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A. Introduction:

This document includes OAM tdocs sequence, grouping proposal and Chair notes of the discussion.
1. OAM Sessions email thread detailed principles:

a) Grouping of the tdocs according to the following principles for each OAM agenda item:

· Combine all the editorial tdocs in one email thread 

· Combine the related stage 2 and stage 3 tdocs in one email thread

· Combine the technical related tdocs in one email thread

· A coordinator of the email thread is nominated in THIS document. The responsibility of the coordinator is described in the e-meeting process slides. 

b) For the tdocs which do not have related tdocs or all the tdocs in the group are from the same company, the author of the tdoc is the coordinator of the email thread. The single tdoc will go for email thread independently following the process as described in the e-meeting process slides. 

2. The responsible Chair/VC as moderator for each agenda item in email thread:

· Thomas Tovinger: 

· 1~5 



· 6.1
OAM plenary


· 6.2
new WID


· 6.3 
MAINT



· 6.4



· 6.4.1
OAM_NPN


· 6.4.2
EMA5SLA


· 6.4.3
e_5GMDT


· 6.4.4
adNRM


· 6.4.5
eQoE



· 6.4.6
ePM_KPI_5G


· 6.4.7
eMEMTANE


· 6.4.8
MADCOL
· Zou Lan: 

· 6.4.9
ANL



· 6.4.10
IDMS_MN


· 6.4.11
NPM



· 6.4.12
eCOSLA


· 6.4.13
eSON_5G


· 6.4.14
E_HOO



· 6.4.15
EE5GPLUS


· 6.4.16
5GDMS


· 6.4.17
MANS

· 6.4.18
eMDAS

· 6.4.19
PACMAN

· 6.4.20
FIMA



· 6.4.21
ECM


· 6.4.22 NSA_SBMA

· 6.4.23 MSAC
· 6.4.24 eNETSLICE_PRO


· 6.5



· 6.5.1
FS_EE5G



· 6.5.2
FS_NSMEN



· 6.5.3
FS_YANG



· 6.5.4
FS_NSCE



· 6.5.5
FS_CICDNS



· 6.5.6
FS_eSBMA


· 6.5.7
FS_MANS

B. tDoc lists:

	Tdoc
	Title/Source/Comments
	Information

	6.4.9. Autonomous network levels

	ANL email thread TITLE list (5):

[SA5#140e], 6.4.9-ANL, S5-216217 pCR TS 28.100 update Annex A to align with clause 7.1 

[SA5#140e], 6.4.9-ANL, S5-216256 pCR TS 28.100 Update scope

[SA5#140e], 6.4.9-ANL, S5-216257 pCR TS 28.100 Update workflow, tasks and generic autonomous network level description 

[SA5#140e], 6.4.9-ANL, S5-216258 pCR TS 28.100 Clean up

[SA5#140e], 6.4.9-ANL, S5-216259 Presentation of Spec to TSG TS 28.100 Version 2.0.0

	S5-216217
	pCR TS 28.100 update Annex A to align with clause 7.1 (Huawei,China Mobile) (Ruiyue Xu)
23 Nov: no comments received until 22 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.
	pCRr, TS 28.100 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216256
	pCR TS 28.100 Update scope (China Mobile, Huawei) (Xi Cao)
23 Nov: no comments received until 22 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	pCRr, TS 28.100 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216257
	pCR TS 28.100 Update workflow, tasks and generic autonomous network level description (China Mobile, Huawei) (Xi Cao)
23 Nov: no comments received until 22 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	pCRr, TS 28.100 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216258
	pCR TS 28.100 Clean up (China Mobile, Huawei) (Xi Cao)
23 Nov: no comments received until 22 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	pCRr, TS 28.100 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216259
	Presentation of Spec to TSG TS 28.100 Version 2.0.0 (China Mobile) (Xi Cao)
23 Nov: no comments received until 22 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	other



	6.4.10. Intent driven management service for mobile networks

	IDMS_MN email thread TITLE list (10):

[SA5#140e], 6.4.10-IDMS_MN, GROUP#1(S5-216042/S5-216043/S5-216223/S5-216301/S5-216360/S5-216400) generic Intent model
[SA5#140e], 6.4.10-IDMS_MN, S5-216126 pCR 28.312 ServiceDeploymentExpectation Datatype definition 

[SA5#140e], 6.4.10-IDMS_MN, S5-216218 pCR TS 28.312 Update the concept of intent in clause 4.1.3 
[SA5#140e], 6.4.10-IDMS_MN, S5-216219 pCR TS 28.312 Update the use case description to align with intent definition 

[SA5#140e], 6.4.10-IDMS_MN, S5-216220 pCR TS 28.312 Add concept of intent translation 

[SA5#140e], 6.4.10-IDMS_MN, S5-216221 pCR TS 28.312 Update intent life cycle management in Annex B.1

[SA5#140e], 6.4.10-IDMS_MN, GROUP#2(S5-216222/S5-216273) pCR TS 28.312 pCR TS 28.312 Add Intent management requirements

[SA5#140e], 6.4.10-IDMS_MN, S5-216224 pCR TS 28.312 Update RadioNetworkExpectation

[SA5#140e], 6.4.10-IDMS_MN, S5-216261 pCR 28.312 update the intent definition

[SA5#140e], 6.4.10-IDMS_MN, S5-216266 pCR 28.312 update the terms and introduction of use cases

	S5-216042
	Description of  Information Elements of an Intent (Nokia Germany, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Huawei Asiainfo) (Stephen Mwanje)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded with merging the content in S5-216301 and Ruiyue’s comments on S5-216043.
17 Nov: comments in https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG5_TM/TSGS5_140e/Inbox/Drafts/S5-216042rev1%20pCR%20TS%2028.312%20Description%20of%20Information%20Elements%20of%20an%20Intent-Huawei%20Suggestion%2020211117.docx uploaded. 
More comments received on clarification of definition of IntentExpectation, context target, Desired outcomes. 
18 Nov: E not supportive. 

No many reservations from modelling point of view. 

However, many statements Ericsson does not agree conceptually. 

“ensure that an Object O is in a specific state S" -  this statement is changing definition of the intent which is already defined in TS as “the expectations including requirements, goals and constraints given to a 3GPP system, without specifying how to achieve them.”  The Intent is to bring in certain requirements, expectations on the system… e.g. regarding an object (which does not have to exist in the system)… after which the system will change its state but it is not in control of the author of the Intent.  Author of the intent does not care about system state, it cares only about its requirements (which are expressed as expectations in the intent)

Object as part of requirement – Yes, but it is not necessarily managed object, MOI (which exists in the system). 

"ensure that Objects {O1,O2, …ON} are in a specific state S" - What is a point to have an intent if the list of objects instances to be changed is already known?  There is no space for autonomous system decision how the requirements needs to be handled.  It looks like ordinary assurance use case towards particular network resource (slice, cell) or network (subnetwork, object class).  

To conclude the given example “"ensure that handoverFailureRate < 2% if Load > 80%", where the target "HandoverFailureRate < 2%" is only to be achieved only in the context "Load > 80%".” … together with defined list of Managed Objects (or just a Class of the object which implies all Instances of the given class to be addressed) looks like nothing like Intent but Policy

Since we are trying to align with other SDOs (see editorial note at the start of the spec) I hope all the concepts can be easily mapped to TM Forum proposed objects and attributes
19 Nov: rev3 uploaded.
19 Nov Conf call:
E: align conceptually. Need to find the best naming for “object”/”target”/”context”. An Editor’s note can be added.  Semantically we are aligned.
DT: clarification on “business object” “distinguish the requirements” “combination of requirements”? 
N: business requirement is outside of 3GPP scope, can be removed. 

HW: suggest to align the naming with 6043. We could add example to explain business object (e. g. product). 
DT: use of context/ constraints need to be aligned. 
22 Nov: rev4 uploaded with merge 6301
23 Nov: China Mobile objects the contribution S5-216042 and S5-216043.

The content of those contributions is inconsistent with intent definition. Because the scope of context exceeds the scope of definition.

23 Nov: Huawei: following Editor’s Note is already captured in S5-216043rev6, which explicitly state the naming of the term is FFS. I think your concern mentioned below already be addressed. Would like to know what’s the main concern from CMCC.
Nokia: your objection is not justified.

•
First it does not make sense that you insist on the word constraint a opposed to context even after we have provided a clear explanation

•
Two we added this note to page 4: “Editor’s Note: The naming of the terms may need further discussion.“ which clearly allows for the terms to be revised at a later stage. Stopping the whole contribution because of a single term given all the discussions that have bene undertaken is not justified.
24 Nov: Huawei proposed to S5-216042rev4. Propose to include the “Editor’s  Note: whether using the context or constraint is FFS, which needs to discuss together  with intent definition.” in the final version to address CMCC’s objection. 

CMCC is ok with this proposal.
24 Nov: Ericsson likes to co-sign 216042. 
VC requested to make the following update in rev5. 

1.
Add supporting company. 

2.
Add the following EN: 

a.
S5-216042rev4, propose to include the “Editor’s Note: whether using the context or constraint is FFS, which needs to discuss together  with intent definition.” in the final version.
24 Nov: Rev5 uploaded after the last revision upload deadline. 
Conclusion: Email Approved with tdoc# S5-216447.
 
	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216043
	Extend Attributes of the Intent IOC (Nokia Germany, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Huawei Asiainfo) (Stephen Mwanje)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. S5-216043rev1 uploaded with merging S5-216223.
17 Nov: Some further suggestions (most are rewording) in https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG5_TM/TSGS5_140e/Inbox/Drafts/S5-216043rev1%20pCR%20TS%2028.312%20Extend%20Attributes%20of%20the%20Intent%20IOC-Huawei%20Suggestion%2020211117.docx uploaded. 
More comments received on intentTarget.
18 Nov: E not supportive.

What is a motivation to remove editorial note at the start of the comment. The problem is not solved hence note should be left.

How proposed contribution resolves the editorial note in ch.3.1 re: alignment with another [Ericsson: SDO] organization?  This model as proposed implies it can be only used within 3GPP domain.   

Can the proposed be updated so it matches TM Forum modelling proposal captured shortly at the end of the document

There is no IntentReport on the diagram – Ericson thinks the Report should be modelled separately to the Intent as there is a clear separation in different designation of those two objects.  Intent captures Requirements.  Intent Report captures how Requirements are met and establishes connection with NRM

What happened with original FFS. Please, put it back.  Probably you are not using latest version of the TS.
19 Nov Conf call:
E: related to 6042. Same comments regarding the naming. 
22 Nov: rev4/rev5 uploaded with merge S5-216223,S5-216360 and S5-216400.
22 Nov Conf call:  E will have a look on rev5.
23 Nov: China Mobile objects the contribution S5-216042 and S5-216043.

The content of those contributions is inconsistent with intent definition. Because the scope of context exceeds the scope of definition.
Huawei proposed to S5-216043rev6: propose to include the “Editor’s Note: whether using the context or constraint is FFS, which needs to discuss together  with intent definition.” and “Editor’s Note: the relationship related to context in above figure need  further study” to address CMCC objection. 

CMCC is ok with this proposal. 
24 Nov: rev7 is uploaded after the last revision upload deadline.
Conclusion: Email approval with new tdoc# S5-216448.

	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216223
	pCR TS 28.312 Update intent information model (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)
15 Nov: Nokia: pCR overlaps with S5-216043, all content in S5-216223 is fully addressed by S5-216043 and more. I suggest we combined all into S5-216043.
17 Nov: more comments on clarification of expectedObjectType , expectedObjectContexts and expectationContexts.
18 Nov: E not supportive. 

I see this contribution is trying to align with some TM Forum concepts.  But why do we need different names for the same concepts?  If we reuse the same attribute/parameter names this will allow us to do mapping going forward. 

Object Instance: why do we need this attribute?  Instance of which object do you mean?  

What is a difference between ObjectType, IntentTargets and ObjectInstance… 

Also, I see many in SA5 community share the idea of Intent model federation which can be extended by other SDOs hence Intent as a concept can be used seamlessly between different systems compliant with SDOs federating the same intent model.  Yes, this is something we like to address in Rel-18 but I think we need to think about it now.  If we define in Rel-17 something which is not “federable” in Rel-18 we will be facing either non-compatible change to the model, a different solution and then we will face a problem of ending up with too solutions or dropping obsolete solution (which will be waste to me).  How proposed solution can resolve model federation issues going forward?  
19 Nov Conf call:
Merge into 6043. 
24 Nov: Ericsson keeps objection on 216223.

Conclusion: Merged into tdoc#S5-216448 for email approval.
	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.6.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216301
	Discussion on Intent Model (AsiaInfo Technologies Inc) (Chunying Tang)
15 Nov: Nokia not supporting. Discussion is similar to past contribution by Nokia, content has been superseded by recent discussions. – see Nokia’s contribution S5-216042/S5-216043
17 Nov: more comments received. 
18 Nov: E not supportive.

While I see Nokia is not supportive on this I would say this contribution is very close to what is being discussed in Nokia’s 216042.  Can it be merged with 216042?

How does proposed modelling addresses the editori note “Alignment with other organization is to be considered.”  Organization in the context of this note is another SDO/SDOs

Intent Report is not one to one mapping with Intent.  It is one to many… Reports are generated periodically and this can be defined by MnS consumer defining an Intent when and how reports are generated

ManagedObject -  Intent is bringing into the system requirements… It is not targeted towards specific ManagedObject as external user will have no idea about internals of the system…   Clarify what ManagedObject are we talking about here.

Why on high level we provide some definitions here can those be better aligned with what is already being considered by TM Forum… in this way we can achieve better alignment with other SDOs as TM Forum is one of those

While I agree IntentReport is something which is very needed, I suggest to defer all discussion on internals of the intent report till we conclude on modelling of Intent… it is not completed yet

“Proposal 1: An IntentExpectation should include ManagedObject, Target, and Constraint.” – a point behind Intent concept is that author of the Intent does not have much idea about system internals.  Why ManagedObject has to be specified, it breaks the Intent as the concept.  Re: target and constraint – can those be matching proposed by TM Forum already for Expectation (e.g. in IG1253A)

Proposal 2: An IntentExpectation can include Information which is reference content or knowledge, e.g., intent source and intent priority.

Intent itself is a knowledge object… hence saying information contains knowledge does not help much to understand what is Info about

Proposal 3: IntentReport should include IntentExpectationReport.

Let’s deffer modelling of Intent Report to later… as its structure will be defined by modelling of the Intent.  But I agree likewise IntentReport is reporting on Intent the ExpectationReport will be reporting on Expectation

Proposal 4: Introduce Operationstatus (e.g. Operationresult and reason) on whether the intent can be executed to IntentReport.

What is a difference between fulfillment status and operation status?  Why it needs to be reflected if we have a report about each single expectation?

Proposal 5: Introduce FulfillStatus and reason to IntentReport.

Same as above why we need it if we have report on each single expectation

Proposal 6: An IntentExpectationReport should include multiple FulfilStatus.

Yes, I agree ExpectationReport needs to have sort of statement if expectation is met or not.  However, since the interface tends to be used as M2M interface there is not much value in evaluating overall Expectation if there is more than one attribute/value defined within the Expectation.  The report should bring one to exact attribute, parameter which does not meet what’s expected so Intent author can reconsider e.g. relax requirements on this particular parameter

Proposal 7: An Intent should be modelled to include filter.

Please find detail proposals in pCR S5-216360…   

Comments on filter will be provided below then… 
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded.

19 Nov Conf call:
E: suggest to merge 301 into 6042/6043. 

We agree we need intentreport. Whether intentreport is standalone or part of intent object. For proposal 3 needs more discussion. 

N:  Support proposal 1 and 2. Support the idea of proposal 3. 

HW: proposal 2 is captured in 6043. Proposal 1 is partly captured in 6042. Suggest to include IntentReport IOC also in this meeting.

E: if intentReport outside of Intent, it should mirror the model of intent. 
E support to have intentReport IOC. 

HW: 1. Whether intentReport is datatype or IOC or string?

2. Whether intentReport is contained by intent? 
E: intentRport is separate object from intent. Intent is separate from intentReport. Whether model it as IOC needs more discussion. 
A: do not support intentreport is separate object from intent. The relation should aggregation between the two objects. 

N: intentreport should not separate object from intent. Intentreport should be tied with intent. 
E: when intent is received, the producer decides the intentreport and inform the consumer. 
I: What will be in the intentreport? General level or detail information on what has been done to support intent? 
N: mainly report the details of intent. 

HW: share the opinion with Nokia and Asiainfo. Need to align the understanding of intent. 
E: like the question from intel. 
23 Nov: merge into 6042.
Conclusion: Merged into final tdoc#S5-216447.


	discussion



	S5-216360
	pCR TS 28.312 Add attributes of the IntentReport (AsiaInfo Technologies Inc) (Chunying Tang)
15 Nov: Nokia not supporting. The recent agreement is t use CRUD for the intent LCM, which includes the capability to read the intent MOI. So, if the consumer can read the intent object (MOI), why can’t the producer write related fulfilment information to the intent MOI so that the consumer rads the information from there?
17 Nov: Huawei suggest to merge the update of Intent MOI and IntentExpectation to S5-216043/S5-216223.
18 Nov: Nokia supports the proposal from Huawei below to merge the fulfilment status report into S5-216043.
E not supportive.

o
Farther discussion needed but better to delay it till discussion on Intent modelling is completed…

o
Each attribution proposed is a question. See comments right above on 216301

o
Problem with Diagram is that now it shows “Management Node” as parent to Intent and Intent Report IOC while before it was FFS and to me it is still FFS

o
I do not see filter as mentioned in 216301
19 Nov: rev2 uploaded.

19 Nov Conf call:
See notes in 6301. 
23 Nov: merge into 6043.
Conclusion: Merged into tdoc#S5-216448 for email approval.


	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.6.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216400
	Update intent information model (Ericsson Telecomunicazioni SpA) (Volodymyr Malashnyak)
15 Nov: Nokia not supporting. May be its better to merge this proposal (if it for the Intent IOC) with S5-216043.
16 Nov: more comments received. 
17 Nov: Huawei not supportive. 

1.
Needs to discuss and merge with S5-216043 and S5-216223. 

2.
Some concrete comments for intent IOC:

-
Why remove the IntentExpectation, which we discussed and agreed in previous meeting that Intent contain one or multiple IntentExpectation(s).

-
Why Intent needs to associated to itself, does it mean Intent is self-association

-
Why remove IntentFulfilStatus, which is the basic attribute for intentReport

-
Clarify the usage of IntentPurpose

-
Clarify the difference of intentContent with existing IntentExpectation

3.
The proposal for IntentContent model is not follow SA5 stage 2 template. The stage2 information solution should be protocol agnostic, current proposal to use the protocol RDF/RDFS for stage2 model is unacceptable, which against SA5 work procedure.

4.
Current SA5 introduce YAML and YANG as two alternative protocol solutions for all SA5 model, RDF/RDFS may be an another alternative solution set used for intent model. But if the intention is to introduce a new protocol solution set like RDF/RDFS, it should do some investigation in general for the RDF/RDFS, and the pros/cons to introduce this in SA5.
More clarification comments received on “intentoperation” , “intent object”.
18 Nov: more discussion.
19 Nov Conf call:
E: introduce RDFS in this document, need to have common start with some tools.  
HW: RDF/RDFS is stage2 or stage3?

E: it’s stage2. 

HW: are u proposing new stage2 for model? 

E: yes. As we like to have an extendable model. 
HW: need to update the stage2 template specification. 

N: same concern as Huawei. Not sure how to map to currently SA5 stage2 template. Don’t think SA5 is the group to define federation model. TMF is the group for producing federation models. 

E: E likes to use TMF as common model. 

N: SA5 is defining SA5 model and can be map to TMF model.  SA5 uses SA5 template but it can still map to TMF. You can’t copy from TMF, you can just do mapping. 
E: if we come up with common model, we can just do extension. Where the common model defined? It can be defined in TMF. We can define SA5 model which can be extend from the common model. We don’t want have adaption. 
HW: We need to understand what is “common model” ? We may need to align the template between two groups. 
Question: How to align 3GPP model with TMF models? 

VC: suggest to continue the discussion and provide concrete options to progress this topic. 
23 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
Nokia objects to contribution S5-216400 for two reasons:

-
the details of the intent content need to be spelt out, i.e., the generic intent content attribute needs to be replaced with detailed information elements that show the uses and relationship of the information elements.

-
The federation of models should not be in SA5 as SA5 does not have such scope.
Conclusion: Noted
	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.6.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216126
	pCR 28.312 ServiceDeploymentExpectation Datatype definition (Samsung Electronics France SA) (Deepanshu Gautam)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. Nokia object.

1.
We expect that there can be so many different kinds of intents with small variations among them. In that respect it is hard for many companies to agree on any single intent, in fact on any single use case for intents. Specific use cases as proposed here for the ServiceDeploymentExpectation should be treated as examples of intents that follow and show the usage of a general and flexible intent framework. Nokia and Huawei have proposed this framework (see S5-216042). We propose that this contribution be restructured according to the generic Intent model and resubmitted as an example intent.
23 Nov: Nokia objects to contribution S5-216126 as our questions/comments have not been addressed.
Conclusion: Noted
	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.6.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216218
	pCR TS 28.312 Update the concept of intent in clause 4.1.3 (Huawei, Ericsson) (Ruiyue Xu)
18 Nov: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded.
22 Nov: E co-sign this tdoc. rev2 uploaded. 
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216449

	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.6.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216219
	pCR TS 28.312 Update the use case description to align with intent definition (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.

18 Nov: more comments received. Rev1 uploaded. 
22 Nov: Comments resolved. 
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216450


	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.6.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216220
	pCR TS 28.312 Add concept of intent translation (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. Nokia not supporting. 

1.
The concept of intent translations as proposed is only informative and not fit for a normative document. As a minimum the related requirements should be provided if there is any normative aspect to the presented concept.
18 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216451


	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.6.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216221
	pCR TS 28.312 Update intent life cycle management in Annex B.1 (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. Ericsson Not supportive if it is about automation of Intent LCM.

1.
first we need to have definition of LCM (which is the Annex) and then we can write about 3GPP solution for LCM automation

2.
We do agree with some refinements of the text but first bullet point above needs to be fixed 

3.
The Life-Cycle Management escalates the needs in Automation since deriving an Intent requires sometimes so much information which cannot be handled by human efficiently (e.g. when intent becomes obsolete, however Intent LCM still stands even if there is no Automation. 

4.
In other words Intent can be seen as enabler for Automation of Network management and Autonomous networks.  Probably this is the original idea of the contribution.   

Nokia supporting with revision request.
18 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
22 Nov: comments resolved. 
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216452


	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.6.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216222
	pCR TS 28.312 pCR TS 28.312 Add generic Intent management requirements (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)
18 Nov: first set of comments received. 

 E: REQ-Intent_Driven_MnS-CON-2 The intent driven MnS shall have capability enabling MnS consumer to request MnS producer to modify an existing Intent object, including corresponding intent expectations. – NOK Depends on the discussion around Intent modelling, this procedure will OR will not be trivial but rather very complex where they same could be achieved with replacement of the Intent…  Remember it is not simply modifying a single resource (which can cause tiny service outage) but it is modifying an Intent which in fact can be a service delivered to millions of UE-s… implementation of such a use case can be complex to cutter for scenarios if something goes wrong…  Let’s keep this aside for later discussion
18 Nov: rev1 uploaded. rev1 merge with first requirement and last requirement from this pCR. Suggest to revise the S5-216273 to remove these two requirements.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216453


	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.6.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216273
	Add judge requirements and intent database query requirements for intent driven management (China Mobile) (Xiaowen Sun)
17 Nov: Huawei suggests to focus on the second requirement and third requirement in this pCR, for other requirements (fist one and last one) can be merged to S5-216222.  CMCC agreed with the merge proposal. More discussion received. 
23 Nov:

Ericsson not supportive. We question the statement in rationale: “If the MnS producer judge that the intent is malicious or infeasible….” . and the related requirement REQ-Intent-CON-x. Assumption should be that MnS consumer is trusted client and interfaces are secured hence there is no point to have this method. If you assume that the MnS consumer is not trusted then there is a huge problem that cannot be solved just by putting a new requirement about capability.

About parallel intents and the second requirement: 

It is not clear what database you refer to. Unclear if the scope only is within the MnS producer or also across MnS producers.

If you mean the list of intents and belonging information for one producer, then the requirement Is redundant, the list of MOs already exist and the analysis and execution is internal implementation.
Conclusion: Noted
	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.6.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216224
	pCR TS 28.312 Update RadioNetworkExpectation (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. 
18 Nov: more comments received. Rev1 uploaded.
22 Nov: rev3 uploaded.
24 Nov: Ericsson is not supportive on this contribution, Ericsson also proposes to continue with this contribution in email review.
As you know there is another thread where we have a discussion on the modelling of the Expectation.  I see you keep it very much aligned with that discussion where contribution by Nokia 216043 is defining a sort of a template for ServiceExpectation.  And you are aligned to that.  There was no many comments on Ericsson side up to the point when we are clear about how we like to see the Expectation and your proposal is almost there.  

(1) There is a one comment I am going to give to Nokia on 216043 that it is not ObjectType which needs to be used but Object.  I think this is minor comment and can be fixed in the next revision so we can close it 

(2) Probably it is editorial comment, but do you agree that we do not need to introduce a new IntentEpectation class here… as you say it is example.  Then why do you name it as “RadioNetworkExpectation”?  If it is plain English should we not call it Radio Network Expectation or even better example of Expectation for Radio Network.  It sounds incomplete and here I would like to refer to other contribution we discussed in Intent topic: SA-216219….Here we are talking about Expectations to deliver a service, to deliver a network.   So basically here you have an Example of Delivery Expectation and with Object equal to Network it is Network Delivery Expectation.   I think if we like we can have DeliveryExpectation as example (or probably a subclass) of IntentExpectation where the Object = Network will mean it is a Network DeliveryExpectation.  I think it needs further discussion but it is a huge progress.  I don’t mind to take further discussion with emails as I really like it.  Probably the focus of the discussion should be all these targets and context… and please keep Editor note that all of these are FFS as we still to reconsider a naming for these….  
24 Nov: rev4 uploaded after the last revision upload deadline.
Conclusion: Email approval with new tdoc# S5-216454.

	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.6.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216261
	pCR 28.312 update the intent definition (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Jiachen Zhang)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded. 
E not supportive. 

If we take the following as an example “The system is expected to deliver eMBB Service for PLMN id = 1234567890, in location = Ireland, with latency = 1ms, throughput = 1Gbps”.  In this example, I see eMBB Service as a goal of the Intent and latency and throughput are constraint for this service although it does not 

Which of this is goal and which is constrain?  Or give your own example, which shows goal and constrains as per proposed definition.  Speaking about goal as per definition the 3GPP System state can be captured with thousands of attributes, alarms and metrics.   Intent can’t specify this… it is too much.  Author/creator of the intent does not have to capture target system state
22 Nov: E objection remains. We do not agree with this definition. Constrain is rather a parameter not a limitation on the goal.
23 Nov: more discussion. 

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.6.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216266
	pCR 28.312 update the terms and introduction of use cases (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Jiachen Zhang)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. Nokia not supportive.

I think it is not necessary to classify between transient intents or otherwise. There is no definition of “lasting influence” and any such time of influence changes on a continuum. Some intents will have very short influence, others slightly longer and other very long. some even have non-deterministic time of influence. E.g. if the intent deletes an object should we consider that short time (since the deletion is instant) or infinite (since the object remains deleted for an infinitely long time)?

I believe the change is not needed.
E not supportive.

1-Transient intent, The definition in this contribution is contradicting definition of Intent as Intent is not “specifying how to achieve” the goal (specified operation is not compliant with this definition)

2-First senence under introduction: “This use case describes a scenario ….” – this sentence contradicts the definition of the “transient intent” done by this contribution.  If you mean “transient intent” is a “job” then it is a job or task or procedure which does not have to be life-cycle managed as soon as it is completed.  Why do we need to call it Intent?

3-We do not think this classification according to this definition, brings any value to Intent management.
22 Nov: E objection remains. We still question the value of this. “transient intent” as you describe is Job, task or procedure which does not have to be life-cycle managed when completed. Why then don’t use the exiting capabilities to perform this task/Job? Why usage of Intent?
23 Nov: in previous submission for SA5#139e, Ericsson commented the very same about the proposed definition of Transient in the DP you submitted and the DT was not indorsed. We still see the Transient intent as nothing else than a classical process trigger. Using intent label for a classic process trigger operation violate the original definition of intent since it contains an imperative instruction to do a task. 

You wrote below:  If the consumer’s intent expression implies the requirement of assurance after deployment, the deployment intent is actually persistent. Otherwise, it is a transient intent.

The existing introduction of use cases isn’t shown whether consumer has the assurance needs. Hence, we should add the definitions of persistent and transient intent and update the corresponding introduction. In this way, the use case can be more instructive. Also, those two kinds of intent have different requirements on intent LCM as the definition said.

It is almost the same answer as in previous meeting for the DTP when you commented “…an intent to deploy a communication service, which is a transient intent with the expectation of deployment. “. Our answer remains the same that there is no need for operations on this level to be labeled as intent. Further, we don’t agree that some intents should not be life cycle managed. Ericsson is not supportive to this proposal.

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.6.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	6.4.11
Network policy management for 5G mobile networks based on NFV scenarios

	NPM email thread TITLE list (5):

[SA5#140e], 6.4.11-NPM, S5-216119 pCR 28.556 Add notificaition definition 

[SA5#140e], 6.4.11-NPM, GROUP#1(S5-216120/S5-216173) Policy activation and deactivation 

[SA5#140e], 6.4.11-NPM, S5-216121 pCR 28.556 Add stage 3 definition 

[SA5#140e], 6.4.11-NPM, S5-216124 Presentation of Spec 28.556 to SA for Approval

[SA5#140e], 6.4.11-NPM, S5-216174 pCR 28.556 update PolicyContent definition

	S5-216119
	pCR 28.556 Add notificaition definition (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Shasha Guo)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.
22 Nov: rev1 uploaded. 
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216455


	pCRr, TS 28.556 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216120
	pCR 28.556 Change stage 2 information attribute definition (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Shasha Guo)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216456


	pCRr, TS 28.556 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216173
	pCR 28.556 update Policy activation and deactivation procedure (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
22 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216457


	pCRr, TS 28.556 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216121
	pCR 28.556 Add stage 3 definition (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Shasha Guo)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.
22 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216458


	pCRr, TS 28.556 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216124
	Presentation of Spec 28.556 to SA for Approval (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Shasha Guo)
17 Nov: E question on the work of NPM have not been completed if the “YANG/Netconf-based solution set” is missing.
23 Nov: CMCC clarified 216121rev1 has added this part.
Conclusion: Approved with no further comments received.


	pCRr, TS 28.556 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216174
	pCR 28.556 update PolicyContent definition (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216459


	pCRr, TS 28.556 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	6.4.12
Enhanced Closed loop SLS Assurance

	eCOSLA email thread TITLE list (3):

[SA5#140e], 6.4.12-eCOSLA, S5-216397 Discussion paper on composite management service for Cosla 

[SA5#140e], 6.4.12-eCOSLA, S5-216406 Draft CR Rel 17 Add support for pause point

Input to draftCR (TS 28.536):

[SA5#140e], 6.4.12-eCOSLA, GROUP#1(S5-216230/S5-216231) assurance report for eCOSLA

	S5-216230
	Rel-17 Input to draftCR S5-215550 TS 28.536 Updates to assurance report for eCOSLA (Huawei Technologies Japan K.K.) (Jian Zhang)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded. More comments received.
22 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216460.


	draftCRr, TS 28.536 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. C



	S5-216231
	Rel-17 Input to draftCR S5-215550 TS 28.536 Add stage 3 SS definitions to assurance report for eCOSLA (Huawei Technologies Japan K.K.) (Jian Zhang)
22 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
24 Nov: Forge link for stage 3 is missing in rev1. 
VC requested to make update to add the stage3 link in 6231rev2. 
24 Nov: rev2 uploaded with the forge link after the last revision upload deadline. 
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216461. 

	draftCRr, TS 28.536 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. C



	S5-216397
	Discussion paper on composite management service for Cosla (Ericsson LM) (Jan Groenendijk)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. 
Huawei not supportive.
1 General Comment: It is very confuse for the motivation and target for this Discussion paper, I would suggest to elaborate more on what you plan to do and what will be specified in Rel-17 eCOSLA specification.

2 Concrete Comments:

-
1. What’s the box in the figure, is it MnF?

-
2.What’s the COLSA MnS, cosla_Prov MnS, cosla_Fault MnS, any definition for them?

-
3. Clairfy “the connection between the various management services [2], [3] and the Cosla management service” is used in which interface and for which management purpose?

-
4.The TS 28.536 is a stage 2 specification, which mainly focus on NRM for the COSLA, what’s the concrete impact on NRM for COSLA?

-
5. How to consume these management services to satisfy the COSLA purposes is already described in the procedure.

Lenovo not supportive.

Figure 3.1 is conceptually incorrect (or at least very confusing.) 

1.
What is the Cosla_MnS consuming all other MnS?

2.
Which MnS is it consuming from the other MnS? I assume the Cosla_MnS doesn’t need to ge performance metrics from the performance MnS.

3.
What is the point of creating such an MnS?
18 Nov: Asiainfo not supportive.

1.
Pls clarify the differences between  cosla_Prov MnS and Prov MnS. And other cosla_xx_Mns.

2.
We do not think this contributions brings any value to CoSLA.
18 Nov Conf call:

L: clarify the intention of this tdoc.

E: consumer could talk to CoslaMnS, no need to talk directly to other MnS. 
L: agree with the intention, but the diagram needs to update.
HW: what’s impact to stage 2 as the proposal is to add this diagram to 28.536? Need to add the stage2 impact. 28.535 already have the description about COSLA MnS could consume other MnS. 
HW: need to keep the consistency in R17 if this diagram is added as other MnS doesn’t have such diagram. 
DT: Why need additional MnS? Suggest to remove. 
18 Nov: Author asked to noted this tdoc and update for next meeting. 

Conclusion: Noted


	discussion



	S5-216406
	Draft CR Rel 17 Add support for pause point (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
18 Nov: first set of comments received. E object.

o
Introducing a Pausepoint that would need logic to check if an action has to be executed or not. Some closed loops are optimized for fast reaction time, any reduction of reaction time would reduce the efficiency of the closed loop. Therefore the Pausepoint cannot be introduced as a mandatory attribute as it would be mandatory and apply to any closed loop. Using the fact the filter attribute may be empty (pause point is disabled) does not resolve the issue in observation.

o
The executionActionsPauseFilter attribute cannot be of type list of strings.

o
Can you explain if it is possible during operation of a closed loop to add an new action to the pause filter?  
19 Nov/22 Nov: more discussion.
23 Nov: L asked for to discuss this topic in rapporteur call. 
Conclusion: Noted


	draftCRr, TS 28.536 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	6.4.13
Self-Organizing Networks (SON) for 5G networks

	eSON_5G email thread TITLE list (5):

[SA5#140e], 6.4.13-eSON_5G, S5-216040 Rel-17 CR 28.313 Add LBO use cases, requirements, and procedure

[SA5#140e], 6.4.13-eSON_5G, GROUP#1(S5-216095/S5-216107/216108) C-SON notification

[SA5#140e], 6.4.13-eSON_5G, GROUP#2(S5-216195/S5-216196) C-SON CCO

[SA5#140e], 6.4.13-eSON_5G, S5-216322 Clause number correction

[SA5#140e], 6.4.13-eSON_5G, S5-216363 Add beam specific handover counters to MRO

	S5-216040
(late)
	Rel-17 CR 28.313 Add LBO use cases, requirements, and procedure (Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd) (Joey Chou)

Leaders recommendations: late tdoc for converting draftCR to CR, will be treated.
19 Nov: first set of comments received. Rev2 uploaded.
22 Nov: rev3 uploaded. More comments. 
23 Nov: more comments about font/color which are not addressed before last revision upload deadline. E suggest email approval to fix the error.
24 Nov: rev4 uploaded after last revision upload deadline.
Conclusion: rev4 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216462. 

	CR0037r, TS 28.313 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216095
	Rel-17 CR 28.532 Add definition of additionalText in notifyMOIAttributeValueChanges (Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd) (Joey Chou)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. 
E not supportive.

This CR changes TS 28.532, but the WID for eSON_5G does not list this TS as an impacted existing TS/TR. This CR needs to be addressed by another Work Item, one that can change TS 28.532.

The contribution changes an existing general interface.  We are hesitant to adding application-level details like this to a general interface.

In 28.532, the additionalText attribute is defined in clause 8.3.0 and refers to Additional Text in X.733 clause 8.1.2.13. This clause says: “… Understanding the semantics of this field is not required for interpretation of the notification. …”. For this reason, we believe that is not applicable to specify the semantics for additionalText.

We believe that different D-SON functions should not change the same attribute. (If they did, they would be the same SON function.) For this reason, we believe this attribute is unnecessary.
18 Nov: more discussion.
19 Nov: MCC comments. The WID needs to be revised to add the changes in TS 28.532 in the table for impacts on specifications. This CR cannot be agreed before the revised WID. I suggest to postpone this CR or ask the leadership if a revised WID can be created in this emeeting.
Nokia object. 

The parameter “additionalText“ is provided to allow the MnS producer to put any information he deems useful for the MnS consumer. It is a general purpose attribute and its usage fully vendor-specific. The contribution changes this completely. For that reason we disagree with the proposed change. Note that we will also disagree with any potential revision of the CR. The current definition should stay as it is.
22 Nov Conf call:

I: additionaltext is string. 
E: This is a general interface. The proposal only deals with one of the application. Like to make this discussion broader as the change is a general interface. 
I: this attribute has no definition. 
HW: 28.532 is a general specification. The modification is related to SON, maybe put into SON related specifications.
I: suggest to open 107 which contains the modification for the SON specification. 

HW: agree with 107 without changing 28.532. 
E: the attribute in 28.532 is reference to X.733. The definition in X.733 says the content of addtionaltext shall not be needed to parse the message. 
HW: clarify with E on whether additonalText can be standardized?

E:  not to be standardized according to X.733.
N: in ITU-T X.733, this attributes is used to capture vendor specific information. Why not add new attribute? Should not modify generic mechanism for specific use cases. Use case specific information should be put in information model. 
24 Nov: Ericsson objects to these contributions. The main point is that the CRs attempts to restrict the usage of the attribute additionalText. This is not acceptable as the attribute is previously defined to be completely free.

Conclusion: Not Pursued


	CR0192r, TS 28.532 v16.9.0, Rel-17, Cat. C



	S5-216107
	Rel-17 CR 28.313 Add information in the PCI configuration notification  (Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd) (Joey Chou)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. 

E not supportive. Due to the concerns we have about S5-216095, we are not supportive of this CR.
Closing: E maintain objection for this tdoc.
Conclusion: Not Pursued

	CR0038r, TS 28.313 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216108
	Rel-17 CR 28.313 Add information in the C-SON notification (Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd) (Joey Chou)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. 

E not supportive. Due to the concerns we have about S5-216095, we are not supportive of this CR.
Conclusion: Not Pursued

	CR0039r, TS 28.313 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216195
	Rel-17 CR 28.313 Add C-SON CCO control information (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. 
18 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
23 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Agreed with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216463. 


	CR0040r, TS 28.313 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216196
	Rel-17 CR 28.541 Add C-SON CCO NRM model (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. 

18 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
19 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
23 Nov: rev3 uploaded.
24 Nov: For S5-216196 Rel-17 CR 28.541 Add C-SON CCO NRM model (Huawei), Ericsson feels that the has been slow convergence and many changes during the last days, even for the modelling. The CR is far from mature yet, and we have not been able to analyze the recent changes. For this reason, Ericsson objects to this contribution.

Conclusion: Not Pursued


	CR0618r, TS 28.541 v17.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216322
	Clause number correction (Ericsson France S.A.S) (Per Elmdahl)
15 Nov: first set of comments received. Need MCC confirmation. 
18 Nov: MCC feedback I don’t see any change on this CR, so it is not correct. The fix proposed in 108 is the way to go.
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Agreed with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216464. 


	CR0041r, TS 28.313 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. F



	S5-216363
	Add beam specific handover counters to MRO (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Christiane Allwang)
23 Nov: no comments received until 22 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	CR0044r, TS 28.313 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	6.4.14
Enhancement of Handover Optimization

	E_HOO email thread TITLE list (3):

[SA5#140e], 6.4.14-E_HOO, GROUP#1(S5-216050/S5-216051/S5-216319) CHO

[SA5#140e], 6.4.14-E_HOO, GROUP#2(S5-216052/S5-216053/S5-216320) DAPS

[SA5#140e], 6.4.14-E_HOO, S5-216321 DAPS handover Performance Measurements

	S5-216050
	Rel-17 CR NRM for CHO (Ericsson France S.A.S) (Per Elmdahl)
15 Nov: first set of comments received.
16 Nov: rev1 uploaded. 
Conclusion: rev1 Agreed with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216465. 


	CR0608r, TS 28.541 v17.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216051
	Rel-17 CR NRM for CHO Stage 3 (Ericsson France S.A.S) (Per Elmdahl)
15 Nov: first set of comments received.
16 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Agreed with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216466. 


	CR0609r, TS 28.541 v17.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216319
	Conditional Handover services and procedures (Ericsson France S.A.S) (Per Elmdahl)
15 Nov: first set of comments received.
16 Nov: more discussion.
18 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
24 Nov: Intel object S5-216319, since the procedure is wrong.
Closing: E asked for email approval to remove the wrong procedure.
Conclusion: Email approval with tdoc#S5-216613.

	other



	S5-216052
	Rel-17 CR NRM for DAPS handover (Ericsson France S.A.S) (Per Elmdahl)
15 Nov: first set of comments received.
16 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Agreed with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216467. 


	CR0610r, TS 28.541 v17.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216053
	Rel-17 CR NRM for DAPS handover Stage 3 (Ericsson France S.A.S) (Per Elmdahl)
15 Nov: first set of comments received.
16 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Agreed with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216468. 


	CR0611r, TS 28.541 v17.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216320
	DAPS handover services and procedures (Ericsson France S.A.S) (Per Elmdahl)
15 Nov: first set of comments received.
16 Nov/18 Nov: more discussion. 
18 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
24 Nov: Intel object S5-216320, since the procedure is wrong.
Closing: E asked for email approval to remove the wrong procedure.

Conclusion: Email approval with tdoc#S5-216614.

	other



	S5-216321
	DAPS handover Performance Measurements (Ericsson France S.A.S) (Per Elmdahl)
23 Nov: no comments received until 22 Nov.
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.


	CR0336r, TS 28.552 v17.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	6.4.15
Enhancements on EE for 5G networks

	EE5GPLUS email thread TITLE list (2):

[SA5#140e], 6.4.15-EE5GPLUS, S5-216068 Revised WID Enhancements on EE for 5G networks 

[SA5#140e], 6.4.15-EE5GPLUS, S5-216341 Rel-17 CR TS 28.554 Add definition of 5GC energy efficiency (EE) KPI

	S5-216068
	Revised WID Enhancements on EE for 5G networks (Orange) (Jean Michel Cornily)
23 Nov: no comments received until 22 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.
	WID revised



	S5-216341
	Rel-17 CR TS 28.554 Add definition of 5GC energy efficiency (EE) KPI (China Telecom) (Yuxia Niu)
15 Nov: first set of comments received.
17 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
18 Nov: more discussion, more comments received. 
O: There was a consensus in SA5 to focus on N3 interfaces only. Other candidate interfaces were N6 but considering both N3 and N6 would have led to possibly counting the same traffic twice.
19 Nov: rev2 uploaded. Rev3 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev3 Agreed with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216469. 


	CR0088r, TS 28.554 v17.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	6.4.16
Discovery of management services in 5G

	5GDMS email thread TITLE list (3):

[SA5#140e], 6.4.16-5GDMS, GROUP#1(S5-216183/S5-216184/S5-216289) support for MnS Discovery

[SA5#140e], 6.4.16-5GDMS, S5-216299 Clarifications into existing requirements  

Input to Draft CR 28.623:

[SA5#140e], 6.4.16-5GDMS, S5-216090 Rel-17 Input to Draft CR 28.623 Update YANG for MNS Registry

	S5-216090
	Rel-17 Input to Draft CR 28.623 Update YANG for MNS Registry (Ericsson LM) (Mark Scott)
23 Nov: no comments received until 22 Nov. Rev1 uploaded. 
Closing: Attribute MnSScope shall be deleted from rev1, back to the original proposal. 
Conclusion: Approved with no more comments received. 


	other



	S5-216183
	Rel-17 CR 28.622 Add support for MnS Discovery (Huawei) (Brendan Hassett)
15 Nov: first set of comments received. Nokia Rework required.
16 Nov: more discussion.
18 Nov: E not supportive. 

1.
In earlier discussions regarding mnsScope we did not agree on the need for this attribute.  If agreed now, it should be optional as not all solution sets (or possibly even all MnS) may want or  be able to provide a meaningful value.
19 Nov: more discussion.
22 Nov: rev2 uploaded. 
23 Nov: more discussion.
HW: S5-216183rev3 has been uploaded to Drafts after last revision upload deadline.

After offline discussion with Ericsson, we have undone the previous change to make attribute mnsScope optional.

Attribute mnsScope is now mandatory (as originally proposed in S5-216183).
24 Nov: I fail to understand why we want to limit what we register in the registry to the DN of the root object. A NF is not appearing and disappearing every nano second. So this is also quite stable information and it should not be an unjustifiable effort to keep this information up to date in the registry. In addition we would have a solution that is future proof, since it allows to put a bit more info into the registry for each NF, such as the data it can produce (or some pointer only to the data it can produce as currently proposed by Ericsson). We need some more discussion.

Nokia objects to

S5-216183 Rel-17 CR 28.622 Add support for MnS Discovery (Huawei) (Brendan Hassett)

Conclusion: Not Pursued


	CR0122r1, TS 28.622 v16.9.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216184
	Rel-17 CR 28.622 Add support for MnS Discovery (Huawei) (Brendan Hassett)

Leaders recommendations: this tdoc is for 28.623
18 Nov: E not supportive. 

1.
See comments on S5-216183. 

2.
Note, the YANG module updates in S5-216090 also need to be made, and do not contain the new attribute defined in this CR.
19 Nov: Huawei: If you agree that mnsScope is optional, then we can consider how we can merge S5-216090 and S5-216184. It is not practical to agree 2 contributions on the same YANG module.

E suggest the YANG module be removed from this CR, and we can update 216090 to add the mnsScope attribute once agreed.
22 Nov: rev1 uploaded to implement changes in S5-216183rev2.

Note that the YANG solution set is removed from S5-216184rev2. According to offline agreement with Ericsson, this YANG solution set will be described in S5-216090.
24 Nov: I fail to understand why we want to limit what we register in the registry to the DN of the root object. A NF is not appearing and disappearing every nano second. So this is also quite stable information and it should not be an unjustifiable effort to keep this information up to date in the registry. In addition we would have a solution that is future proof, since it allows to put a bit more info into the registry for each NF, such as the data it can produce (or some pointer only to the data it can produce as currently proposed by Ericsson). We need some more discussion.

Nokia objects to

S5-216184 Rel-17 CR 28.622 Add support for MnS Discovery (Huawei) (Brendan Hassett)
Conclusion: Not Pursued


	CR0140r1, TS 28.623 v16.9.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216289
	Rel-17 DP Solutions for REQ-DMS-3 and REQ-DMS-4 of MnS discovery (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Olaf Pollakowski)
16 Nov: Huawei not supportive. 

This comparison is misleading because it evaluates the complexity for the MnS consumer, but ignores the complexity for the MnS producer.

For the option in clause 4.1, the MnS producer will need to build a list containing the DN of each MOI in its scope, and keep this list up to date at all times.

For the option in clause 4.2, the MnS producer will need to build a list of data for each MOI in its scope, and keep this list up to date at all times. It is unclear which data is needed for each MOI because there is no use case.

For the option in clause 4.3, the MnS producer will create an MOI to hold data for each MOI in its scope, and keep these MOIs up to date at all times. This effectively doubles the number of MOIs in the management system!!! It is unclear which data is needed for each MOI because there is no use case.

Options in clauses 4.2 and 4.3 effectively copy data which is available in a structured tree format and replicates it in a flat array to make it easier for the MnS consumer to search. This creates a huge amount of cost and complexity for the MnS producer with little benefit for the MnS consumer.
18 Nov: E not supportive. 

Earlier discussions raised concerns that the overhead to maintain detailed runtime instance data (even if only a list of MOI DNs) in the MnS registry was not justified.  This information is already available through other means and it’s unclear why it also needs to be in the MnS Registry.
Conclusion: Noted
	discussion



	S5-216299
	Clarifications into existing requirements  (NEC Europe Ltd) (Hassan Al-kanani)
23 Nov: no comments received until 22 Nov.
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.
	CR0008r, TS 28.537 v17.1.0, Rel-17, Cat. C



	6.4.17
Management Aspects of 5G Network Sharing


[SA5#140e], 6.4.17-MANS, GROUP#1(S5-216225/S5-216226/S5-216227)

	 NG-RAN MOCN network sharing scenarios

	S5-216225
	Rel-17 CR TS 32.130 Update RAN sharing scenarios to cover 5G RAN sharing (Huawei,China Unicom) (Ruiyue Xu)
23 Nov: no comments received until 22 Nov.
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.
	CR0015r, TS 32.130 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216226
	Rel-17 CR TS 32.130 Update requirments for NG-RAN MOCN network sharing scenarios (Huawei,China Unicom) (Ruiyue Xu)
23 Nov: no comments received until 22 Nov.
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.
	CR0016r, TS 32.130 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216227
(late)
	Rel-17 CR TS 28.541 Add YAML solution set for NG-RAN MOCN network sharing scenarios(S5-215534) (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)

Leaders recommendations: late stage3 tdoc will be treated.
23 Nov: no comments received until 22 Nov.
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.
	CR0622r, TS 28.541 v17.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	6.4.18
Enhancements of Management Data Analytics Service

	eMDAS email thread TITLE list (22):

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, S5-216125 pCR 28.104 Replace alarm incident with alarm information

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, GROUP#1(S5-216187/S5-216260)Alarm incident analysis

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, S5-216127 pCR 28.104 Software Management usecase and requirements

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, S5-216128 pCR 28.104 Paging Optimization usecase and requirements

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, S5-216129 pCR 28.104 HO Optimization usecase and requirements

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, S5-216175 pCR 28.104 Alignment of terminology

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, GROUP#2(S5-216185/S5-216350)Coverage issue analysis

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, GROUP#3(S5-216188/S5-216189)KPI anomaly analysis

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, GROUP#4(S5-216190/S5-216191/S5-216265/S5-216335/S5-216338)Energy saving analysis

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, S5-216192 Rel-17 PCR TS 28.104 add mobility management solution

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, GROUP#5(S5-216368/S5-216377/S5-216193/S5-216194) MDA request and control

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, GROUP#6(S5-216236/S5-216237) E2E latency analysis

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, GROUP#7(S5-216238/S5-216274) Service experience analysis

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, S5-216239 pCR 28.104 Add network slice throughput analysis solution

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, GROUP#8(S5-216241/S5-216242)Network slice instance load analysis

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, S5-216268 pCR 28.104 add inter-gNB beam selection optimization

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, S5-216275 pCR draft TS28.104 add slice coverage analysis

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, S5-216300 pCR draft TS28.104, add use case and requirements for MDA historical data

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, GROUP#9(S5-216342/S5-216344) ML model training

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, S5-216345 pCR Add stage 2 structure for TS 28.104

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, GROUP#10(S5-216346/S5-216348) Revised WID Enhancements of Management Data Analytics Service

[SA5#140e], 6.4.18-eMDAS, S5-216353 pCR 28.104 Add common information elements of analytics outputs

	S5-216125
	pCR 28.104 Replace alarm incident with alarm information (ZTE Corporation) (Weihong Zhu)
19 Nov: first set of comments received.  
22 Nov: more discussion. Rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216471. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216187
	Rel-17 PCR TS 28.104 Add alarm incident analysis solution (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.  E object. 

1-A new SID for Incident management was proposed at SA5#138e and was not agreed, at SA5#139, almost same content was inserted as Fault supervision Evolution. Again not agreed. At this meeting this pCRs for Incident Management inserted to eMDAS normative work. I express serious concerns about the taken approach here.

2-Alarm incident is mentioned in 28.104 twice. This wording is confusing and has nothing to do with Incident management, see the sentence:

“Due to the fact that fault prediction could depend on the existing alarm incidents and relevant historical  …” the word should be changed (ZTE has a contribution on this). 

In summary Alarm incident is not a known or agreed concept; at least in this TS, therefore solution build upon that is not acceptable. There is no motivation for why existing alarm supervision and root cause analysis is not enough. Or if not sufficient why not improving the existing fault management?
18 Nov: more discussion.
19 Nov: N Object, The notion of alarm incident is confusing and not defined.
22 Nov: rev1 uploaded. Ericsson Objection remains, we still doubt that it is a good idea to standardize incident, so changing the word will not help.
24 Nov: Nokia objects both S5-216187/S5-216260 contributions because notion of alarm incident is confusing and not defined, and by replacing it with fault does not change much.

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216260
	pCR 28.104 add alarm related Incident analysis (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Chengcheng Feng)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.  E object. 

See comments for SA5-216187. Specific concern for the taken approach as described in 1) above.

There is not concept for Alarm Incident and we cannot agree to further analysis.   
Rev1 uploaded.  E keep objection. Yes there is a report where the alarm incident was investigated, but I still cannot see why the existing solutions for alarm management cannot be used and there is a need for new grouping called incident. Further in the conclusion of report or in the TS, it is not clear which interface is impacted. 

In general, we think Incident management is proprietary, i.e. rules for how to determine an incident should not be standardized. For Incident management historical data plays a major role to be able to identify and categorize incident. I do not believe that access to historical data is a standardization requirement.

I also wonder why you proposed a new SID to investigate alarm incident if it could directly go to normative work.
19 Nov: N not supportive, Alarm related incident is confusing and not defined..
23 Nov: rev2 uploaded. 
24 Nov: Nokia objects both S5-216187/S5-216260 contributions because notion of alarm incident is confusing and not defined, and by replacing it with fault does not change much.
Conclusion: Noted
	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216127
	pCR 28.104 Software Management usecase and requirements (Samsung Electronics France SA) (Deepanshu Gautam)
15 Nov: first set of comments received. Need follow existing TS draft clause titles and numbering.
16 Nov: more comments received. Comments on requirement 3.
17 Nov: more comments received about 3rd sentence.
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
23 Nov: rev2 uploaded. More comments. Rev3 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216472. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216128
	pCR 28.104 Paging Optimization usecase and requirements (Samsung Electronics France SA) (Deepanshu Gautam)
15 Nov: first set of comments received. Need follow existing TS draft clause titles and numbering.
18 Nov: rev1 uploaded.

19 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216473. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216129
	pCR 28.104 HO Optimization usecase and requirements (Samsung Electronics France SA) (Deepanshu Gautam)
15 Nov: first set of comments received. Need follow existing TS draft clause titles and numbering.
17 Nov: more comments. 
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
23 Nov: rev2 uploaded. More comments. Rev3 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216474. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216175
	pCR 28.104 Alignment of terminology (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
15 Nov: first set of comments received.
16 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
17 Nov: more comments. Intel support rev1 with some comments. 
Comments in  “S5-216175rev1 pCR 28.104 Alignment of terminology_Intel” uploaded.
18 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216475. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216185
	Rel-17 PCR TS 28.104 add coverage analysis requirement (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
15 Nov: first set of comments received.
16 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
19 Nov: more comments.
22 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
23 Nov: rev3 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216476. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216350
	pCR 28.104 Add MDA capability for coverage problem analysis (Intel, NEC, HUAWEI) (Yizhi Yao)
15 Nov: first set of comments received. E not supportive.

•
There is no reason to provide a long list of inputs while for the algorithm to work it would be enough to have a MDT measurements. Furthermore in 3GPP system any data available can be used as an input it should not be limited to a specific set. 

•
Similarly on output:  how in SA5 we can see this is a full list of coverage issues, there should be other ways to address this for example: 

o
Is there a RAN TS that can be referred instead?  Can we check with RAN if such one is available? 

o
Can we leave the list of the coverage issues to be vendor-specific?
19 Nov: N not supportive. Agree with the comments raised by Ericsson
22 Nov: more discussion. 
Conclusion: Approved with no further comments received.


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216188
	Rel-17 pCR 28.104 Add KPI anomaly analysis use case and requirement (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
15 Nov: first set of comments received.
16 Nov: Intel not supportive. 

-
The UC is too broad, and it implies that MDA needs to be able to analyze all KPIs, however the analysis for each KPI (or each kind of KPIs) needs a specific solution. So the UC needs to be KPI specific too.

-
What is the relation with other UCs? Because eventually almost every UC (e.g., coverage analysis, mobility analysis, SLS analysis etc) is related to some KPIs, how to avoid the overlap?

Rev1 uploaded.
17 Nov: more comments received. 
19 Nov: N not supportive. Agree with Intel that this use case is broad and introduces repetition with many other use cases related to SLS KPIs.
22 Nov: rev2 uploaded. 
24 Nov: Nokia objects S5-216188/S5-216189 because the notion of the KPI is generic and other contributions already deal with KPI anomaly in specific cases.

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216189
	Rel-17 pCR 28.104 Add KPI anomaly analysis solution (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.

19 Nov: N not supportive. We shall not introduce an analytics output without an agreed supportive use case.  
24 Nov: Nokia objects S5-216188/S5-216189 because the notion of the KPI is generic and other contributions already deal with KPI anomaly in specific cases.

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216190
	Rel-17 PCR TS 28.104 add MDA assisted Energy Saving use case and requirement (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
16 Nov: first set of comments received.
17 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
18 Nov Conf call: no comments received for 190rev1. 
22 Nov: S5-216190rev2 merge S5-216190/ S5-216265/ S5-216335.
22 Nov Conf call:  no comments. 
22 Nov: Nokia: the merged version includes statements objected before in other contributions, e.g. “...and provide the necessary information (e.g., current energy saving state of cell) optionally used to understand the recommendation to guarantee the network performance and network experience.” Please make sure that statement objected are not copied here.
23 Nov: rev3 uploaded. 
Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216477. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216191
	Rel-17 PCR TS 28.104 add MDA assisted Energy Saving solution (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. Nokia not supportive. This contribution has several open issues for FFS and also I do not see why location is defined by cells.
17 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
18 Nov Conf call:

N: when I want to get the MDA information, why I need to get all the output if I only want to have certain information. The benefit for grouping the outputs need to be explained. So far the solution only allow predefined cases, not be able to select other. 
NEC: what if you could add a filter? 

N: Now the analytics and attributes are bind together. Compared with PM, the measurements are not combined with fixed use cases. What justify to mandate the grouping? 
Two approaches :

1. NWDAF approach- use case based output.

2. PM Job approach- not bind with use cases.
Maybe we could come up with both options.
I: the PM approach data is also driven by the use case. Don’t see big difference btw the two options. 
18 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
23 Nov: rev4 uploaded.

24 Nov: Nokia objects S5-216191 the notion of cell related to location is still present in the revision. Coupling location with cell is something that we did not agree.

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216265
	pCR 28.104 Add MDA assisted energy saving  (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Chengcheng Feng)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. Nokia not supportive.

1.
This sentence is not clear: “AI/ML technologies could be introduced for traffic prediction model training to output energy saving policies.”

2.
REQ-ES_MDA-CON-1 is confusing. What is the point to identify the target cell? This sounds like the MDA provides a solution not a recommendation.

3.
Is REQ-ES_MDA-CON-2 really needed to say that MDA producer shall be able to collect the required data? Also analytics contains predictions, why only explicitly mentioning traffic load only?

4.
For Is REQ-ES_MDA-CON-3, “providing the appropriate energy saving policy” sounds like a solution not a recommendation contradicting the statement “MDA could provide corresponding recommended actions of energy saving”
17 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
18 Nov Conf call: 
E: suggest to merge 190/265/335 on the use case and requirements. 
22 Nov: merge into 6190rev2.
Conclusion: Merged into final tdoc#S5-216477.


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216335
	pCR 28.104 Add use case and requirement for MDA assisted energy saving analysis (China Telecom, AsiaInfo) (Yuxia Niu)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. Nokia not supportive.

1.
Editorial – correct “informationthe”

2.
What is the logic of selecting a AI/ML Model? How would one AI/ML model be evaluated and considered to be optimal compared to others? Hence I think that REQ-MDA_COV-CON-3 is not needed.

3.
MDA producer shall provide recommendation but it has nothing to do with providing the energy saving state of a cell when necessary. Why the MDA consumer does not aquire this information from the respective gNBs directly? Why we need to include the MDA producer here? Hence from REQ-MDA_COV-CON-4 please delete “and current energy saving state of cell when necessary”

4.
Editorial – correct “root cuase”
17 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
22 Nov: merge into 6190rev2.
Conclusion: Merged into final tdoc#S5-216477.


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216338
	pCR 28.104 Add MDA capability for MDA assisted energy saving analysis (China Telecom, AsiaInfo) (Yuxia Niu)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. Nokia not supportive.

1.
There are so many open issues for FFS

2.
How would location be defined in terms of NFs and why it shall be defined by cells? 

3.
MLModelInformation and CurrentEnergySavingState are not needed as explained in my comments for S5-216335
17 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
18 Nov Conf call:

N: why need CurrentEnergySavingState? Suggest to merge with others. Clarificaiton on MLModelInformation.
I: Clarification on MLModelInformation. One case is support RAN intelligence. Another case is for MdAS consumer to use MLModel. This tdoc is MDAS consumer. To support RAN intelligence could be done in the new R18 study. But the two solutions should not be conflict. 
For the grouping, question on whether we should provide output based on use case? 

E: support Costas, the MLModelInformation needs more discussion. Should not be included. 

N: grouping is difficult, why not produce some objects and some general mechanism. 
CT: propose to change MLModelInformation to MLModelAssistInformation, this is the information to help to retrieve ML model information. 
I: it’s acceptable to include information about which report is generated for which Model. 
STOP.
22 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
23 Nov: rev3 uploaded.
24 Nov: Nokia objects S5-216338 why do not see a point stating that the inclusion of PMs together with analytics shall be for FFS. Also we need to discuss further the grouping of analytics output for particular use cases.   
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216192
	Rel-17 PCR TS 28.104 add mobility management solution (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. E object.
o
In the table the mobilityPerformanceIssueType reports on value that are also reported in PM and in SON MRO. Please explain the difference between reporting:

o
via mobilityPerformanceIssueType versus PM

o
via mobilityPerformanceIssueType versus SON MRO.
18 Nov: more discussion.
19 Nov: N not supportive. This contribution has several open issues. We shall not have an information element with values including “other” and type string. Also the mobility recommendation is not really specified. Also why it is optional? So there is not much to agree here, more work is needed.
23 Nov: N object. More discussion.
24 Nov: Nokia objects S5-216192 since the contributions does not contain sufficient material and further work is needed.

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216368
	Add obtaining MDA output (Nokia Germany) (Konstantinos Samdanis)
16 Nov: first set of comments received.
17 Nov: rev1 uploaded.

19 Nov: I not supportive.
1.
It is unclear what is push and pull, obtain means pull only.

2.
There are a lot of redundancy with 377, which is about the control/filtering. When the report is provided based on the request/control with filtering already, there is no need to filter again in obtaining/pulling.

3.
This UC should be about MDA reporting, the way producer provides the reports to the consumer, not the way consumer obtaining the reports. The existing reporting methods, i.e., file and streaming, should be reused.
More discussion.
19 Nov: rev3 uploaded.

Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216478. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216377
	Add MDA Request and Control   (Nokia Germany) (Konstantinos Samdanis)
15 Nov: first set of comments received.
16 Nov: more comments received.
17 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
18 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
19 Nov: more comments. 
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216479. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216193
	Rel-17 PCR TS 28.104 add MDA analysis request and report Workflow (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
15 Nov: first set of clarification comments received.
16 Nov: more discussion received.
17 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
Nokia not supportive. 

1.
We do not have any stage 1 agreed requirements regarding the MDA reporting. We better have an agreement in requirements before introducing this contains.

2.
Why notification was not included?  
18 Nov: rev2 uploaded. 
19 Nov: more discussion.
22 Nov: rev4 uploaded.
24 Nov: Nokia objects S5-216193 because it introduces solution specific details tat are not yet agreed.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216194
	Rel-17 pCR TS 28.104 Add MDA analysis report reporting related service component (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
15 Nov: first set of clarification comments received.
16 Nov: rev1 uploaded. More comments received.
17 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
18 Nov: rev3 uploaded.

19 Nov: rev4 uploaded. More comments. Rev5 uploaded.
23 Nov: rev6 uploaded.
24 Nov: Nokia objects S5-216194 the revision based on Intel feedback is not acceptable for us. There was the introduction of reporting control that is not needed and also the introduction of reporting filtering. 

We have no problem with the content of the contribution but the naming used hinds towards specific solutions.  

Huawei asked for email approval.
Conclusion: Email approval with new tdoc# S5-216612.


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216236
	pCR 28.104 Add E2E latency analysis use case and requirements (Huawei) (Man Wang)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.

18 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216480. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216237
	pCR 28.104 Add E2E latency analysis solution (Huawei) (Man Wang)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. Nokia not supportive.

Not sure about the way the output is organized and if we really need all these attributes. 

•
What does affected objects mean? The subnetwork is already covered by the indication of the E2E latency. 

•
What does affected UEs mean? UEs that they use the problematic subnetwork? Can that information be easily derived from the MDA consumer?

•
What does affected slice mean? I would expect that SLS is related to a slice and the MDA request is about a particular slice.

•
Severity level is also another attribute that is not needed. What does medium severity means?

•
Root cause and recommendations are open. What would be the potential values?
18 Nov: more discussion. Rev1 uploaded.
24 Nov: Nokia objects S5-216237 since the contribution contains significant FFS issues that need to be resolved.

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216238
	pCR 28.104 Add service experience analysis solution (Huawei) (Man Wang)
15 Nov: first set of clarification comments received.
16 Nov: more discussion.  
17 Nov: Nokia not supportive. 

1.
The way that is currently written service experience level is a measurement without a clear link to analytics. Is this a prediction, an average?

2.
I do not see why there is a need to include “Managed Objects of service experience”. For certain cases this is already included, e.g., subnetwork, for the case of slice it is obvious.  
18 Nov: more comments received.rev1 uploaded.
23 Nov: rev2 uploaded.

24 Nov: Nokia objects S5-216238 the notion of “Info of service experience” is not clear. Is the Statistics or predictions of the service experience, refer to the service level? It is not stated. Also certain analytics in this contribution can be used for other use cases and we need to analyze how this can take place.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216274
	pCR TS28.104 add MDA related data and usecase requirements (China Mobile) (Xiaowen Sun)
15 Nov: first set of clarification comments received. 
17 Nov: R1 uploaded.
18 Nov: more comments received.
19 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216481. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216239
	pCR 28.104 Add network slice throughput analysis solution (Huawei) (Man Wang)
18 Nov: Nokia not supportive. 

1.
The definition of throughput statistics and prediction is different from the one included in TS 28.554. We cannot agree having a throughput definition described in high level as in this contribution. An explicit definition is needed to show ho this is calculated. I am raising this comment because this are useful measurements that can be adopted in other cases too. 

2.
Root cause and recommendation are still open
19 Nov: more discussion.
23 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
24 Nov: Nokia objects S5-216239 since it introduces a new PM/KPI on SLS throughput satisfaction without having a detailed measurement defined.

How this average is defined on SLS throughput satisfaction? Also these type of analytics can be re-used for other use cases and this needs more work.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216241
	pCR 28.104 Add network slice instance load analysis use case and requirements (Huawei) (Man Wang)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.

18 Nov: more comments received.
19 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216552. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216242
	pCR 28.104 Add network slice instance load analysis solution (Huawei) (Man Wang)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.

18 Nov: Nokia not supportive. 

The organization of the output is confusing. Some of the parameters are overloaded and are not well defined. For example the 

1.
Type of network slice load issue contains many variables and cannot be ENUM

2.
What would be the list of entities and why string?

3.
The network load distribution is overloaded.

4.
Root cause and recommendations are open
19 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
24 Nov: Nokia objects S5-216242 because the information included in the output is not well organized.

Certain information is related to the state of the network, which has nothing to do with analytics and can be obtained via other means.

In addition the grouping of these analytics needs further discussion. For example the Network slice load distribution can be re-used for other use cases. 

To enable this shall we introduce a separate basic analytics related to this particular predictive measurement?   

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216268
	pCR 28.104 add inter-gNB beam selection optimization (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Chengcheng Feng)
18 Nov: S5-216268 pCR 28.104 add inter-gNB beam selection optimization_Nokia.docx uploaded. 
24 Nov: Comments from Nokia and Ericsson are not replied. 

Conclusion: S5-216268 pCR 28.104 add inter-gNB beam selection optimization_Nokia Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216470.


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216275
	pCR draft TS28.104 add slice coverage analysis (China Mobile) (Xiaowen Sun)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded?? 
18 Nov:S5-216275_pCR draft TS28.104 add slice coverage analysis_Nokia.docx uploaded.
19 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216553. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216300
	pCR draft TS28.104, add use case and requirements for MDA historical data  (NEC Europe Ltd) (Hassan Al-kanani)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. NEC agreed with the comments. 
18 Nov: more comments.
19 Nov: N not supportive. There is no need to introduce a use case that is handled by another work item and introduce requirements that shall be handled there.
24 Nov: Nokia objects S5-216300 this material is included in MADCOL and shall not be repeated here.

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216342
	pCR 28.104 Add requirements for ML model training (Intel) (Yizhi Yao)
16 Nov: first set of clarification comments received.
17 Nov: more discussion.
18 Nov: Nokia: Just for clarification it seems that S5-216342 contradicts S5-216344. 
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded. 
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216554. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216344
	pCR 28.104 Add MnS producer initiated ML model training (Intel) (Yizhi Yao)
18 Nov: first set of clarification comments received.

19 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216555. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216345
	pCR Add stage 2 structure for TS 28.104 (Intel, NEC, China Telecom, China Mobile, HUAWEI, CATT, AsiaInfo) (Yizhi Yao)
18 Nov: Nokia not supportive. 

There are a number of points that we have discussed already and we do not see any change in this contribution. In addition why do we need to agree on a skeleton without text. Why we need to specify common information elements? Why we need to specify enabling or input data? Why don’t we adopt the available NRM template and we reinvent a new one here?
19 Nov Conf call: 

Chair: There is a proposal to ask for WA for 6345. There is one company against this proposal, could be potentially a WA in this meeting. Chair asked everybody try to find compromise before next Monday (22 Nov). 
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded. Rapporteur reminder to stage 2 contributors, if this structure is agreed please update your contributions accordingly (following this structure).
22 Nov conf call:  
C: need to check which tdoc is based on the skeleton 6345rev1. 

I: there are more than 10 tdocs are related. Suggest to update the related tdoc before the deadline. 

C: no more comments received for rev1. 
I: ask for preliminary consensus to agree on the skeleton. 
C/VC: As leaders’ recommendation, it’s reasonable to update all the related pCRs according to 6345rev1 for this meeting. If any final objections received before the end of the meeting, we could consider WA. The related pCRs would in that case have to be updated until next meeting. 
22 Nov: the following tdocs are recognized by rapporteur which are impacted by the skeleton.
S5-216187 Alarm incident analysis

S5-216350 Coverage issue analysis

S5-216189 KPI anomaly analysis

S5-216191 Energy saving analysis

S5-216338 Energy saving analysis

S5-216192 Rel-17 PCR TS 28.104 add mobility management solution

S5-216237 E2E latency analysis

S5-216238 Service experience analysis

S5-216239 pCR 28.104 Add network slice throughput analysis solution

S5-216242 Network slice instance load analysis

S5-216353 pCR 28.104 Add common information elements of analytics outputs
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216556. 


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216346
	DP on requesting a new TS number for AI&ML management (Intel, NEC) (Yizhi Yao)
18 Nov: first set of comments received.

Nokia support to move all AI/ML related content to the new TS.
Rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216557. 


	discussion



	S5-216348
	Revised WID Enhancements of Management Data Analytics Service (Intel, NEC) (Yizhi Yao)
18 Nov: first set of comments received. More discussion.
Conclusion: Approved with no further comments received.


	WID revised



	S5-216353
	pCR 28.104 Add common information elements of analytics outputs (Intel, NEC, China Telecom, HUAWEI) (Yizhi Yao)
19 Nov: N not supportive. Although most of the attributes proposed are valid what is the point of defining a common output? Is it to introduce a report or file with a common part and a variable part per use case? Does this approach point us and restrict us with the use of files and streams only? What are the meaning in practice?
24 Nov: Nokia objects S5-216353 since we think that the content of this contribution needs to be discussed under the new light of analytics per particular measurement.

This may impact the way analytics are grouped, how these common analytics can be derived and if they are needed. 

Also shall any attributed be obtained via NRM means, e.g. RelatedMOIs?    

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	6.4.19
Plug and connect support for management of Network Functions

	PACMAN email thread TITLE list (2):

[SA5#140e], 6.4.19-PACMAN, GROUP#1(S5-216096/S5-216097) PnC minor updates

[SA5#140e], 6.4.19-PACMAN, S5-216358 pCR 28.316 PnC Data formats - DHCP Request

	S5-216096
	pCR 28.314 PnC Concepts and Requirements  - minor updates (Oy LM Ericsson AB) (Junfeng Wang)
17 Nov: first set of rewording comments received.
18 Nov: more discussion.
Conclusion: Approved with no further comments received.


	pCRr, TS 28.314 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216097
	pCR 28.315 PnC Procedure flows - minor updates (Oy LM Ericsson AB) (Junfeng Wang)
15 Nov: S5-216097rev1 is uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216558. 


	pCRr, TS 28.315 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216358
	pCR 28.316 PnC Data formats - DHCP Request (Oy LM Ericsson AB) (Junfeng Wang)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	pCRr, TS 28.316 v0.1.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	6.4.20
File Management

	FIMA email thread TITLE list (1):

Input to DraftCR 28.622:

[SA5#140e], 6.4.20-FIMA, GROUP#1(S5-216290/S5-216291) file retrieval and download control NRM fragment

	S5-216290
	Rel-17 Input to DraftCR 28.622 Amend file retrieval NRM fragment (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Olaf Pollakowski)
18 Nov: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded.
21 Nov: rev2 uploaded. 

Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216559. 


	other



	S5-216291
	Rel-17 Input to DraftCR 28.622 Add file download control NRM fragment (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Olaf Pollakowski)
18 Nov: first set of comments received.
21 Nov: rev1 uploaded. 
23 Nov: S5-216291rev1_MS Rel-17 Input to DraftCR 28.622 Add file download control NRM fragment.docx is uploaded. 
24 Nov: HW: S5-216291rev1_MS Rel-17 Input to DraftCR 28.622 Add file download control NRM fragment.docx, which is strange to discuss and define a generic job progress in the context of filedownload, so this cannot be acceptable.
Conclusion: Noted

	other



	S5-216422
	Rel-17 Input to DraftCR 28.623 file retrieval and download control NRM fragment, stage3 (Ericsson) (Mark)

23 Nov: new created during the meeting upon request from Ericsson. 
24 Nov: HW Due to the open issue for corresponding stage2 CR S5-216291 to be approved, this contribution cannot be acceptable in this meeting.

Conclusion: Noted

	other

	6.4.21
Edge Computing Management

	ECM email thread TITLE list (6):

[SA5#140e], 6.4.21-ECM, S5-216038 pCR 28.538 Import attribute tAI to for Edge NRM

[SA5#140e], 6.4.21-ECM, GROUP#1(S5-216109/S5-216110) EAS measurements and performance assurance

[SA5#140e], 6.4.21-ECM, S5-216123 pCR 28.538 EESFunction definition and procedure

[SA5#140e], 6.4.21-ECM, GROUP#2(S5-216176/S5-216179) ECS EAS termination procedure

[SA5#140e], 6.4.21-ECM, S5-216177 pCR 28.538 add Provisioning MnS for Edge Computing

[SA5#140e], 6.4.21-ECM, S5-216178 pCR 28.538 add transport view for EAS

	S5-216038
	pCR 28.538 Import attribute tAI to for Edge NRM (Nanjing Ericsson Panda Com Ltd, Samsung ) (Gang Li)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov. 
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216109
	Rel-17 CR 28.552 Add EAS data volume measurements (Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd) (Joey Chou)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. MCC comments on which agenda item is this CR?
18 Nov: rev1 uploaded. More comments.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216560. 


	CR0332r, TS 28.552 v17.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216110
	pCR 28.538 add MnS information for EAS performance assurance (Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd) (Joey Chou)
16 Nov: first set of comments received.
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216561. 


	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216123
	pCR 28.538 EESFunction definition and procedure (Samsung Electronics France SA) (Deepanshu Gautam)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.
I: 7.1.x  EES lifecycle management is missing the EES termination.

Samsung: agree it is missing. And, due to limited bandwidth I have for this meeting I won’t be able to add it in this pCR. If it is fine for you I can take an action to bring that in next meeting.
24 Nov:  Intel object S5-216123. The comment of “The type of eESIdentifier should follow the stage 3 definition of eESID in 23.558.” has not been addressed. eESIdentifier should not be defined as String. The EES instantiation procedure includes EDN identifier in the EES related requirements. So, it should include a sentence “It is assumed that the EDN that is identified by the EDN identifier has been instantiated.” Without it, the consumer cannot provide the requirement in the createMOI operation.

Conclusion: Noted

	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216176
	pCR 28.538 add ECS termination procedure (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216179
	pCR 28.538 updating EAS termination procedure (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216177
	pCR 28.538 add Provisioning MnS for Edge Computing (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded.
17 Nov: more comments. Rev2 uploaded. 
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216562. 


	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216178
	pCR 28.538 add transport view for EAS (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216563. 


	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216372
	Discussion paper for asynchronous solutions to support LCM (Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd) (Joey Chou)

(Discuss together with 6252/6388/6372/6390 in thread “[SA5#140e], 6.4.24-eNETSLICE_PRO, GROUP#2(S5-216252/S5-216388/S5-216372/S5-216390) Asynchronous design”) 
17 Nov Conf call: see notes in 6252.
18 Nov: first set of comments received. Huawei support the idea of Nokia proposal to use different pattern for different cases, suggest to separate the discussion for async for job and async for creating NF.
24 Nov : E not supportive. 

-
There is no clear recommendation that can be endorsed. What is the content for this DP for approval?

-
Further as discussion in above contributions, there also seems to be some basic differences regarding provisioning operations, we don’t think createMOI itself needs to be extended.
Conclusion: Noted

	other



	6.4.22
Improved support for NSA in the service-based management architecture

	NSA_SBMA email thread TITLE list (3):

[SA5#140e], 6.4.22-NSA_SBMA, GROUP#1(S5-216092/S5-216398/S5-216401) Inventory Management

[SA5#140e], 6.4.22-NSA_SBMA, GROUP#2(S5-216164/S5-216165/S5-216392) RAN NRM

[SA5#140e], 6.4.22-NSA_SBMA, S5-216276 CR Rel-17 TS 28.530 Add description for SBMA supporting management of 5G SA and NSA scenarios

	S5-216092
	Update Inventory stage2 to support SBMA (Ericsson Hungary Ltd) (Balazs Lengyel)
16 Nov: MCC comments.

17 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
24 Nov: Nokia objects 
S5-216092 Update Inventory stage2 to support SBMA (Ericsson Hungary Ltd) (Balazs Lengyel)

To progress the topic I really suggest to start looking at the issues we have and resolve them. SA5 should not publish content from which we know already now it needs extensive clean up and rework.
Conclusion: Not Pursued


	CR0005r, TS 28.632 v16.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216398
	YANG Solution Set for Inventory Management (Ericsson Hungary Ltd) (Balazs Lengyel)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. Nokia not supportive. Given the comments for the IS, we don’t think that a YANG definition should be provided based on the legacy Inventory NRM.
23 Nov: rev1 uploaded. 
24 Nov: Nokia objects 

S5-216398 YANG Solution Set for Inventory Management (Ericsson Hungary Ltd) (Balazs Lengyel)

To progress the topic I really suggest to start looking at the issues we have and resolve them. SA5 should not publish content from which we know already now it needs extensive clean up and rework.

Conclusion: Not Pursued


	CR0009r1, TS 28.633 v16.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216401
	DP on YANG solution set for Inventory (Ericsson Hungary Ltd) (Balazs Lengyel)
23 Nov: no comments received until 22 Nov.

Conclusion: Endorsed with no comments received.


	discussion



	S5-216164
	Rel-17 CR TS 28.659  Provide YAML solution set for EUTRAN NRM (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)
22 Nov: Nokia not supportive.  See comments in 6165.
24 Nov: Nokia objects to
S5-216164 Rel-17 CR TS 28.659  Provide YAML solution set for EUTRAN NRM (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)
SA5 should not publish content from which we know already now it needs extensive clean up and rework.
HW: The objection sustains for two meetings, confuse for how to progress the R17 work for NSA_SBMA WID.
Current proposal from Huawei and Ericsson for this group follow the agreed WID, are you object the existing approved WID?
Conclusion: Not Pursued
	CR0039r1, TS 28.659 v16.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216165
	Rel-17 CR TS 28.663 Provide YAML solution set for  RAN NRM (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)
22 Nov: Nokia not supportive. 

Nokia believes we should not simply write a YANG or YAML definition for 28.662. Reasons include:

•
TS 28.662 is geared towards the IRP framework. It has no references to SBMA. For example references related to notifications point to the Kernel CM IRP and the Alarm IRP. This is confusing for readers.

•
Besides that, we also need to revisit the IS itself, for example:

o
The maxAzimuthValue in AntennaFunction is writable. What does that mean? Is this value not given by the antenna? If yes, why is it writable then? Does it mean that the max value is controllable and may be set to values below the max value given by the antenna design?

o
More general, REQ-GRAN_NRM-CON-002 suggests this NRM is for Reading only, but many attributes are actually writable.

o
The combination IsWritable=F and isInvariant=F is not allowed according to 32.156, but used.

•
What is the impact of massive MIMO on the model?
24 Nov: Nokia objects to

S5-216165 Rel-17 CR TS 28.663 Provide YAML solution set for  RAN NRM (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)

SA5 should not publish content from which we know already now it needs extensive clean up and rework.
Conclusion: Not Pursued
	CR0021r1, TS 28.663 v16.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216392
	YANG Solution Set for Generic Radio Access Network NRM (Ericsson Hungary Ltd) (Balazs Lengyel)
22 Nov: Nokia not supportive.  See comments in 6165.

24 Nov: Nokia objects to

S5-216392 YANG Solution Set for Generic Radio Access Network NRM (Ericsson Hungary Ltd) (Balazs Lengyel)

SA5 should not publish content from which we know already now it needs extensive clean up and rework.
Conclusion: Not Pursued
	CR0022r1, TS 28.663 v16.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216276
	CR Rel-17 TS 28.530 Add description for SBMA supporting manangement of 5G SA and NSA scenarios (Huawei Technologies (Korea)) (Lan Zou)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.
22 Nov: rev2 uploaded. 
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216564. 


	CR0051r, TS 28.530 v17.1.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	6.4.23
Access control for management service

	MSAC email thread TITLE list (2):

[SA5#140e], 6.4.23-MSAC, GROUP#1(S5-216112/S5-216113/S5-216311) support access control

[SA5#140e], 6.4.23-MSAC, S5-216312 Rel-17 CR 28.540 Add requirements for NRM access control

	S5-216112
	enhance SBMA to support access control (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson) (Jing Ping)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.


	CR0092r, TS 28.533 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216113
	enhance request-response communication paradigm to support access control (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson) (Jing Ping)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.


	CR0093r, TS 28.533 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216311
	Enhance Management Service to Support Access Control Procedures (Ericsson LM) (Mark Scott)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Endorsed with no comments received.


	discussion



	S5-216312
	Rel-17 CR 28.540 Add requirements for NRM access control (Ericsson LM) (Mark Scott)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.


	CR0016r, TS 28.540 v17.1.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	6.4.24 Network slice provisioning enhancement (preliminary work before SA approval)

	eNETSLICE_PRO email thread TITLE list (3):

[SA5#140e], 6.4.24-eNETSLICE_PRO, GROUP#1(S5-216114/S5-216387) Fixing NetworkSlice and NetworkSliceSubnet Allocation and Deallocation

[SA5#140e], 6.4.24-eNETSLICE_PRO, GROUP#2(S5-216205/S5-216206) feasibility check

[SA5#140e], 6.4.24-eNETSLICE_PRO, GROUP#2(S5-216252/S5-216388/S5-216372/S5-216390) Asynchronous design

	S5-216114
	CR 28.531 Fixing NetworkSlice and NetworkSliceSubnet Allocation and Deallocation Stage 3 (Samsung Electronics France SA) (Deepanshu Gautam)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. Nokia not support. The operation is still on SerivceProfile or SliceProfile, which are not attributes of IOC (hence not resource to be created/deleted). To fix this thoroughly, the 28.532 CRUD operation shall be applied and on resource (not attributes)
22 Nov Conf call:

I: whether the stage3 is validated? 
24 Nov: Nokia objects to 

S5-216114        CR 28.531 Fixing NetworkSlice and NetworkSliceSubnet Allocation and Deallocation Stage 3 

for the following reasons:

-
As explained in comments tagged with Nokia- 19.11.2021, the current operation in 531 on ServiceProfile/SliceProfile is not ok and fix around this operation is not helping much

-
Changing ServiceProfile/SliceProfile to IOC wont’s easy solve the problem, not to say it’s quite difficult to change.
Conclusion: Not Pursued


	CR0096r, TS 28.531 v17.1.0, Rel-17, Cat. F



	S5-216387
	CR Rel-17 28.531 Fixing NetworkSlice and NetworkSliceSubnet Allocation and Deallocation Stage 2 (Ericsson LM, Deutsche Telekom) (Jan Groenendijk)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. 
22 Nov: MCC comments. rev1 uploaded.
22 Nov Conf call: please check rev1.
24 Nov: TEF objects to S5-216387. Changes on the ‘allocation’ operation are not duly justified. The modificatiof of serviceProfile w/o affecting SLA is far from crystal clear, and the use of ServiceProfile id as input param need further discussion, as latest 28.531 version does not allow id to be input param.

Conclusion: Not Pursued


	CR0088r2, TS 28.531 v17.1.0, Rel-17, Cat. C



	S5-216205
	Rel-17 CR TS 28.541 Add feasibility check NRM fragment (Huawei,China Unicom, Deutsche Telekom,China Mobile) (Ruiyue Xu)
18 Nov: MCC comments.
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
24 Nov: Ericsson objects to the current proposals for feasibility check for the following reasons; as was  discussed during the conference call last Thursday Ericsson (see also S5-216388) we would like to see a more generic approach which can be used for FeasibilityCheck and other potentially long running operations, also we would like to have a common approach for holding the job information.  See further comments added to the table below.

Conclusion: Not Pursued


	CR0536r2, TS 28.541 v17.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216206
	Rel-17 CR TS 28.531 Update procedure of reservation and checking feasibility of network slice subnet (Huawei,China Unicom,Deutsche Telekom,China Mobile) (Ruiyue Xu)
18 Nov: MCC comments.
Nokia: propose to change both CR to draftCR and add a condition of converting to CR like “reservation open issue shall be resolved/clarified”
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
24 Nov: Ericsson objects to the current proposals for feasibility check for the following reasons; as was  discussed during the conference call last Thursday Ericsson (see also S5-216388) we would like to see a more generic approach which can be used for FeasibilityCheck and other potentially long running operations, also we would like to have a common approach for holding the job information.  See further comments added to the table below.

Conclusion: Not Pursued


	CR0070r2, TS 28.531 v17.1.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-216252
	Discussion Paper on Asynchronous design (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Sean Sun)

(Discuss together with 6252/6388/6372/6390 in thread “[SA5#140e], 6.4.24-eNETSLICE_PRO, GROUP#2(S5-216252/S5-216388/S5-216372/S5-216390) Asynchronous design”)
17 Nov Conf call:

I: question for both E/N proposal, how to handle the deletion of Network Function IOC? 
N: two kinds of resource, tangible resource (network slice), feasibility check for the resource. 

HW: intel and N are two different solutions. Async for creating a job is different compared with async creating a network function. Suggest to separate the discussion for async for job and async for creating NF. 
E: how to notify the long time running succeed? Existing mechanism is enough to support this. Create MOI should always be immediately. Question is on how to delete a MOI in async mode. Do see use case for async deletion of MOI. Like to take a simple solution.
I: the existing notification is not sufficient. Adding failure reason may be needed. There is use case for async for deletion in ECM discussion.
N:support E comments. To report the status, we should not create new mechanism. There are existing mechanism could be used. createMOI should always be sync.  Should separate the discussion according to different use cases. 
E: we need to decide the IOC which is for async. Status report for the async process should be common for any async operation.  

N: For different scenarios, we could use different approaches. 
E: do not see the need for multiple patterns for async operations. 
HW: support Nokia to use different pattern for different cases. 
Summarize of the discussion:
1. Differentiate the Async for managing of jobs and managing of Networkfunction IOC.
2. the need for async operation for deletion NF IOC. 

3. reuse the existing data value change Notification for reporting the result of the long running operation. 
18 Nov: Huawei Async for creating a job is different compared with async creating a network function. support the idea to use different pattern for different cases, suggest to separate the discussion for async for job and async for creating NF.  
19 Nov: Ericsson has published a strongly modified presentation based on Nokia’s original 216252 presentation and the conference call discussions. S5-216252rev1_BL Discussion Paper on Asynchronous design.pptx

We tried to create a concrete proposal presenting one hopefully agreeable solution. 

We believe that the solution is a general supporting many use cases, so it should be documented in 28.622/623.
Conclusion: Noted


	discussion



	S5-216388
	Discussion paper on on generalized approach to asynchronous network slicing procedures (Ericsson LM) (Jan Groenendijk)

(Discuss together with 6252/6388/6372/6390 in thread “[SA5#140e], 6.4.24-eNETSLICE_PRO, GROUP#2(S5-216252/S5-216388/S5-216372/S5-216390) Asynchronous design”)
17 Nov Conf call: see notes in 6252.
17 Nov: more comments. Nokia not supportive.

as commented on OAM call today, (major issues). 

1) (critical issue) The solution is for only Network Slice related async pattern. SA5 needs more generic async design pattern.

2) (blocking issue) According to the discussion paper, the procedure is planned for next meeting. This is not ok. Without the procedure, it’s difficult to know how the solution is actual working. Hence the procedure shall be provided beforehand or submitted together with the NRM modeling. 

There are also a few NRM modeling issues.

18 Nov: more comments. Huawei not supportive.

-
As commented in yesterday CC: there are other way to resolve async. Request-response-notifications (after the job is done) can resolve the async issues, no need for the NRM new work. In general, not only the slicing operations, but some creatMOI (slicing as example) operations may have the async requirements and we use the change notifications to fulfill that requirements. 

-
As we also commented in Rapporteur CC call Nov 4th, we should not break the rule that SA5 had for years, to separate NRMs and Interface operations. So if an operation is async or not should be operations work, e.g. using part of the interface / operation parameters or via notifications, not the NRM work.
24 Nov: We do see positive improvements, but for high quality standard. Nokia objects to 

S5-216388                 Discussion paper on on generalized approach to asynchronous network slicing procedures

S5-216390rev1         Add network slice job class to NRM 

for the following reasons:

-
Majority of comments from Nokia are not addressed, especially the blocking and critical issues

-
As indicated in comments, one of major open issue about the reservation(I raised to S5-216205/S5-216206) is also applicable to 390rev1.

-
There are a few stage 2 and stage 3 issues with 390rev1 (refer to the comments for details), hence the contribution needs further update.
Huawei also objects both S5-216388 and S5-216390rev1 since our comments are not addressed.

Conclusion: Noted


	discussion



	S5-216390
	Add network slice job class to NRM (Ericsson LM) (Jan Groenendijk)

(Discuss together with 6252/6388/6372/6390 in thread “[SA5#140e], 6.4.24-eNETSLICE_PRO, GROUP#2(S5-216252/S5-216388/S5-216372/S5-216390) Asynchronous design”)
17 Nov Conf call:

N: Need to know how the attributes are used in the procedure. This is only restricted for network slice, the solution is not generic enough. 

HW: there are other way to resolve async. Request-response-notification can also resolve the async issues. May not need to create new models. 

I: should have a common solution for async operation.
17 Nov: more comments. Nokia not supportive.

as commented on OAM call today, (major issues). 

1) (critical issue) The solution is for only Network Slice related async pattern. SA5 needs more generic async design pattern.

2) (blocking issue) According to the discussion paper, the procedure is planned for next meeting. This is not ok. Without the procedure, it’s difficult to know how the solution is actual working. Hence the procedure shall be provided beforehand or submitted together with the NRM modeling. 

There are also a few NRM modeling issues.

18 Nov: more comments. Huawei not supportive.

-
As commented in yesterday CC: there are other way to resolve async. Request-response-notifications (after the job is done) can resolve the async issues, no need for the NRM new work. In general, not only the slicing operations, but some creatMOI (slicing as example) operations may have the async requirements and we use the change notifications to fulfill that requirements. 

-
As we also commented in Rapporteur CC call Nov 4th, we should not break the rule that SA5 had for years, to separate NRMs and Interface operations. So if an operation is async or not should be operations work, e.g. using part of the interface / operation parameters or via notifications, not the NRM work.
24 Nov: We do see positive improvements, but for high quality standard. Nokia objects to 

S5-216388                 Discussion paper on on generalized approach to asynchronous network slicing procedures

S5-216390rev1         Add network slice job class to NRM 

for the following reasons:

-
Majority of comments from Nokia are not addressed, especially the blocking and critical issues

-
As indicated in comments, one of major open issue about the reservation(I raised to S5-216205/S5-216206) is also applicable to 390rev1.

-
There are a few stage 2 and stage 3 issues with 390rev1 (refer to the comments for details), hence the contribution needs further update.

Huawei also objects both S5-216388 and S5-216390rev1 since our comments are not addressed.

Conclusion: Noted
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	6.5
OAM&P Studies

	6.5.1
Study on new aspects of EE for 5G networks

	FS_EE5G email thread TITLE list (6):

[SA5#140e], 6.5.1-FS_EE5G, GROUP#1(S5-216044/S5-216067) Presentation and revised SID

[SA5#140e], 6.5.1-FS_EE5G, S5-216045 pCR TR 28.813 Align conclusion titles

[SA5#140e], 6.5.1-FS_EE5G, GROUP#2(S5-216046/S5-216047) Key Issue#3

[SA5#140e], 6.5.1-FS_EE5G, S5-216064 pCR 28.813 Update solution of Key Issue 6

[SA5#140e], 6.5.1-FS_EE5G, S5-216065 pCR 28.813 Update impact on normative work of Key Issue 4

[SA5#140e], 6.5.1-FS_EE5G, S5-216130 Rel-17 pCR 28.813 EE of URLLC slice based on reliability

	S5-216044
	Presentation of TR 28.813 for approval (Orange) (Jean Michel Cornily)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	TS or TR cover



	S5-216067
	Revised SID New aspects of EE for 5G networks (Orange) (Jean Michel Cornily)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	SID revised



	S5-216045
	pCR TR 28.813 Align conclusion titles (Orange) (Jean Michel Cornily)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	pCRr, TS 28.813 v1.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216046
	pCR TR 28.813 Change editor’s note to note in KI#3 (Orange) (Jean Michel Cornily)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded. Comments resolved.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216565. 


	pCRr, TS 28.813 v1.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216047
	pCR TR 28.813 Add conclusion to Key Issue #3 (Orange, China Telecom) (Jean Michel Cornily)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	pCRr, TS 28.813 v1.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216064
	pCR 28.813 Update solution of Key Issue 6 (Huawei) (Kai Zhang)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded. More comments received regarding the meaning of “weight values”.
18 Nov: more discussion.
19 Nov: rev2 uploaded. Comments resolved.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216566. 


	pCRr, TS 28.813 v1.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216065
	pCR 28.813 Update impact on normative work of Key Issue 4 (Huawei) (Kai Zhang)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded. Comments resolved.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216612. 


	pCRr, TS 28.813 v1.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216130
	Rel-17 pCR 28.813 EE of URLLC slice based on reliability (Samsung Electronics France SA) (Deepanshu Gautam)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. Orange not supportive. 
1) In 4.4.2.x.1 Introduction, there are references to TSs. These TSs should be added to TR 28.813 clause 2 (References)

2) Question on Method-1: Reliability performance based on PSR percentage: how is measured the end-to-end reliability of the network slice? Measuring the network reliability at certain points in the network does not enable to get the end-to-end reliability of the network slice

3) Question on Method-2: Reliability performance based on MTBF: how will you define MTBF? MTBF should be defined also on other criterias than only network aspects so I fail to see how you will define MTBF (and how to measure it) in a 3GPP TS.

4) During the whole Release 17 work on EE, we always used the same approach: 1) introduce key issues in TR 28.813 (thanks to the study item), propose potential solutions and conclude (the conclusion could be that one (or more) of the proposed solution(s) goes for normative work. Here this approach is broken as this proposed definition of the network slice EE KPI based of reliability a) comes at the last meeting of the work item on EE and b) has never been discussed and documented in TR 28.813 beforehand.

To do the job in a proper way, we think that this should be postponed to Rel-18 (both a Rel-18 study item and a work item are proposed at this meeting).
17 Nov Conf call:

S: The solution for URLLC is not complete. Like to include the mechanisms in Rel-17. 
O: we do not think the solution is mature enough for this meeting. This is the last meeting for study. Welcome to discuss topic in Rel-18.
E: agree with Orange, it’s too late. For the key issue, we would like to remove reliability topic from Rel-17.  
S: do not think removing reliability is good idea. Not acceptable to Samsung.
E: may cause problem if Rel-17 solution is different from Rel-18. 

S: suggest to leave half solution in Rel-17 and left the rest for Rel-18. The solution based reliability aspect of URLLC slice in Rel-17. 
E: we don’t know the relation between latency and reliability.  In Rel-18, we could discuss the relation. 
I: why calculate DL/UP separately for latency? Not necessary to differentiate DL/UL.
O: reliability is already mentioned that is not to be addressed in Rel-17. 
18 Nov: Orange: All this discussion is not directly related to Energy Efficiency. The discussion here is about defining an end-to-end network / network slice reliability KPI. Whether it will be usable for defining a new EE KPI later on is another discussion. Please submit a CR to TS 28.554 to introduce such an end-to-end network slice reliability KPI, in a different work item than FS_EE5G or EE5GPLUS.
Samsung: The discussion and pCR is not about defining an end to end reliability KPI, it is about defining EE KPI of URLLC slice based on its reliability.
18 Nov: rev1 uploaded. 
19 Nov: Huawei not supportive.
23 Nov: Orange maintains its objection  on S5-216130rev1 for reasons already mentioned:

1.
We think that the two proposed solutions to define an EE KPI for URLLC network slice based on reliability need much more work;

2.
We think that it’s not fair to come with such a contribution at the last meeting before the study completes;

3.
We have proposed to move this to Rel-18;

4.
We think that a) the KPI ‘URLLC network slice reliability’ is to be defined separately from the SI/WI on EE and b) once defined, it will used as numerator to define the EE KPI for URLLC network slice based on reliability.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.813 v1.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	6.5.2
Study on network slice management enhancement (revised to include security aspects)

	FS_NSMEN email thread TITLE list (3):

[SA5#140e], 6.5.2-FS_NSMEN, GROUP#1(S5-216171/S5-216172) Editorial cleanup and presentation

[SA5#140e], 6.5.2-FS_NSMEN, S5-216404 Solution for National Roaming Scenario

[SA5#140e], 6.5.2-FS_NSMEN, S5-216405 Update WI for isolation use cases

	S5-216171
	pCR 28.811 Editorial cleanup (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	pCRr, TS 28.811 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216172
	Presentation sheet for approval of TR 28.811 (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Closing: E proposed to add some description on the outstanding issues. 
Conclusion: Email Approval with tdoc#S5-216615.


	other



	S5-216404
	Solution for National Roaming Scenario (Ericsson India Private Limited) (Cintia Rosa Bolzek)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	pCRr, TS 28.811 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216405
	Update WI for isolation use cases (Ericsson India Private Limited) (Cintia Rosa Bolzek)

Related tdocs 6349/6351/6246/6405.
17 Nov: first set of comments received.
18 Nov: Nokia object. 

The use case, potential requirements and possible solution have been agreed in the study, it's not rational to repeat the procedures from scratch. 

change proposal: keep current conclusion. 

The solution of network slice isolation may be further improved and extended in Rel18 with potential new WI
23 Nov: rev1 uploaded. 

Nokia objects to S5-216405 Update WI for isolation use cases due to Nokia comments was not addressed.

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.811 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	6.5.3
Study on YANG PUSH

	6.5.4
Study on network slice management capability exposure

	FS_NSCE email thread TITLE list (5):

 [SA5#140e], 6.5.4-FS_NSCE, GROUP#1 (S5-216282/S5-216283/S5-216284/S5-216403) exposure scenario

[SA5#140e], 6.5.4-FS_NSCE, S5-216285 Consolidate potential requirements of use cases for eMnS discovery service

[SA5#140e], 6.5.4-FS_NSCE, GROUP#2(S5-216308/S5-216382) add procedures product onboarding and management capability exposure

[SA5#140e], 6.5.4-FS_NSCE, GROUP#3(S5-216384/S5-216385) Clarifications on clause 5-7 overview

[SA5#140e], 6.5.4-FS_NSCE, GROUP#4(S5-216181/S5-216383) pCR 28.824 Concept definition for Exposed Management Service

	S5-216181
	pCR 28.824 Concept definition for Exposed Management Service (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded. L overall supportive with some clarification. 
18 Nov: rev2 uploaded. 
23 Nov: E Object to current revision S5-216181, see comments, but support most of the contribution.
Closing: HW propose to remove clause 4.1.1.1. Ericsson has agreed to remove objection with this change. 
Conclusion: Email approval with new tdoc# S5-216582

	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216383
	Clarifications on clause 4 overview (Ericsson LM, Deutsche Telekom) (Jan Groenendijk)
16 Nov: first set of comments received.
17 Nov: more comments on “'external MnS consumer” and “Exposing MnS producer”.
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded. More comments. 
23 Nov: rev3 uploaded.

Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216583. 


	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216282
	Discussion Paper on exposure scenario (Alibaba Group, AsiaInfo) (Xiaobo Yu)
16 Nov: first set of comments received.
17 Nov: more comments. 
18 Nov Conf call:
E: reject exposure information per customer having that information on the network management layer. The exposure should always exposure via BSS layer. The logical BSS function has to be used to face the customer.
DT: scenario 2. It’s good to have additional possibility to direct communication between customer and OSS and other systems. It’s not clear will all the interaction go via EGMF? Which part to be standardized? 
A: agree with Robert. Two options:
1. exposure via BSS.

2. exposure via OSS/SML. 
EGMF could be a start point to discuss what is the func. This tdoc is input to discuss the EGMF. 
HW: clarification on concept of expo: exposure means operator expose to external? 

What the diff between company A and platform? 
E: the std should allow BSS embedded in OSS/SML. It’s up to operators.
DT: based on the contract, how the communication could be? 
18 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
22 Nov: rev3 uploaded. More comments. 
23 Nov: rev4 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev4 Endorsed with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216584. 


	discussion



	S5-216283
	Add Use Case for the exposure without going through BSS (Alibaba Group, AsiaInfo) (Xiaobo Yu)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. Orange not supportive unless major changes are made. TEF not supportive. 
1) In 4.1.1.4.1 General: '… for the consideration of efficiency': what does this mean?

2) Whereas this paragraph seems to be willing to describe a sort of use case, the last sentence (starting by 'There are different scenarios ...') is talking about a solution. This sentence is misplaced here.

3) Why not using roles such as NSP, NSC, NOP, etc. ?

4) 'Service manager', 'network manager': what is this: are they different from what we have already in the TS, i.e. 'Service Management Layer', 'Network Management Layer' ?

5) In Scenario 1, it seems that the so-called 'External customer' is not really external, since it is owned by the Operator. I don't think that SA5 has to study use cases where the customer is internal as ths is out of scope of the standardization.

6) Scenario 4 is wrong: if NOP has a BSS, it means that it sells products hence it's also a CSP.

7) I think that you should better represent different actors horizontally, and different roles within an actor vertically. This is the way we used in other figures.
17 Nov: more comments. 
18 Nov: Lenovo supportive with some simplifications
18 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
22 Nov: rev3 uploaded. More comments.
23 Nov: rev4/rev5 uploaded. Orange and TEF withdraw objections on S5-216283 and S5-216284. 
24 Nov: not all comments have been addressed and many questions are still to be answered Ericsson objects (for now) on S5-216283, S5-216284 and S5-216403.
24 Nov: rev6 uploaded after last revision upload deadline. E is ok with rev6. 
Conclusion: rev6 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216616.

	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216284
	Exposure of network slice as a service (Alibaba Group, AsiaInfo) (Xiaobo Yu)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. Orange not supportive unless major changes are made. TEF not supportive.
Comments on S5-216282 also apply here.

In 'Company-A proposes the following exposed MnS set offering:

- Network Slice eMBB with different flavours …' 

-> These are not MnS's, they are Products. Services in the SML are not Management Services at all.
17 Nov: more comments received. 
18 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
22 Nov: rev3 uploaded. More comments.
23 Nov: rev4/rev5 uploaded. Orange and TEF withdraw objections on S5-216283 and S5-216284.
24 Nov: not all comments have been addressed and many questions are still to be answered Ericsson objects (for now) on S5-216283, S5-216284 and S5-216403.
24 Nov: rev6 uploaded after last revision upload deadline. E is ok with rev6. 

Conclusion: rev6 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216617.
	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216403
	pCR 28.824 Exposure to SA6 applications or mddleware (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. Clarification on the AF and role of SEAL. 
17 Nov: more comments.
18 Nov: more discussion. Rev1 uploaded.
18 Nov Conf call:

E: the scenario does not fit with other type of scenarios in the section. Related to 6383.

HW: the new diagram only shows one of the scenarios which via SEAL. How about other entity to access the MnS? SEAL is one kind of AF, need to show the overall scenarios. Related to the LS to SA6. 
L: need to be aligned with SA2/SA6. MnS could be directly accessed by external.  
E: depends on where AF resides? If AF resides in operator trust domain, it can consumer MnS without restrictions. If AF is outside operator trust domain, it may need to use EGMF concept.   
DT: need to have clear definition for AS or other abbreviation used in the diagram. Clarify the external customer/internal customer.
HW: should not limit with what has been agreed in SA6.  
STOP.
18 Nov:

TEF: [Not in scope of proposed contribution] Figures 4.1.1.3.2-1 and 4.1.1.3.2-2 are not correct. NOP cannot have BSS; any entity having a BSS automatically becomes an xSP (e.g. NSP, CSP). Suggest the need for bringing pCRs that fix these figures for next SA5 plenary meeting.
22 Nov: rev3 uploaded. 
24 Nov: not all comments have been addressed and many questions are still to be answered Ericsson objects (for now) on S5-216283, S5-216284 and S5-216403.

Closing: some references need to be included.
Conclusion: Email Approval with tdoc# S5-216623
	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216285
	Consolidate potential requirements of use cases for eMnS discovery service (Alibaba Group) (Xiaobo Yu)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. HW not supportive.

Huawei does not agree with requirement REQ-NSCE-01. During SA5#139e, there was a lot of discussion about discovery of eMnS, and the general conclusion (as far as we can understand) is that eMnS discovery service should be external to 3GPP Management System. If an operator wishes to integrate external applications with an eMnS, the operator should be free to choose whatever directory service they already use in their management network, the operator should not be forced to use a 3GPP Discovery Service.

Requirement REQ-NSCE-02 is in conflict with REQ-NSCE-01, because REQ-NSCE-02 states that the discovery service is external.

In requirement REQ-NSCE-02, remove the reference to management components A/B/C. The registration data depends on the external discovery service/system, and we cannot force our opinion on an external system.

In requirement REQ-NSCE-02, Huawei does not agree that the 3GPP management system should have this responsibility. The NOP or the EGMF could register the eMnS in the external discovery service/system.

Requirement REQ-NSCE-03 does not make sense. REQ-NSCE-02 states that the 3GPP management system should register the eMnS, what other type of support is needed? Please reword to state exactly what is required, general terms such as “support” are not suitable in requirement text.
20 Nov: rev1 uploaded. More comments. 
24 Nov: As not all comments have been addressed answered Ericsson objects (for now) on S5-216285. Rev3 uploaded after last revision upload deadline. 
Alibaba asked to check rev3 in closing plenary. 
Closing: E is ok with rev3.
Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216624 

	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216308
	pCR TR 28.824 add procedures related to product onboarding (AsiaInfo Technologies Inc) (Chunying Tang)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. TEF not supportive. 

1.
In step 1, you mention ‘capability catalog’. What does this artifact mean? What is its relation with SA5 defined artifacts? 

2.
‘Network’ shall be replaced by ‘OSS_NML’

3.
Not sure what BSS_SML mean – first time I hear this concept. Is it new or is it already defined in TR 28.824? What’s the difference between ‘BSS_NSP’ and ‘OSS_SML’. 

4.
We echo Huawei’s comment#5.

5.
In step 6, the concept ‘orchestrate’ is not precise. Are ‘orchestration’ applied to MnS or to eMnS?
E object. Product specification is outside the scope of 3GPP SA5.

Rev1 uploaded. 
18 Nov Conf call:

No comments received.
23 Nov: rev2 uploaded. TEF withdraw objection.

Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216585. 


	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216382
	Add text to procedures related to management capability exposure (Ericsson LM, Deutsche Telekom) (Jan Groenendijk)
16 Nov: first set of comments received. Orange not supportive unless major changes are made.

Clause 4.1.4.3:

Don't agree: steps 3-4 and 8 of clause 4.1.4.2 shall apply here prior to having BSS-NSP sending a request to BSS-CSP.

Clause 4.1.4.4:

How can OSS-NSP order a service to OSS-CSP? It would need that the CSP had published its service catalogue to NSP. It shall be noted that there could be several services as possible support to a product. So how are services know from NSP? What are the consequences wrt. charging? All this shall be studied and documented firstly (i.e. before introducing this procedure in TR 28.824).
17 Nov: clarification on which TMF operations could be used.
18 Nov Conf call:

HW: reference to TMF suggest to describe which operation is used instead of referring to the whole TMF spec. 
Step 5 should use 3GPP interface. 
Step 5/6 resource management is too general, should focus on the slice management.

O: comments have been sent to exploder.
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded.  More comments received on rev2 from Huawei.
1.
The Editor’s Note is missing for some steps which include reference to TM forum specification,  e.g. step1, step3. Suggest to add, Or you can include one general in the beginning of the procedure, which can be applicable for the whole procedure.

2.
Remove the reference to TMF forum for the interface between OSS/SML and OSS NML (e.g. step5 and step7)
23 Nov: rev3 uploaded after the last revision upload deadline. 
24 Nov: HW: The Editor’ Note captured below the step5 in the S5-216382rev3 still state that both TM Form and 3GPP interface can be applicable, which haven’t address our concern.

Based on this, we cannot agree the rev3.
24 Nov: rev4 uploaded after the last revision upload deadline.
Conclusion: Email Approval with tdoc# S5-216625

	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216384
	Clarifications on clause 5 use cases (Ericsson LM, Deutsche Telekom) (Jan Groenendijk)
17 Nov: first set of comments received.
18 Nov: more comments.
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216586. 


	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216385
	Clarifications on clause 7 solutions (Ericsson LM, Deutsche Telekom) (Jan Groenendijk)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.


	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	6.5.5
Study on continuous integration continuous delivery support for 3GPP NFs

	FS_CICDNS email thread TITLE list (7):

[SA5#140e], 6.5.5-FS_CICDNS, GROUP#1(S5-216180/S5-216367/S5-216386/S5-216380) testing framework and process

[SA5#140e], 6.5.5-FS_CICDNS, GROUP#2(S5-216249/S5-216379) Supplement for notification data and release model details

[SA5#140e], 6.5.5-FS_CICDNS, S5-216251 pCR 28.819 Solution of  providing vendor feedback

[SA5#140e], 6.5.5-FS_CICDNS, S5-216253 pCR 28.819 Solution of environment data collection 

[SA5#140e], 6.5.5-FS_CICDNS, GROUP#3(S5-216254/S5-216255) pCR 28.819 test orchestration and test data analysis 

[SA5#140e], 6.5.5-FS_CICDNS, S5-216366 pCR 28.819 Rapp Cleanup 

[SA5#140e], 6.5.5-FS_CICDNS, S5-216378 pCR 28.819 Add initial recomendations 

	S5-216180
	pCR 28.819 Describe ETSI NFV testing framework (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded.
18 Nov: L not supportive of section X. 

1.For the new section it is unclear what id that that you want to propose. The scope of this study is only to test 3GPP NFs (defined in SA2) the rest of the managed network and the management system itself are not in focus. Hence the system under test is only 3GPP NFs

2.
W.r.t 1 the objective is how the 3GPP management system can influence the CI-CD system to test new versions of NF delivered to the operator and have them rolled out in operations in an automatic fashion. Not sure how this diagram is helping us with that objective. Could you provide an explanation?
18 Nov: E not supportive. 

The ch.X is confusing.  It is not clear what it is trying to say.  There is a framework defined by TST.  Ok. But then what is a purpose of ch.X.   If it is trying to indicate responsibilities… it should be clear what are responsibilities of 3GPP system here.  At the moment it gives impression that all shown in ch.X is responsibility of 3GPP… Clarify in the text or in the figure… otherwise the ch.X content needs further work
19 Nov: rev2 uploaded. More comments received. CMCC Regarding rev2, I can't agree with this contribution although I agree with your purpose, but I  don't think your figure clearly describe your aim, for example, what is DevOps server here, do you want the ETSI NFV  DevOps server to cover 3GPP CICD responsiblities？The change with only adding NF provider is meaningless for explanation.

22 Nov: rev4 uploaded. 
23 Nov: rev6 uploaded. Huawei asked if there are any objections to the proposed changes to clause 4, it may be possible to reduce this contribution to only clause 4.
24 Nov: Ericsson objects.

[Ericsson 23-11] I checked rev5 instead.  No Figure not text you are trying to clarify.  Instead of original figure I see a new diagram which to me is a new context and I don’t have time to review it now.  I don’t mind to take it into email review but my first reaction is “why 3GPP is defining a CI/CD process” if it is only System Under Test in the whole process?  I would expect the process would be defined in the same org as framework (e.g. ETSI NFV-TST) and we would discuss here what extensions / adaptation we need in 3GPP system to support both (framework and process).  Instead, we are trying to define parallel world….  I am confused as only yesterday I checked rev3 and didn’t have much concerns about it.    Also, this figure is very similar to diagram from 216367… can it be merged with this one?
Closing: E is ok with removing clause 7. 
Conclusion: Email Approval with tdoc# S5-216626

	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-216367
	pCR - 28.819 Add Proposed overall process (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, CMCC) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. Huawei not supportive.

1.
Huawei does not agree that the 3GPP Management System should be responsible for test co-ordination as shown in the figure. The description of step 3 shows that the Operator CI-CD System should perform the testing, and Huawei feels that this is more appropriate.

2.
It does not make sense that the 3GPP Management System should subscribe to notifications from the NF Delivery Server and pass this information to the Operator CI-CD System.

3.
Step 4 states that the CI-CD System asks the 3GPP Management System which tests should be run on the NF. This does not make sense.
Rev1 uploaded.
18 Nov: E not supportive. 

I am not clear why this is needed?   Rational does not say anything.  CI/CD is not 3GPP management system scope.  Whey 3GPP needs to define such a process then?  Instead it should refer to defined process and comply with interfaces needed to support such a process.
19 Nov: rev2 uploaded.
24 Nov: Ericsson objects.

The fact we are describing a CI/CD process or should I say speculating what it is in order to identify those steps in the process which will involve 3GPP System.   So here we rather a speculating (guessing) on what 3GPP needs to comply with (listing those steps involving 3GPP) in order to support the CI/CD end-to-end.     Why it can’t be like this: 3GPP document refers to CI/CD process (described elsewhere as not 3GPP scope) the steps where 3GPP system is involved, are identified.  Then what needs to be supported by 3GPP system is stated.  And finally conclusions are derived on what’s missing and need to be fixed in normative work.  Why it is not the case?  Is it because the process is not finalized in that other work (it is study we probably could say it is not completed yet but by time we do normative work will be fixed).    I am not convinced but don’t mind to continue email discussion to conclude
Conclusion: Noted
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	S5-216386
	pCR 28.819 Providing detailed information for testing an NF (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, CMCC) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. Huawei object.

The concept of Digital Twin is very complex and needs detailed study. We already have a proposed SID on Digital Twin for Rel-18. Therefore, it should not be considered in the scope of this study.
Rev1 uploaded.
18 Nov: E not supportive. 

Digital Twin is something not defined yet.
19 Nov: more comments. Rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216587. 
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	S5-216380
	pCR 28.819 Automated operational testing (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, CMCC) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. Huawei not supportive.

The use case and solution are not compatible with the existing concepts of network management and network slicing. A lot more detail is needed on how this use case could be implemented. Some problems…

1.
At the moment, it is not possible to have multiple versions of the same NF active in the network simultaneously, how can this be supported?

2.
At the moment, there is no way to create a network slice which contains a specific version of an NF, how can this be supported?

3.
At the moment, network slice allocation is based on S-NSSAI. How to allocate various UEs to different network slices if they have the have the same S-NSSAI?
Rev1 uploaded.
19 Nov: more comments.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216588. 
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	S5-216249
	pCR 28.819 Supplement for notification data (China Mobile Com. Corporation, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility) (Chuyi Guo)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.
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	S5-216379
	pCR 28.819 Add release model details (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, CMCC) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.
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	S5-216251
	pCR 28.819 Solution of  providing vendor feedback (China Mobile Com. Corporation, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility) (Chuyi Guo)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. HW not supportive. 

This NRM-based solution is extremely complex. The vendor will need to negotiate access to the NRM, subscribe to notifications in the new IOC, and receive any notifications. It would be much easier to send the result as a file.

The purpose of the Network Resource Model is to model the network. It should not be used to store information about other activities such as NF testing.

Is there a new MnS proposed? A lot more detail is needed on whether this is in the scope of the 3GPP Management System and if so, which new or existing MnS should support this solution.
19 Nov: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216589. 
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	S5-216253
	pCR 28.819 Solution of environment data collection (China Mobile Com. Corporation, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility) (Chuyi Guo)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. HW not supportive. 

This contribution is very confusing and does not clearly state which components talk to each other, and whether these components are inside or outside 3GPP Management System.

The first sentence describes what may be needed, and the second sentence says the 3GPP system can “support the systems”. But there is no actual description of a solution of how the 3GPP system can “support the systems”.
22 Nov: rev1 uploaded. 

Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216590. 
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	S5-216254
	pCR 28.819 Solution of test orchestration (China Mobile Com. Corporation, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility) (Chuyi Guo)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. HW not supportive. 

Requirement REQ-CICD_FUN-1 states “The 3GPP Management system should have the ability to provide network resource status and relevant information to external CICD related systems for assisting test orchestration”. The proposal in 6.7.3 says that the 3GPP system will be responsible for test orchestration. Therefore, it seems that “3GPP system” plays the role of “external CICD related systems for assisting test orchestration”.

What is this “3GPP system”, and how does it relate to the 3GPP Management System?

The order of steps is completely mixed up. The “3GPP system” should receive a request for a test before arranging test tasks. The “3GPP system” should receive a request for a test before monitoring the status of operational tests.

The actual scope of orchestration is not clear. Is there a difference between “arranges test tasks” and “determine the execution order of test cases”?

The solution never actually mentions reading the information from the 3GPP Management System that is described in REQ-CICD_FUN-1.
18 Nov: E Not supportive. CI/CD orchestration is not in scope of 3GPP management system
22 Nov: rev1 uploaded. 

24 Nov: Ericsson still objects the 216254… as rev1 does not address Ericsson concernt.CI/CD as well as test orchestration is not is scope of 3GPP management system
Conclusion: Noted. 
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	S5-216255
	pCR 28.819 Use case of test data analysis (China Mobile Com. Corporation, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility) (Chuyi Guo)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. HW not supportive. 

Requirement REQ-CICD_FUN-1 does not make sense. What does “should have the ability to have access to get test related data” mean? The phrase “support” is meaningless in a requirement, you need to specify what management service should be provided.

The solution is impossible to understand. Undefined concepts such as “3GPP analysis functions”, “internal or external testing management systems”, “test-related data”, “defined fields or requests”, and “testing management system” make it impossible to understand which components are involved and what information is passed between them.
22 Nov: rev1 uploaded. 

Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216592. 
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	S5-216366
	pCR 28.819 Rapp Cleanup (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, CMCC) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.
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	S5-216378
	pCR 28.819 Add initial recomendations (Lenovo, Motorola Mobilty, CMCC) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. HW not supportive. 

1.
For recommendation 1, please remove “to help the 3GPP management system identify how to automatically test and incorporate the new NF in its operations”. We have not agreed that 3GPP Management System should be responsible for testing and incorporating a new NF.

2.
For recommendation 2, this is completely new text which is not related to the content of clause 6 or clause 7. We need a technical description before we can agree a recommendation.

3.
For recommendation 3, Huawei disagrees strongly. We need to discuss whether test management is in scope of 3GPP, and whether test management is in the scope of the 3GPP Management System. Test management is not part of the SA5 terms of reference (SP-201084) and we need a very strong reason to extend the scope of SA5 to cover this area.

4.
For recommendation 4, we need to discuss if operational testing is in the scope of 3GPP before we can agree this recommendation.
18 Nov: rev1 uploaded. E Not supportive. “The 3GPP management system should have the capability to coordinate tests for the CI-CD and operation testing” – this is not in scope of 3GPP management system
19 Nov: Huawei: 
1. You did not remove “the 3GPP management system”, which is the most controversial part.
2. The study has no discussion on this need to pivot and its consequences to the scope of SA5 and the 3GPP Management System. We have jumped into solutions and recommendations with no discussion about what these actually mean to SA5. If you check the objectives in the SID SP-210133, there is no mention of the fact that the 3GPP Management System should extend its scope or take on new responsibilities.

3. This is the direct opposite of the ETSI NFV-TST framework. In ETSI, the DevOps Server and the Test Execution Framework direct/coordinate and execute the tests. The ETSI management and orchestration components are not aware of the tests, they only manage/orchestrate the network as requested by the Test Execution Framework. 3GPP should follow a similar style, where the 3GPP Management System acts as an enabler for the Test Execution Framework.

4. We have been doing operational testing of telecom networks for decades without the NMS taking responsibility for this. The normal method is that a test management system configures the network (possibly using SA5 interfaces), configures traffic generators and test probes, and collects measurements from the network (possibly using SA5 interfaces) and measurements from the test probes. Why does this need to change because the test is now part of CI-CD?
19 Nov: Rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216593. 


	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	6.5.6
Study on enhancement of service based management architecture

	FS_eSBMA email thread TITLE list (3):

[SA5#140e], 6.5.6-FS_eSBMA, S5-216233 TR 28.925 Add key issue on modelling of MnF 

[SA5#140e], 6.5.6-FS_eSBMA, GROUP#1(S5-216234/S5-216235) Add conclusion and recommendation for Issue 5-6 

[SA5#140e], 6.5.6-FS_eSBMA, S5-216281 SID revised was SP-210136 SID on enhancement of service based management architecture 

	S5-216233
	TR 28.925 Add key issue on modelling of MnF (Huawei Technologies (Korea)) (Lan Zou)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. E object.

1.
The contribution needs to be updated with what is wanted to be done for MnFs that already has management (IOCs and attributes) and what specific MnFs that should be managed.

2.
Motivation for a generic MnF function is missing.
18 Nov: rev1 uploaded. E object. 

1.
If I understand your proposal, you propose that the functions DANRManagementFunction, DESManagementFunction and CESManagementFunction that already have management need to be managed. But there is no motivation for it. And as they already have management, why?

2.
Comparing ManagedElement and ManagedFunction is not relevant. So I do not yet see any motivation for a MnF function.

3.
However, I do agree that some MnFs should be managed. But I do not (yet) see why a generic MnF function is needed. E.g. shall it apply to all MnFs (even those that do not need to be managed?), what would a generic MnF contain etc.?
19 Nov Conf call:

N: generally OK to maintain the management of managementFunction IOC.the difference between managedManagementFunction and ManagedManagedFunction. There are also some unmanaged functions. 
E: support some of ManagementFunction should be managed. There is no diff between centralized SON/Distributed SON functions, they should be managed. We don’t want to manage configuration server, EM,DM.  Which managementFunction to be managed? Do think there is a need to specify generic management for ManagementFUnction. It’s different with the managedElement. 

What criteria for identify what ManagementFunction should be managed? Suggest to add Editor’s note for future meetings. 

N: one criteria is: If we want to configure something internal to ManagementFunction, it has to be managed. 
E: whether alarm, performance should also be considered as criteria, or only focus on configuration. 
19 Nov: rev3 uploaded. 
Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-216594. 
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	S5-216234
	pCR TR 28.925 Add conclusion and recommendation for Issue#6 (Huawei Technologies (Korea)) (Lan Zou)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. E object.


The placement is not good. 32.53x is an IRP and it is strongly connected to IRPs (interfaces and operations). Thus it is not suitable to include SBMA in those specifications.

18 Nov: rev1 uploaded. 
E not yet. The placement is better, but.. will there not be much duplicated information when both 28.532 and 28.541 should contain SW management (even if they are for service definitions and NRMs)?  
19 Nov: rev2 uploaded. 
23 Nov: Ericsson support SW management in SBMA. But 28.541 only contains RAN, core network and slicing, which does not make it suitable for SW management. Furthermore it would make the TS quire a bit bigger, which is something that 28.541 does not need. Also 28.541 does not contain stage1. When thinking about this again, I do not have a good proposal for any existing TS(s), but I am open for suggestions. Or maybe own SBMA TSs are the best solution.
Conclusion: Noted
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	S5-216235
	pCR TR 28.925 Add potential solution and conclusion for Issue#5 (Huawei Technologies (Korea)) (Lan Zou)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.
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	S5-216281
	SID revised was SP-210136 SID on enhancement of service based management architecture (Huawei Technologies (Korea)) (Lan Zou)
18 Nov: first set of comments received. An updated proposal (S5-216281_RP…) is uploaded to Drafts.
23 Nov: rev1 uploaded. E Not supported unless update is done.

Objective#9: SA5 and RAN have support for autonomous networks already in 4G. I think it gives an extremely bad view of SA5 saying that SA5 will have support for autonomous networks first in Rel-18!

The message to the outside world shall be that 3GPP and SA5 has worked with autonomous networks since the beginning of 4G. The major part of the WIDs and SIDs proposals for Rel-18 are for autonomous networks.

So I do not understand what this study shall investigate for autonomous networks that is not existing already or covered by other work items and studies. I do not see any motivation for that in the Justification. Therefore I propose to delete objective#9. If that is done, Ericsson would support the SID.
23 Nov: Huawei agreed to remove bullet 9 from 6281rev1. 

Conclusion: rev1 Approved with removing bullet 9 - revise to final tdoc# S5-216595. 


	WID revised



	6.5.7
Study on Management Aspects of 5G Network Sharing

	FS_MANS email thread TITLE list (2):

[SA5#140e], 6.5.7-FS_MANS, GROUP#1(S5-216116/S5-216118/S5-216202/S5-216204) conclusions and recommendations

[SA5#140e], 6.5.7-FS_MANS, GROUP#2(S5-216199/S5-216200/S5-216201/S5-216203) rapporteur's proposal

	S5-216116
	pCR 28.825 Add analysis and comparison of potential solutions (ZTE, China Unicom) (Weihong Zhu)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. HW not supportive.

General comment: clarify the intention of this analysis and comparison since the group already have the agreement in S45-215534, which is the second solution in the DP. 

Concrete Comments: current analysis and comparison is not in the right way, for example, 

1.
The Issue 2 and Issue 5 is the main issues, which is related to back compatible, current analysis haven’t mentioned it. Especially for the mixed deployment scenario as mentioned in Issue3, there is a big issue for the potential solution1, because the NRM is quite difference for shard gNB and non-shared gNB.

2.
Regarding the issue4 and 6, 7, could you clarify what’s the real issue for the sentence “a gNB is represented by a combination of a GNBCUCPFunction, one or more GNBCUUPFunctions and one or more GNBDUFunctions”?  for sharing scenario. Or Do you mean a gNB cannot contain the common part (GNBDUFunction in solution2, DUCommonPart in solution1).

3.
Issue 8, I’m confuse for the statement “impossible to perform administrative management operation on NROperatorCellDU level”,  Do you mean the solution 2 cannot support to configure NRoperatorCellDU or collect the measurements in NRoperatorCellDU?

4.
Issue 9. Clarify where is the use case and requirements for gNB is shared by different slices of same operator, current proposal in solution 2 also have attribute PLMNInfoList in OperatorCellDU, which represent different slices of same operator

5.
Issue 10, the analysis is very strange, especially for the con part for solution 2, pls clarify “POPs cannot focus on what they concern directly.”, what cannot be focus on? Also what’s the complex to manage the POP specific part compared to solution1.
23 Nov: E not supportive. 

1.
The Rationale could be misleading.  It suggests that a solution has not yet been agreed, when as noted by Huawei we have the WA.

2.
We don’t see the benefit in continuing to update this study, in particular for the alternatives which are not being pursued.

3.
We do  agree that it is good to continue to discuss potential issues with the agreed solution.  This ongoing comparison study doesn’t seem to be yielding such results though.

Perhaps a more productive approach would be to bring DP(s) focused on specific concerns and propose specific solutions using the WA solution (S5-215534) as basis to propose solutions.

For example, there are some new potential requirements which have not been proposed and agreed yet (e.g. adding finer grain block/unblock at operator cell level).  Let’s discuss whether such requirement is agreed, then address how to improve the WA solution if needed to address them.

24 Nov: China Unicom asked to discuss in closing plenary.
Closing: Z: the comments from E is late, no chance to make update. 
E maintains objection. 
 Z: question on relation between WA and ongoing study.
C: everything agreed in WA is valid for all SA5 related work. You could do other work in the study, but not break the agreement of WA. We should try to stop the study as soon as possible as study is to help Work item to progress. It would be good to complete study. 
Z: is it possible to improve the solution provided by WA in the study?
C: the work can be done in the work item. 

Z: this contribution only provides comparison, without giving any conclusion. The purpose of study is to collect information. Welcome technical comments for this document.

C: to enhance the solution is ok.

HW: technical comments have been sent in exploder which are not fully addressed. 
Conclusion: Email Approval with tdoc#6627.
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	S5-216118
	pCR 28.825 Add recommendation and conclusion (ZTE, China Unicom) (Weihong Zhu)
17 Nov: first set of comments received. HW not supportive.

1.
This contribution is conflict with S5-216202

2.
The conclusion is against the agreement in S45-215534
23 Nov: E Not Supportive. See comments on S5-216116.  Perhaps the only update needed is to note the chosen solution, and close this study.  Further energy can then be put into DPs/CRs to improve what has already agreed.
Conclusion: Noted
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	S5-216202
	pCR 28.825 add conclusions and recommendations (China Unicom) (Mingrui Sun)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.
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	S5-216204
	Presentation sheet for approval of TR 28.825 (China Unicom) (Mingrui Sun)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.


	other



	S5-216199
	pCR 28.825 add reference and abbrevation (China Unicom) (Mingrui Sun)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.
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	S5-216200
	pCR 28.825 add concepts and overview (China Unicom) (Mingrui Sun)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.
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	S5-216201
	pCR 28.825 rapporteur's proposal (China Unicom) (Mingrui Sun)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.
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	S5-216203
	pCR 28.825 cleanup (China Unicom) (Mingrui Sun)
22 Nov: no comments received until 21 Nov.
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.
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