.4.8
	
	

	6.4.8
	238
	E: Minor comments

Revised in 570.

	6.4.8
	570
	No comments

Agreed.

	6.4.8
	241
	E: Minor question.

Agreed

	6.4.8
	243
	E: What about adm. State? N: Not needed here. Will be addressed in the 28.622 new fragment in next meeting.

Chair: The new clauses should be x and y. To be checked with Mirko offline. But we can pre-approve it now.

Agreed.

	6.4.8
	245
	Chair: The new clauses should be x and y. To be checked with Mirko offline. But we can pre-approve it now.

Agreed.

	6.4.8
	248
	Chair: The new clauses should be x and y. To be checked with Mirko offline. But we can pre-approve it now.

Agreed



	6.4.8
	252
	No comments.

Agreed.

	6.4.12
	
	

	6.4.12
	S5-197286
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.550 Add UC and requirements for NF KPI job control

China Telecom: NF should be removed from the title of the CR and 5.1.x.3.

N: Why is NF listed as a resource in all UCs?

H: Agree with Nokia, it needs to be removed.

C: Agree to remove it.

N: Do these UCs justify a new solution for KPI in parallel with PM? Z: No, the solution will be the same.

E: In the 3rd UC, a bit unclear what should be possible to query. Also affects the requirement FUN-5. Z: Just to list active jobs. E: This should be clarified.

E: IN FUN-3, unclear what is “one or more object instance(s)”
Rev. in 571.

	6.4.12
	S5-197278
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.550 Enhace performance data report related operations

N: Why talk about KPI types in 6.1.1.1? Z: Ok to remove “types” in 2nd para. Remove “/KPI” in 3rd para.

I/N: KPI types should be removed everywhere. “Measurement/KPI types” -> measurement types everywhere.

H: KPI is usually calculated on network level. N: Yes, and therefore we standardize not who generates the KPI/PM data but how this data is offered to consumers. Z: Agree.

Revision in 572.

	6.4.12
	S5-197279
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.622 Add configurable KPI control NRM

N: Don’t agree to put kPIsList in the ManagedElement IOC.

E: SubNetwork would be ok. N: Agree. I: Need to discuss where to put it.

E: Why do we need another fragment for this (Figure 4.2.2-X: KPI control NRM fragment)? Similarly for S5-197278, why do we need another specialized operation for KPIs?

I: We can discuss this but we agree with ZTE’s proposal (using separate IOCs from PM).

Revised in 573.

	6.4.12
	S5-197280
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.623 Add configurable KPI control NRM

E: This should be parked because there is an ongoing discussion on the Stage 2.

I: Clarification needed for the containment of the new KPI models, and how to reflect the relationship in Stage 3.

I: If  the stage 2 is agreed we should try to progress this as well.

Rev in 574.

	6.4.12
	S5-197296
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.554 Update the template of KPI definition for TS 28.554

Comments to be sent/discussed offline.

Rev. in 575.

	6.4.14
	
	

	6.4.14
	S5-197164
	Discussion paper about multi-tenancy use cases in 3GPP management system

N: What does “they share the same requirements” mean? H: I will clarify the test.

E: The example in UC1 “e.g. same alarm information and performance information”  is also unclear.

H: We can remove “for management capabilities (e.g. same alarm information and performance information).”. Agreed with everyone.

E: UC2 is also unclear, what does it mean sharing a slice but not ServiceProfile? N: I think you need to create a diagram showing the relations. H: I can add that.

I: Have concern about “the serviceProfile (i.e. list of S-NSSAIs)” in both UCs (whether this is consistent with the SA2 definition). It is a general comment but not blocking for this contribution. N: Agree with this comment. We also have a discussion paper about this (106).

Rev. in 576.

	6.4.14
	S5-197165
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.541 Add tenant information to support multiple tenants environment

N. 

- Tenant information is very sensitive information. Therefore it is not good to put it in the resource based info.

- If you put it in the service profile, it is not scalable.

- When we consider the resource it is better to separate tenants from the resourse info.

H: We can discuss it offline.

E: 

· Agree with Nokia’s comments regarding the resource info.

Rev in 577

	6.4.14
	S5-197320
	TD tenant information to support multi-tenancy environment

H: Question why service profile cannot be used for this. Can discuss it offline.

E: Same question.

Rev in 578

	6.4.14
	S5-197166
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.545 Enhance fault management service for tenant support

N: The bullets are unclear regarding the filter.

E: If the Nokia contribution about creating an IOC for tenant support is agreed, we don’t need this.

Keep open.

	6.4.14
	S5-197167
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.550 Enhance performance management service for tenant support

E: If the Nokia contribution about creating an IOC for tenant support is agreed, we don’t need this.

E: If this is agreed in principle, not sure if this is the right place. This information is not described at the same level as other 6.x chapters.

Keep open.

	6.5.4
	
	

	6.5.4
	S5-197242
	Add already approved missing requirement from TSG WD SA5#127 from use case for creation of a network slice instance associated with a Satellite RAN and a Terrestrial RAN

Approved.

	6.5.4
	S5-197326
	Add use case for multi-RAT load-balancing associated with a Satellite RAN and a Terrestrial RAN

Approved.

	6.5.4
	S5-197382
	pCR 28.808 Add solution to allow a network slice instance to be associated with both a Satellite RAN and a Terrestrial RAN

N: Believe that the SliceProfile is the right place to do this. T: Agree.

Rev in 579

	6.4.7
	
	

	6.4.7
	
	AAS – 3

	6.4.7
	S5-197334
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.541 Add NRM Info Model definitions for active antenna systems (AAS)
H: Some comments already sent offline to Ericsson. To be continued offline.

I: This touches the same changes as in S5-197463 (rev. in 642), but has some additional changes. They probably need to be merged.
Merged with 463 in 642 (if agreed offline).

	6.4.7
	S5-197434
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.541 Stage 3 for Add NRM Info Model definitions for active antenna systems (AAS)
I: Needs to be merged in 643 (will be produced based on Stage 3 in 463).
Agreed to be merged in 643.

	6.4.7
	S5-197236
	YANG_Netconf CM Notifications
N: Where is the NRM here? And this seems to be proposing new SS for notifications.
E: We already have a Yang SS, and we are trying to make this Stage 3 complete.

E: A Solution Set is complete if we have operations and notifications.
N: I can make a counter example with XML. XML always had a file format description. We never said we need to define operations and notifictions in XML just because we use the XML file format description. This is why the argument that just because we use Yang as NRM description, we also have to use Netconf and Netconf notifications does not work.

E: The XML is a FF definition. It is completely out of argument here. There are no operations involved in XML. So we reject this argument. We think it is incomplete if you don’t have these notifications.

N: Due to the ref. to RFC8639, we are trying to agree on a tip of an ice berg. We don’t need this.

E: There are many optional parts in this.

China Mobile: We wish to co-sign this contribution, as well as 247 and 253.

MCC: There are some CR quality issues. To be checked offline.

Rev in 717.

	6.4.7
	S5-197247
	YANG_Netconf Operations
N: From the beginning of this NRM, we have not had any specific statement about which protocol should be used for this NRM. It has been made protocol independent.

E: This discussion seems to destroy the idea that this NRM should have a complete Yang solution. Ericsson tries to complete this as Yang has been accepted. At least two companies wish to have this completed.
N: From the beginning of SA5 we have separated the NRM IRPs from the operations and notifications, and now we are separating the service components. If the majority of SA5 with consensus prefers to have Netconf along with Yang, we will accept it.

O: If I want to manage my network from ONAP, do I need these Netconf operations here (in this TS)? 

N: Not needed here. And it is different for operations and notifications.

E: Netconf operations are needed. There is a mapping defined between Yang and Netconf, therefore Netconf ops are needed.

H: We need more offline discussions. The question is, the separation of operations and NRM, this contribution does not impact that. And our model is protocol agnostic. I don’t think this contribution breaks that. We need to give a solution to the external for the Yang model.
E: Agree with previous statement. Stage 2 will be independent. We need an operations solution for Yang.

N: ONAP controllers don’t declare compliance to 28.532, because they are already compliant to Netconf. My concern is that the starting point of Yang, we squeeze in a full Netconf into 3GPP SS.

MCC: Also check CR quality issues offline.

Continue offline.

Rev. in 718.

	6.4.7
	
	RIM OAM support – 2

	6.4.7
	S5-197122
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.541 Add the RIM parameters of mapping relations for remote interference management
N: Suggest to hold this until we get a response from RAN3. H: Not sure if it is depending on  that, but we can discuss it offline.

Keep open.

	6.4.7
	S5-197123
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.541 Add the RIM monitoring parameters for remote interference management
N: This is set specific, so you need to move it to the cell level (NRCellDUFunction). H: Agree.

E: For the name “rimRSMonitoringON” we suggest to include “startTime” in the name. H: This name is coming from RAN3. E: We should always have reference to the RAN spec in the description anyway. H: Can discuss it offline.

E: Have some more comments, can discuss them offline.

Rev in 644.

	6.4.7
	
	Methodology – 1

	6.4.7
	S5-197253
	Additions to YANG style Guide
N: In 6.2.1.f (YANG deviation statement), the “If a vendor does not manage to implement the…” needs some clarification. Understand the reason behind this, but as it affects the compliance statements, we need some more thinking about this. Nokia request removal of the first para, and rephrasing of the second.
E: We can remove the second paragraph if people object to it.

Rev. in 719.

	6.4.7
	
	VNF – 1

	6.4.7
	S5-197264
	MF-ME relation with VNF
N: Support the change in A, but then also the vNFParameterList should be removed from ManagedFunction.

N: Suggest to add a bullet C about “import of 28.632 Figure 4.2.1-2” into the 5G NRM. E: We should then a new Annex B with the content from 32.632.

N: Then we could also send an LS to ETSI NFV based on this endorsement, as they are also working on Inventory management modelling incl. inventory unit licensing. MCC: New Tdoc for the LS is 650.

H: The last sentence of clause 4 should be removed as it is confusing. E: Agree.

Rev. in 645.

	6.4.7
	
	Heartbeat – 2

	6.4.7
	S5-197386
	Add heartbeat NRM fragment
E: There is a related (overlapping) CR in 401. 

Merged with 401 in 646.

	6.4.7
	S5-197401
	Rel-16 CR 28.622 Add heartbeat control NRM fragment
H: For the allowed values of the triggerHeartbeatNotif, why do we need the False value? N: Suggest to revise the description stating that setting the value to FALSE has no observable result.

Merged with 386 in 646 (using 401 as baseline).

	6.4.7
	
	Subscription – 1

	6.4.7
	S5-197402
	Rel-16 CR 28.622 Add subscription control NRM fragment
E: Some comments on the UML diagrams and notification filter. Provided offline.

Rev. in 649.

N: We also need two new Tdocs for Stage 3 for Heartbeat and Subscription (in 28.623). New Tdocs are 647 and 648, CR# 0039 and 0040.

	6.4.7
	
	FM control- late - 1



	(late).zip" 

S5-197262

(late)

	Add support of Configurable FM
	

	6.4.7
	
	Network slice late - 2

	6.4.7
	S5-197474

(late)

	Add attribute for network slice supporting maximum number of PDU sessions

	6.4.7
	S5-197475

(late)

	Add attribute for network slice supporting maximum of data volumn

	6.4.9
	
	

	6.4.9
	S5-197426
	Draft management services TS 28aaa-000
N: Clause 4.4.1 is a good place for this discussion, generic vs. specific procedure. This proposal implies a particular solution. If our intention is to use CRUD operations, why don’t we show CRUD?

E: The source of the notification could be the Heartbeat Provider, but we can discuss who should be the sender. It could be other sources as well.

N: This is not an architecture diagram.

O: Propose that we remove Heartbeat in the names of the Consumer and Provider.

O: We need to decide if we should create a new TS for this (Stage 1), and what is the title.

Discussions to continue offline.

Rev. in 599

	6.4.9
	S5-197098
	Discussion on potential ways for integration of ONAP and 3GPP MnS
A: It is the opinion of some ONAP companies that 3GPP should not be defining the mapping to the VES common header.

O: We should separate the technical discussion from the disc. of responsibility (who should do the mapping).

H: We need to align our understanding of the different options.

E: We should follow Proposal-1, and analyse the 3 options. Don’t consider Proposal-2 now.

Offline discussions continue, Goal to agree on a revision with a recommended option.

Rev. in 674.

	6.4.9
	S5-197255
	Discussion on options for integrating 3GPP fault notifications into ONAP VES
H: How is this related to the options in 098? O: We need to discuss that.

N: What is missing in the ONAP documentation in order to use option 2? O: A description of the mapping between 3GPP and ONAP attributes/fields. N: This is the same issue for option 1. O: But it is a bigger issue in option 2. And this is a common issue that is bigger than the 3GPP-ONAP relation.

N: The clear semantics of the description of the VES fields seems to be important missing part.

Keep open, to be discussed together with 098.

	6.4.9
	S5-197191
	Rel-16 CR 28.532 RESTful PM file-based notifications for integration with ONAP VES

	6.5.6
	
	

	6.5.6
	S5-197416
	Add background of relevant study in other SDOs or industry parties
N: As there are many more possible actions in Network Management compared to autonomous driving, it is difficult to compare them. Therefore the proposed levels may not be applicable to NM. So we ask to analysie this complexity more.

C: Agree that NM is much more complicated. But these references to SAE gives guidance to the automotive industry, and we need a similar document for autonomous networks. There are some similarities that may be useful to analyse.

Rev. in 675

	6.5.6
	S5-197417
	Add significance for levels of autonomous network
N: Same comments as above. Clarify that NM is not as simple as automatic driving.

O: What does “significance” mean?

E & N: Some wording improvements are needed.

Rev. in 676.

	6.5.6
	
	Concept - 3

	6.5.6
	S5-197351
	pCR 28.810 Add concept of network autonomy
E: 

· The 4.X title should be something about concept.

· We need to align the use of “network” vs. “mobile network”

· We need to define what autonomous means before we can say that it is the same as e.g. SON.

H: The intention is to show that some features existing today can support the autonomous network.

Rev. in 677.

	6.5.6
	S5-197352
	pCR 28.810 Add concept of network autonomy level
E: What does “life cycle of network” mean? H: We can find a better wording.

I: Are we doing “network autonomy”  or “network management autonomy”? I believe we are doing the latter. Needs to be clear.

E: Language should be improved, e.g. in the first sentence which is unclear and what is “network system.”?

ETRI: Do you want to include human involvement in the scope? If you do, the complexity will be really high.

N: Similar comments as above. Also, how can we evaluate the effort of  the human and network system? H: This is the intention of the study.
Rev. in 678.

	6.5.6
	S5-197353
	pCR 28.810 pCR 28.810 Add potential dimensions for classification of network autonomy level
E: The potential scopes of network autonomy, what do they mean (NE vs. domain etc.)?

I: Similarly as before, are we going to study the network autonomy here?

E: Difficult to see what you are trying to achieve with this study, from all these contributions.

I: Agree with Ericsson. We need to think about how to proceed with this study. These contributions are not ready yet to be agreeable.

N: Similar comments as above. It is difficult to evaluate this without concrete use cases.

H: We have other contributions for the use cases.

Keep open.

	6.5.6
	
	Use cases - 4

	6.5.6
	S5-197330
	pCR 28.810 addition of multi-domain/layer/technology orchestration automation use case and requirement
E: What does “certain group (category)” mean? ETRI: We didn’t mean any specific service/category. There are many examples.
H: It is better to show how many levels you need to support this UC.

E: This is more like a work flow description, not a UC. But it gives a good value so we can keep it for now. But please remove “3MO” as it is unclear.

S: An earlier comment as been that it is not the right place to do orchestration, but now we have automation of orchestration, same issue.

Offline disc. needed.

Rev. in 701.

	6.5.6
	S5-197431
	Add fault RCA and recovery scenario example for network autonomy level
E: Is this to introduce classification of autonomous levels? Can all networks have  the same classification?

C: Yes this is about network classification/UC.

N: How do you quantify “Part of the fault recovery… etc.” C: This is a brief introduction, and there should be many tasks where we need to clarify this in more detail.

Rev. in 702.

	6.5.6
	S5-197354
	pCR 28.810 Add coverage optimization scenario exampe for classification of network autonomy levels
E: Wording needs to be improved and terms clear.

E: We need to find a unique classification method for the UC in this and the next contribution.

N: The rationale of this classification is not so convincing. We can discuss it offline.

Rev. in 703.

	6.5.6
	S5-197355
	pCR 28.810 Add NE deployment scenario exampe for classification of network autonomy levels
E: See previous comment on unique classification method.

N: Same comment as above, about rationale of this classification.

Rev. in 704.

	6.5.6
	
	Potential Solution - 1

	6.5.6
	S5-197425
	Add potential solution for network autonomy level

	6.4.17
	
	

	6.4.17
	S5-197438
	New structure for 5G MDT requirements
MCC: There is no CR number.

E: This is because it was not available at the time of creating the CR, and there is no WI code yet because it is a new WID for SA approval.

MCC: We can fix this in an update. CR# 0091.

N: Why do you need to add “management based and signalling based” everywhere? E: It is just to prepare for the future. But we can remove them.

N: Don’t understand  the new structure in 6.2. It should be enough to remove/update anything which is 4G-specific, to 5G-specific.

Rev. in 705.

	6.4.17
	S5-197441
	Add MDT Use Cases
N: MDT use cases already exist in 32.421. 

Conclusion: Noted.

	6.4.17
	S5-197442
	Add MDT business level requirements
MCC: Cover page needs update. CR# 0092.

N: Not aware of the UC for Req. 29. Can discuss offline.

N: The editorials need to be rolled back. Agreed.

H: For Req. 30, we have two options under discussion. And RAN don’t have any conclusion yet.

Rev. in 706.

	6.5.5
	
	

	6.5.5
	
	Concept – 2

	6.5.5
	S5-197298
	pCR 28.809 Update the overview descriptions of MDAS
I: On the “MDAS shall support capability exposure to verticals”, we cannot use shall in a TR. You can move “verticals” to the first sentence in this para.

N: MDAS is an MnS. The exposure is not a capability. So the sentence “In addition, MDAS shall support capability exposure to verticals” is not needed.

E: On the same sentence… MDAS would not expose the capability directly to a vertical.

Rev. in 707.

	6.5.5
	S5-197056
	pCR Add MDA role in the management loop
S: We need to define or refer to the def. of open vs. closed loop.

NEC: The diagram is a bit confusing. It needs to be improved.

H: The arrow from Observation to Data is confusing.

I: You observe the network, not the data.

N: Agree with Huawei. Nokia suggests to import the original figure from ZSM 002 and provide additional explanations on the roles.

E: Could “analytics” be applied to each of the steps (if you use the original diagram)? 

I: That’s why we used MDA in the top.

Continue offline.

Rev. in 708.

	6.5.5
	
	User data congestion – 3



	.zip" 

S5-197145


	Reply LS to SA5 on User Data Congestion Analytics
H: Check  the related contribution (299)

E: We have a related Use case (on user experience) in the COSLA WI.

Keep open. We may reply to this depending on the offline discussions of 138 and 299.
	

	6.3
	
	

	
	S5-197054
	[Resubmitted] Rel-16 CR 28.550 Add stream information management related operations
I: We need a firm confirmation if Nokia and Ericsson only want an NRM based solution for streaming (PM streaming service). If yes, we don’t need to spend more time on this CR.
N: Question: Are the proposed operations part of the PM control or PM streaming service? For PM control, Nokia prefers provisioning service. For PM streaming service, it does not have to be part of the provisioning service, but it can be aligned as much as possible with it.

E: We prefer using CRUD (NRM based) solution sto do the PM control. For the control part of the streaming, similar. 

Keep open.

	
	
	QoS flow -1

	
	S5-197055
	[Resubmitted] Rel-16 CR 28.552 Add measurements related to QoS flow modification in NG-RAN
Agreed.

	
	
	NRM - 3

	
	
	NR TAC- 2

	
	S5-197079
	Correct NR TAC attribute property
H: Do you also need to update Stage 3 due to the qualifier update? The new bullet d) in nRTAC

 needs to be added in Stage 3? 

To be checked offline.

Keep open.

	
	S5-197080
	Correct NR TAC attribute property
Mirror. Same comments as above.

Keep open.

	
	
	Editorial-1

	
	S5-197171
	Fix merging errors of the specification
MCC: CR qual. issues. Nokia: Explained in the Other comments. Should be ok according to earlier disc. with MCC.

Agreed.

	
	
	REST_SS Design pattern-2

	
	S5-197418
	CR 32.158 Clarify design pattern for scoping and filtering
N: Would just like to move the BASE_ALL row in the table to become the second row.

E: We must also refer to the Stage 2 definitions.

N: But this is just some general guidelines and examples. Doesn’t say in which TS this has to be used.
E: Need more discussion. It should refer to some Stage 2 definitions.

Rev. in 720.

	
	S5-197420
	CR 32.158 Clarify design pattern for attribute field selection
E: Seek same clarification for this as for 418. Espeically on the names.

E: Need more discussion.

Continue offline.

Rev. in 721.

	
	
	Management services (provisioning)-2

	
	S5-197428
	Rel-16 CR 28.532 Make scoping and filtering optional in CRUD operations

	
	S5-197429
	CR 28.532 Correct and update the RESTful HTTP-based solution set of provisioning

	
	
	Network slicing- 6

	
	
	Network slice concept-5

	
	S5-197106
	Concept clarification for Network Slice
S: Appreciate this. But can one management slice instance support many signalling slice instances? N: Yes.

S: We also need to discuss the fact that one S-NSSAI does not identify one network slice instance.

I: Striongly support the idea to address the mapping between SA2 and SA5 definitions. But we have some concerns about this. Now this is adding one more concept to the already existing definitions, which makes it even more complex.

N: The point of this is not to introduce a new IOC, just to resolve the existing conflicts.

H: Also support this intention. But some clarifications are needed, e.g. on slide 8.

E: Supports the intent. But we ask for more time to next meeting, because it is important so we need more time. E.g. tenancy should be part of this.

S: Do not agree to the second sentence on slide 7.

Noted. Discuss offline to next meeting.

	
	S5-197156
	Rel-15 CR TS 28.530 Fix inconsistencies in the usage of word instance
MCC: CR quality issue: No need to have 2 WI codes for this CR.
N: The picture and some title is still inconsistent with the change.

H: The diagram shows more that the instance, therefore it should still be valid. And the title cannot be changed according to MCC. Chair: It is possible to update the title if it is a small change. MCC: Agree.

E: Have a concern about this change. Would like to hold this change until the discussion abo9ut Nokia’s DP is concluded.
S: Also have some concerns.

N: Propose a separate discussion about this issue in general:

Chair: This could be a subject for a conference call.

AP  on Nokia/Jing: Organise conf. call about this.

Keep open.

	
	S5-197157
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.530 Fix inconsistencies in the usage of word instance
Mirror. Same discussion.

Keep open.

	
	S5-197158
	15 CR TS 28.531 Fix inconsistencies in the usage of word instance
S: In 5.1.19, we are creating a Subnetwork, not an instance.

MCC: CR quality issues.

Discuss offline.

Rev. in 722.

	
	S5-197159
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.531 Fix inconsistencies in the usage of word instance
Mirror. Same comments from Samsung.

E: The intention is good but these changes may make it more confusing.

H: I am trying to fix the inconsistencies.

N: For provisioning, we don’t even have an IOC defined.

Rev. in 723.

	
	
	Slice NRM-1

	
	S5-197291
	Correct Network slice NRM
S: Why are these attributes invalid?
CATT: It is to align with the earlier agreed CR S5-196849.

Chair: CR cover page issue (Other specs affected). Clarify the other comments and Reason for change.

Rev. in 724.

	
	
	Architecture- 4

	
	S5-197086
	Rel-15 CR TS 28.533 Correction on example of MnS deployment scenario in clause 4.5
E: Some editorials on the text below fig. 4.5.1.

N: Want to modify the fig. 4.5.2 a bit.
Rev. in 725.

	
	S5-197087
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.533 Correction on example of MnS deployment scenario in clause 4.5
Mirror CR of 086.

Same comments.

Rev. in 726.

	
	S5-197104
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.533 Some correction on the reference in Clause 5.3
Agreed.

	
	S5-197409
	Rel-16 CR 32.533 Clarify numerous definitions
Reminder: Need to consider modification based on agreed CR S5-196826
Check the potential overlap offline. Potentially a new merged CR is needed.

H: Strange wording “A MnS offers a specific set of services…”.

N: Want to keep it as generic as possible.

H: Maybe we can find a better wording for “…a "lollipop", and the MnS consumer interface by a "chicken feet".”

Discuss offline.

Rev. in 728. 

MCC: WI code is wrong. Should be METHOGY.
N: Propose to create a new Rel-15 CR which this is a mirror of. Then we can use the WI code NETSLICE.

H: Corresponding Rel-15 CR to S5-196826 is S5-196825. Both these packages need to be checked for potential overlap and potential merge.

New Tdoc# for the Rel-15 CR: 729. CR# 0054.

MCC: The title in 3GU is wrong, using 32.533. Should be 28.533.

	
	
	NRM- 6+ 3 late

	
	
	5GC stage3 – 2

	
	S5-197059
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.541 XML Solution Set for 5GC
Some comments on the cover page.

Rev. in 730 – pre-agreed.

	
	S5-197105
	Add managedNFProfile definition for ngc NRM - stage3
Chair: Similar issues on the cover page.

N. Why adding the NFProfile to the 5GC NRM?
C: managedNFProfile is an attribute in 28.541
N: Need more discussion offline.

Keep open.

	
	
	Measurementlist -4

	
	S5-197274
	Rel-15 CR TS 28.622 update the definition of attribute measurementsList
E: Consider if “isUnique” should be True for measurementsList.

E: Ok to keep it as is.

CMCC and Chair: Spelling errors in cover page.

Rev. in 733 – pre-agreed.

	
	S5-197275
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.622 Add measurementsList attribute into related IOCs
Agreed.

	
	S5-197276
	Rel-15 CR TS 28.623 update the definition of attribute measurementsList
Chair: Spelling errors on cover page.

E: The Yang parts for this are missing. We could add them in a revised version.

Rev. in 734 – to include also the missing Yang parts.

	
	S5-197277
	Rel-16 CR TS 28.623 Add the definition of attribute measurementsList
ZTE: Yang also missing in this one.

E: Would like to add the Yang part to this CR as well.

N: What is the methodology for this? Do we always need to bring a Yang part to each Stage 3 update? A contribution with a Stage 2 part and one corresponding Stage 3 for one SS should be possible to approve.
Rev. in 735 – to include also the missing Yang parts.

	
	
	NRM late - 3

	
	S5-197321

(late)
 - NA
	Update Stage 3 SEPP definition in 5GC NRM

	
	S5-197327

(late)
 -NA
	Rel15 Refine NRM JSON structure

	
	S5-197331

(late)
 – NA
	Rel16 Refine NRM JSON structure

	
	
	Management services - 6

	
	
	Fault supervision - 3

	
	S5-197081
	CR Rel-15 28.532 v1530 correct event time defn
Chair: Error in cover page.

Rev. in 736 – pre-agreed.

	
	S5-197082
	CR Rel-15 28.532 v1530 correct event time defn
Chair: Error in cover page.

Rev. in 737 – pre-agreed.

	
	S5-197085
（withdrawn）
	Add configurable FM

	
	
	Notification - 1

	
	S5-197083
	Add notifyAlert
H: The alert looks similar as the Threshold notification. 

E: Yes it is similar, but the Threshold notification implementation is heavy.

N: What is the motivation for this? Is it related to Netconf? E: See the Reason for change. It is not coming from Netconf.

N: How do we know if one alert is missing? E: There is no standard way to do that.

More offline discussions needed.

N: We need a discussion paper for this explaining the motivation. Maybe a generic notification could be ok.
Rev. in 740.

	
	
	Stage 3 - 2

	
	S5-197444
	Correct schema to reflect location in the specifications
MCC: Wrong WI code. Change to TEI16.

Rev. in 741 – pre-agreed.

	
	S5-197445
	Correct XML Schema for consistency and clarity
Same issue with the WI code.

Rev. in 742 – pre-agreed.

	
	
	Methodolgy -3

	
	S5-197249
	Discussion paper on resolution of Editors note in TS 32.160 clause W4.3

	
	S5-197250
	CR Rel-16 32.160 Resolution of Editors Note in clause W4.3 Class definitions

	
	S5-197251
	CR Rel-16 32.156 Update attribute properties table in clause 5.2.1.1

	
	
	Trace&MDT-3

	
	S5-197432
	Correction of definition and reference

	
	S5-197443
	Add New Trace data Requirement

	
	S5-197447
	Removing not used reference and add reference to definition


