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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
IDMS_MN
· 6.4.10
eCOSLA


· 6.4.11
eSON_5G



· 6.4.12
E_HOO


· 6.4.13
5GDMS


· 6.4.14
MANS



· 6.4.15
eMDAS


· 6.4.16
PACMAN


· 6.4.17
FIMA
· 6.4.18
ECM
· 6.4.19
NSA_SBMA
· 6.4.20
MSAC



· 6.4.21
eNETSLICE_PRO


· 6.5



· 6.5.1
FS_YANG



· 6.5.2
FS_NSCE



· 6.5.3
FS_CICDNS



· 6.5.4
FS_eSBMA



B. tDoc lists:
	Tdoc
	Title/Source/Comments
	Information

	6.4.9. Intent driven management service for mobile networks

	IDMS_MN email thread TITLE list (9):

[SA5#141e], 6.4.9-IDMS_MN, GROUP#1 (S5-221132/S5-221234) intent concept

[SA5#141e], 6.4.9-IDMS_MN, GROUP#2 (S5-221133/S5-221153/S5-221238/S5-221260/S5-221420/S5-221421) generic Intent model.

[SA5#141e], 6.4.9-IDMS_MN, S5-221078 pCR TS 28.312 Add feasibility check to the procedures for intent management

[SA5#141e], 6.4.9-IDMS_MN, S5-221131 pCR TS 28.312 Rapporteur clean up

[SA5#141e], 6.4.9-IDMS_MN, S5-221134 pCR TS 28.312 Update RadioNetworkExpectation

[SA5#141e], 6.4.9-IDMS_MN, S5-221135 pCR TS 28.312 Clean up on procedures

[SA5#141e], 6.4.9-IDMS_MN, S5-221154 Presentation sheet of TS 28.312 for SA Information and Approval

[SA5#141e], 6.4.9-IDMS_MN, S5-221261 pCR TS 28.312 update clause 4.2.2 and clause 6.3.3

[SA5#141e], 6.4.9-IDMS_MN, S5-221384 pCR 28.312 ServiceDeploymentExpectation definition

	S5-221132
	pCR TS 28.312 Align the description for general concept of intent content (Huawei,Nokia, Deutsche Telekom,AsiaInfo) (Ruiyue Xu)
19 Jan: Ericsson Not supportive

I’d rather update second sentence of the cl. from “contexts” to “constrains” as this is what was initially in the text.  

Editor’s note can’t be removed in cl.3.1 – as it is far from resolution.
Controversial part: whether using the term “constraint” or “context” for expectation.

Potential solutions:

1.
Option#1: Using the term “context” in intent definition, concept and model part.

2.
Option#2: Using the term “constraint” intent definition, concept and model part.

3.
Option#3: Using the term “constraint” in intent definition and concept, while using the term “context” in intent model part.
4.
Option#4: Using the term “constraint” in intent definition, while using the term “context” in concept and intent model part.
20 Jan: Huawei propose to adopt option#4. Rev1 uploaded. 
23 Jan: E supportive with rev1.
25 Jan: more discussion.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221580

	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221234
	pCR 28.312 Update the clause 4.5, 6.2.1 and annex A to align with intent definition (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Jiachen Zhang)
17 Jan: Nokia object. The term “constraints” is very limited in meaning and when used limits the usability of the intent concept. The term “context” has a much wider meaning than constraints as was heavily discussed in the previous meetings. There is therefore no reason to move back words. Instead , you should consider revising the definition to also include contexts that  are not constraints.
Huawei Share same opinion with Nokia, Prefer to use the term "context".
20 Jan: rev1 uploaded. 
23 Jan: E supportive with rev2 with comments.
24 Jan: rev2 uploaded. 

Nokia proposed the best solution is to expand the definition to include context which allows for all contexts besides constraints. The second best option is to leave context in the concept statement and then provide a definition for context, i.e.,  to write the first paragraph as:  

“Where the characteristics S reflect the requirements, goals and contexts for the object. The contexts here are the characteristics to be considered but not enforced including e.g. constraints and filters.”
25 Jan: CMCC What is relation between context and constraint, why we cannot extend the scope of constraint instead of introduce a new term?
Nokia object. The way to extend the scope is to use a term that has wider scope, i.e., context instead if constraint. So I must maintain my objection.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221133
	pCR TS 28.312 Update intent information model (Huawei, China Mobile, China Unicom, Nokia, Deutsche Telekom,AsiaInfo) (Ruiyue Xu)
18 Jan: rev1 uploaded. Ericsson Not supportive

Major: Ericsson sees alignment with other SDOs as relying on Intent-Common-Model  defined by TM Forum in IG1253A.  Before it is done editorial comment at the start of cl.6.2.1 can’t be removed.  The proposal how to do it is captured in Ericsson contribution 221421
Nokia supportive. Nokia supports the revisions proposed. The revisions do not contradict the need for alignment. Instead they are emphasizing that we keep the intent report (proposed by in IG1253) as an IOC which is the earlier-on preferred position from Ericsson.
Nokia proposed it would be good if SA5 can progress on the technical discussion as we await the outcomes of any closer collaboration/ alignment with TM forum. We cannot even have a fruitful discussion with TM Forum if we do not know what we wish to see (if we do not have an internal agreement). So it is better that we proceed with the SA5 internal agreements without every action being blocked by the need to align with TM Forum. We can always align our finally agreed specification with TM Forum, we do not have to do it now and stop all progress.
19 Jan: more comments. 
21 Jan: Samsung Object

•
The objectContent is of type context, then in order to align with it. We need to provide value for contentAttribute, contentCondition and contentValueRange for our specifc intents. I’m not sure how can  we do that. 221133rev1 is not doing that.

•
The expectationTarget is of type ExpectationTarget. then in order to align with it. We need to provide value for targetName, targetCondition and targetValueRange and targetContexts for our specifc intents. I’m not sure how can we do that. 221133rev1 is not doing that.
23 Jan: E Not supportive of ObjectType in ExpectationObject
  It is a kind of step back.  If you remember the last meeting Ericsson expressed strong objection against having objectType as part of the ExpectationObject. It should be part of ExpectationObjectContext…  Therefore:

This CR proposes to move ObjectType over into ExpectationObject – Not supportive

-
expectationObject needs to stay singular. Otherwise not supportive

-
expectationObject needs to stay O Otherwise not supportive

-
expectationObjectContexts needs to stay and it needs to stay as O otherwise not supportive

-
if you like to have ObjectType it needs to be part of expectationObjectContext
Cleanup the Editor’s notes: 
E proposed to append this text from this note: 

Editor’s Note: The detailed model for Intent, IntentReport and IntentExpectation

objects (e.g. is it <<IOC>>, <<DataType>>, or string) is FFS as their relationship

needs to be decided later based on the content of these three objects

The rational to keep this note is the discussion that Ericsson is going to convert

modelling of Intent presented in RDF (by tdoc 221421)  and bring it back in UML

I suggest the note to look like this

“Editor’s Note: 

The following information model needs to be revisited based on the further discussion, and the alignment/coordination work with other SDO needs to be considered, which may impact the following information model.  The detailed model for Intent, IntentReport and IntentExpectation objects (e.g. is it <<IOC>>, <<DataType>>, or string) is FFS as their relationship needs to be decided later based on the content of these three objects”
24 Jan Conf call:

HW: will keep the Editor’s note in 6.2.1 for one more meeting. E will provide contributions. Plan to remove it in #142e.
S: specific intent can be based on common intent model. The proposal is not aligned with NRM approach (e.g. we don’t define allowed values as attributes). Like to know how the common model and specific model are documented and interpreted. S proposed to put everything into common intent model and forget about specific models.
HW: we should specify common model and specific model. 
E: Specify everything in UML including RDF ICM from TMF and the 3GPP extension. Agree to have scenario specific model. 
N: common model and specify specific attribute values in text. Not to define them as attributes. 
S: for Nokia proposal, no stage 3 is needed?
HW: clarify whether the existing stage 3 in 1153 is ok? If it’s ok, we could come back and check how stage 2 is documented. 
Options: 

1. Proposal in 1133rev5 with common intent model and specific model values.
2. Samsung proposal put everything into common intent model and no specific models. The attributes of common model will stay as part of specific model. 
3.     E: Specify everything in UML including RDF ICM from TMF and the 3GPP extension. Agree to have scenario specific model. 
4.     N: common model and specify specific attribute values in text. Not to define them as attributes. 
25 Jan: rev6 uploaded. Add description to establish the link with the scenario specific ObjectContexts and ExpectationTargets for attribute definition for objectContexts and expectationTargets in clause  6.2.1.4 .
Conclusion: rev6 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221581
	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221153
	pCR TS 28.312 add stage3 for intent NRM (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)
22 Jan: d2 uploaded. 
24 Jan: d3 uploaded. Nokia support.
25 Jan: E no more comments.
Conclusion: d3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221153
	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221238
	Update intent fulfillment tracking in information model (Nokia Germany) (Stephen Mwanje)
17 Jan: merge S5-221238 and S5-221260 into one contribution S5-221238. The combined and updated version is uploaded as S5-221238rev1.
19 Jan: Ericsson Not supportive

Couple of good points.  Agreeing with merge with 221260 but still main problem this attribute is becoming to complex trying to supersede purpose of IntentReport.  We don’t need redundant information in the system.  Hence if merge was done with 221260 as a base it would be more acceptable for Ericsson.  

Looking forward for the next version of the merge based on original 221260
20 Jan: rev3 uploaded. 
24 Jan Conf call:

E: redundant information for intentreport and fulfillmentinfo. Do not agree with fulfillmentinfo. Intentreport is defined in 1133. 

N: Propose to agree with this content and move forward. E could come up with contributions for update.
25 Jan: Ericsson object. Ericsson would be more positive if the merge was based on 221260 (as proposed by Ericsson) not other way around.  Also, Ericsson proposal up to this meeting was to rely on Intent Common Model specified by TM Forum in RDF where IntentReport is fully specified.   Now Ericsson takes an effort to move RDF solution over with UML including details of Intent Report.  In both cases IntentFulfillmentInfor is redundant hence Ericsson objects this contribution.

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221260
	pCR TS 28.312 Add attributes of the IntentReport (AsiaInfo) (Chunying Tang)
17 Jan: merge S5-221238 and S5-221260 into one contribution S5-221238. The combined and updated version is uploaded as S5-221238rev1.
Conclusion: Noted

	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221420
	Technical Discussion on TTM reduction for new Service offerings (Ericsson Telecomunicazioni SpA) (Volodymyr Malashnyak)
17 Jan: Nokia not supportive. 

1.
The discussion does not answer the question “Why RDF when the content can be simply presented in tables and text?”. Instead it focusses on UML which is in fact only used to show diagrammatically the relationship between the information elements.

2.
The justification for RDF is the flexibility in introducing new attributes that may not have been expected initially. This is an implementation aspects that affect the way the software is designed and implemented. It does affect stage 2 specifications.
Huawei not supportive. 
1.
Clause 3.1, confuse for the background, which proposes to have a common communication service management between 3GPP and TMF, instead of intent management.

2.
Regarding the first bullet in the detailed proposal, we are welcome the discussion for the collaboration/alignment with other SDOs for the intent management, but collaboration/alignment doesn’t mean SA5 need to remove everything which is agreed before.

3.
Regarding the second bullet in the detailed proposal, Firstly Current SA5 stage2 NRM are follow the template 32.156 Fixed Mobile Convergence (FMC), whcih is also Federated Network Information Model between SA5 and TMF; Secondly current SA5 stage2 NRM model is not specific for UML, the UML is only used for the model diagram to describe the relationship between different classes. Current SA5 stage2 NRM model only describes the definition for class, <<dataType>> and attribute by using attribute definition table. Thirdly, as per discussion in last TMF MSDO meeting, RDF doesn’t have the inheritance mechanism. Without the inheritance mechanism, how to describe the relation of domain specific model and common model.

4.
Regarding the third bullet, current content in Annex C already capture such alignment information as we discussed and agreed in last meeting.

We welcome the MSDO discussion for intent management, but MSDO discussion take a time and there are many issues to be addressed (especially for the IPR issue), so such discussion should not delay SA5 intent work.
19 Jan Conf call:

N: The justification given for going with RDF is that it allows the operator to define new attributes which were not defined before. So we don’t have to change the stage 2 specification to capture new features in runtime. This discussion is beyond stage 2, so the change in 421 is not justified.

E: I am pointing out that RDF has a concept of resource. this is all that the system needs to know. UML doesn’t have such a mechanism. It may be possible but it was not studied yet. Don’t agree that we don’t have a justification.

H: Same comments as Nokia, but additionally: We sent many comments over email as well. Re: the E proposal, I haven’t seen any benefits to use RDF, as this is a stage 2 work. For stage 3, RDF uses XML, so what’s the difference? For the 2nd point of a common model, which should be a benefit for the MSDO cooperation, but inheritance is not allowed in RDF, this is also an issue.

E: The point is about stage 2. The usage of RDF as a resource, it exists in RDFS but not in UML. So it has some advantages that have to be understood. The two systems will have to make some adaptation. 2 benefits of usage were proposed by TMF. RDF gives more flexibility and excludes necessity to update the mgmt system that exposes the intent driven interface, and avoids the need to adapt between two interfaces.

H: For the usage of RDF as a resource , in UML we always defined resources. 

N: We are about to close Rel-17, and now discussing a new concept that has no chance of approval in Rel-17.

E: But there are benefits which we want to achieve. We want to have a delay because there are good reasons for it.

H: Currently as rapporteur I plan to close this work item in this meeting. If we want to discuss something with new methodology, we should discuss it in a new study.

E: We have 2 alternatives, one is to follow Ericsson’s proposal, and second to see what we can do with an extension of the UML. And the TS is full of editor’s notes that need to be resolved.

H: To progress in this meeting, I propose to conclude the technical discussions on the intent model.

VC: How to move forward? 

•
Whether we need to make a selection of UML or RDFS in Rel-17, or can we live with both?

•
We have editor’s notes about alignment with TMF. We need to define what that means, e.g. semantical alignment, or model alignment. 

•
It would be good to have some compromise agreements on these aspects.

E: I think we need extension of the WI, to conclude.

VC: Let’s first see if we can find some compromise for Rel-17.

H: We already had a long discussion about these two issues. At the last meeting we had an agreement in one proposal. But in this meeting it seems to be rediscussed, so I am not sure if an extension of 3 months will help.

C/VC: We encourage all involved companies to work offline to try to find a compromise to finish this in Rel-17.
19 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
25 Jan: Huawei object. Per online/offline discussion, the contribution for S5-221420/S5-221421 needs further discussion, especially for the RDF methodology. Also you planned to provide the revision to convert the TMF RDF ICM model to UML format for the discussion in next meeting. So based on this, we cannot agree the S5-221420 and S5-221421 in this meeting.
Conclusion: Noted


	discussion



	S5-221421
	Update intent information model (Ericsson Telecomunicazioni SpA) (Volodymyr Malashnyak)
17 Jan: Nokia not supportive. Same as the comments for S5-221420.
Huawei Not supportive for current proposal, but one proposal to progress this topic.

1.
The comments for S5-221420 applied there also.

2.
Disagree to remove the existing content (including the definition for intent IOC and Intent Expectation dataType ).  As you know, the group spend a lot of time for such discussion and reach the agreement in last meeting, it is really strange and not productive to remove all and just copy something from TM Form. 

3.
One proposal to move forward, if you insist on capture the RDF in R17, I would suggest to add a separate Annex to describe how existing intent model information can be presented by RDF.
19 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
25 Jan: Huawei object. Per online/offline discussion, the contribution for S5-221420/S5-221421 needs further discussion, especially for the RDF methodology. Also you planned to provide the revision to convert the TMF RDF ICM model to UML format for the discussion in next meeting. So based on this, we cannot agree the S5-221420 and S5-221421 in this meeting.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221134
	pCR TS 28.312 Update RadioNetworkExpectation (Huawei, China Mobile, China Unicom,, Deutsche Telekom) (Ruiyue Xu)
19 Jan: Ericsson Needs further discussion

As not supportive. Last meeting we agreed there is an “Intent-Object” (updated to Expectation Object this meeting) within Expectation itself which defines “what” is needed (e.g. Radio Network) .  This contribution contradicts this idea.  

Alos, can reuse already established 3PP definitions e.g. in slicing model coverageAreaPolygonContext -> coverageArea,  coverageTACContext -> coverageAreaTAList
Nokia Not yet supporting

The group does need to define new objects and new names. 

Instead, we propose to strongly like the proposed scenario specific expectation to the general model. In that regard we should provide the content in the scenario specific expectation as values of the generic model. I have provided an example table to link the content to the model. We can as such simply followed in with text that describes these features or refers to the already defined features and attributes in 3GPP specs.
21 Jan: rev1 uploaded. 
Samsung
Object 

The update looks quite disoriented from the normal NRM design. Following clarifications:

1.
Is Radio Network Expectation is an IOC? If not then how I can have attributes?

2.
Regarding “Radio Network Expectation is an instance of IntentExpectation..”, IntetExpectation is a datatype. How can a datatype be instantiated?

3.
How can we define “Allowed Value” in Attribute Definitions? 

This is not based on generic Intent model.
Nokia support rev1.
22 Jan: rev2 uploaded. 
24 Jan: Nokia support rev2.
25 Jan: rev4 uploaded. Rev5 uploaded after the submission deadline. 
Conclusion:?? (decision to be made in closing plenary).

	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221135
	pCR TS 28.312 Clean up on procedures (Huawei, Deutsche Telekom) (Ruiyue Xu)
19 Jan: Ericsson Update needed

Not supportive at the moment Issue#1: The note should not be removed since Annex B is only informative and thus not really considered as part of 3GPP. Furthermore, the Intent LCM is not only confined to the Intent phases but also to the Intent API, which has yet not fully been considered. 

20 Jan/23 Jan/24 Jan: More discussion. 
24 Jan: Rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221582

	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221154
	Presentation sheet of TS 28.312 for SA Information and Approval (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)
19 Jan: first set of comments received. 
25 Jan: Huawei Based on the online and offline discussion, we compromise to extend this  work item for one more meeting to allow Ericsson to submit contribution to address the Editor’s Note related to alignment/collaboration with TMF. For this presentation, we revised to only for sending for information. rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221583


	other



	S5-221078
	pCR TS 28.312 Add feasibility check to the procedures for intent management (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Xi Cao)
19 Jan: Ericsson Not Supportive

There is a number of editor’s comments across the TS about alignment with other SDOs.  At the moment in SA5 we discuss if we can better align with TM Forum. Can this contribution be more aligned with TM Forum IG1253C as well?   Ericsson view is align here as much as possible
CMCC question on the collaboration mechanism with TMF and meaning of alignment. 
23 Jan/24 Jan: more discussion.

24 Jan: rev1 uploaded. 
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221584


	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221131
	pCR TS 28.312 Rapporteur clean up (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)
19 Jan: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded.

23 Jan: comments resolved. 
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221585


	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221261
	pCR TS 28.312 update clause 4.2.2 and clause 6.3.3 (AsiaInfo) (Chunying Tang)
17 Jan: Nokia needs major changes.
18 Jan: rev1 uploaded. 
19 Jan/20 Jan: more discussion.
20 Jan: Nokia support. Nokia does not support the Ericsson proposal in step 7 to rename notifications as intent report.
24 Jan: rev2 uploaded. 
25 Jan: Ericsson object. Unfortunately rev2 is not as expected by Ericsson  (see comments below) Ericsson object rev2 but since the change is simple can take it forward for discussion in email review.

See concrete proposal for a change.
The problem is still this sentence “MnS Producer may notify MnS Consumer about the intent fulfilment information, including DN of intent MOI, and fulfillStatus.NOTE： The intent fulfilment information can be sent via notification or intent reporting.”

E propose the following text “MnS Producer may notify MnS Consumer about the intent fulfilment, including DN of intent MOI, and fulfillStatus via notification or intent reporting”.  A new revision with this text will be accepted
26 Jan: rev3 uploaded after submission deadline. Asiainfo asked to check in closing plenary. 
Conclusion: TBD (decision to be made in closing plenary).
	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221384
	pCR 28.312 ServiceDeploymentExpectation definition (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
19 Jan: Ericsson Not supportive

I think the best if this contribution gets merged e.g. with Huawei contribution on RadioNetworkExpectation  (221134, which Ericsson is also not supportive) but at least we can have more focused discussion.

Conceptually.  No Object-specific Expectations.  If “service” is needed it is an attribute / parameter withing Expectation saying it… not a name of the Expectation.  

If it is called just DeliveryExpectation it is more acceptable (since also aligns with TM Forum 1253A)

And what is a “service” it looks like replacement for slice… Do you see this replace slice provisioning, or is it a complement? (I hinting that probably to answer this question we need a study, right?) 

Anyway, can this be added to the thread 221134.
Nokia agrees that the merging is good. It is however not mandatory but the same structure should be followed. I have proposed a way to achieve this in https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/TSG_SA/WG5_TM/TSGS5_141e/Inbox/Drafts/S5-221134 pCR TS 28.312 Update RadioNetworkExpectation_NOKIA.docx
25 Jan: rev1 uploaded. More discussion. Rev2 uploaded after submission deadline. 
Ericsson objects 221284rev1 as it is not fully aligned with proposed intent model (no objecttype proposed).

However, Ericsson sees rev2 uploaded as a good progress and will prepare to confirm its position before/during closing plenary.

Also, Ericsson will support email review for this document
Samsung request to confirm the disposition of 221384rev2 in closing plenary.
Conclusion:?? (decision to be made in closing plenary).

	pCRr, TS 28.312 v0.7.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	6.4.10
Enhanced Closed loop SLS Assurance

	eCOSLA email thread TITLE list (9):

[SA5#141e], 6.4.10-eCOSLA, GROUP#1 (S5-221386/S5-221387) Clean up stage 2 descriptions

[SA5#141e], 6.4.10-eCOSLA, GROUP#2 (S5-221389/S5-221391) eCosla completion

[SA5#141e], 6.4.10-eCOSLA, GROUP#3 (S5-221442/S5-221443/S5-221444) Solution for Pause point and disabling CL action

[SA5#141e], 6.4.10-eCOSLA, S5-221048 Editorial on the definition of AssuranceClosedControlLoop

[SA5#141e], 6.4.10-eCOSLA, S5-221197 Fixing the "S" qualifier

[SA5#141e], 6.4.10-eCOSLA, S5-221383 Add Annex with code of UML diagrams

[SA5#141e], 6.4.10-eCOSLA, S5-221385 Update assurance scope data type description

[SA5#141e], 6.4.10-eCOSLA, S5-221388 Discussion paper on communication service assurance and closed control loops

[SA5#141e], 6.4.10-eCOSLA, S5-221445 REl 17 CR 28.535 Convert draft CR S5-215622

	S5-221048
	Editorial on the definition of AssuranceClosedControlLoop (Nokia Germany) (Konstantinos Samdanis)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
21 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Agreed with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221586

	CR0037r, TS 28.536 v17.1.0, Rel-17, Cat. D



	S5-221197
	Fixing the "S" qualifier (Nokia Germany) (Konstantinos Samdanis)
17 Jan: E Support after cover page is completed.

18 Jan: MCC comments.
21 Jan: rev1/rev2 uploaded.  MCC comments.
26 Jan: need to add “1” on the revision field of the cover page.
Conclusion: rev2 Agreed with update on the cover page- revise to final tdoc# S5-221587


	CR0038r, TS 28.536 v17.1.0, Rel-17, Cat. D



	S5-221383
	Add Annex with code of UML diagrams (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab, Deutsche Telekom) (Jan Groenendijk)
25 Jan: no comments received until 25 Jan. 
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.

	CR0039r, TS 28.536 v17.1.0, Rel-17, Cat. D



	S5-221385
	Update assurance scope data type description (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab, Deutsche Telekom) (Jan Groenendijk)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.
21 Jan: rev1 uploaded.

25 Jan: rev2 uploaded. More comments on we cannot restrict taiList to subnets only. 
25 Jan: Samsung object rev2. The AssuranceScope can apply to network slice also. For that we need to add more attributes to the assurance scope. Untill, then we cannot restrict taiList to subnets only.
Conclusion: Not Pursued


	CR0040r, TS 28.536 v17.1.0, Rel-17, Cat. F



	S5-221386
	Discussion paper on cleaning up the eCosla stage 2 descriptions (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab, Deutsche Telekom) (Jan Groenendijk)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
25 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: Noted


	discussion



	S5-221387
	Input to draftCR TS 28.536 clean up stage 2 descriptions (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab, Deutsche Telekom) (Jan Groenendijk)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
19 Jan: MCC comments. The tdoc type of 387 should be other instead of CR. MCC asked If the content of 387 is agreed:

-
Declare 387 not pursued.

-
Give a new tdoc number type Other and name it “input to draft CR…”.
25 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
25 Jan: Huawei, Nokia asked for email approval.

Conclusion: Email approval with new tdoc# S5-221588.

	CR0041r, TS 28.536 v17.1.0, Rel-17, Cat. C



	S5-221388
	Discussion paper on communication service assurance and closed control loops (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab) (Jan Groenendijk)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.
18 Jan: Lenovo/Samsung/Huawei questioned on the purpose of the DP. 
22 Jan: rev1 uploaded.

25 Jan: more discussion.
25 Jan: Huawei Object S5-221388. It is still not clear what you want to endorse and what’s the impact on existing TS 28.535/28.536. I would suggest to introduce the concrete content changes for the TSs in next meeting which will help to progress if you think this is important topic and needs to be addressed in R17.
Lenovo unfortunately agrees with Huawei and also has to object due to the unclear nature of the discussion paper
Conclusion: Noted

	discussion



	S5-221389
	Discussion paper on eCosla completion (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab) (Jan Groenendijk)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
21 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
25 Jan: more discussion.
Conclusion: rev1 Endorsed with no further comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221589

	discussion



	S5-221391
	Revised WID on Enhanced Closed loop SLS assurance (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab) (Jan Groenendijk)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
21 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
25 Jan: more discussion.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221590


	WID revised



	S5-221442
	R17 CR 28.536  Add Solution for Pause point (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.
18 Jan: more comments. 
20 Jan: MCC comment.
24 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
25 Jan: rev3 uploaded. 
25 Jan: Ericsson objects to S5-221442 and S5-221444 as there are still questions that need further clarifications.
-
Ok, the loop is paused and a notification has been send, what action is needed to get out of the pause state.

-
How does the operator know that a loop is in pause state?

-
After the operator has added a new attribute to the attributePauseMap, does the whole loop gets paused when the new attribute emits a notification or is the loop paused for just that attribute?

-
What are the conditions to update the attributePauseMap?

-
Are multiple notifications send for the same attribute or only if the loop detects a changed value of this attribute?
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0042r, TS 28.536 v17.1.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221443
	R17 CR 28.536  Add Solution for Pause point  (Lenovo (Beijing) Ltd) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
17 Jan: duplicate with 1442? Author confirmed the duplication.
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0043r, TS 28.536 v17.1.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221444
	CR 28.536  Add Solution for disabling CL action (Lenovo (Beijing) Ltd) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
20 Jan: MCC comment.

24 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
25 Jan: Ericsson objects to S5-221442 and S5-221444 as there are still questions that need further clarifications.
-
Could you clarify when the operator disables an attribute instead of changing the closed loop to exclude it?
-  Would it not be easier to update the attribute list to reflect what the loop is changing?
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0044r, TS 28.536 v17.1.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221445
	REl 17 CR 28.535 Convert draft CR S5-215622 (Lenovo (Beijing) Ltd) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
17 Jan: first set of comments received. Samsung support.  E thinks the conversion of the current draftCR 28.535 to CR is premature as not all stage 2/3 solutions are agreed.
18 Jan: MCC comment. It’s OK to convert to a real CR now, but I’m more concerned about the editor’s notes that show that the content is incomplete. Note that given the end of the Release you wont be able to address these editors’ notes with a cat-F CR, you will need a Rel-18 WID (or an exception).
25 Jan: Nokia comments, S5-221442 and S5-221444 are objected and checked that this contribution brings the stage 1 use case of pause points. Is it fine to accept this at this point or shall we wait for the solution to be agreed? Otherwise, we may end up having a stage 1 description without a stage 2 and 3 solution.
VC: As 1445 only contains stage 1, it would be better to have a complete solution together with stage 2 and stage 3 in next meeting. Let’s note 1445. Maybe you could consider to use rapporteur call to resolve the concern on solutions before next meeting.
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0064r, TS 28.535 v17.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	6.4.11
Self-Organizing Networks (SON) for 5G networks

	eSON_5G email thread TITLE list (5):

[SA5#141e], 6.4.11-eSON_5G, S5-221072 Rel-17 CR 28.541 Correct NRM fragment for DMRO Management

[SA5#141e], 6.4.11-eSON_5G, GROUP#1 (S5-221074/ S5-221075) PCI configuration notification and C-SON notification

[SA5#141e], 6.4.11-eSON_5G, GROUP#2 (S5-221191/S5-221192) Rel-17 CR 28.541 Add C-SON CCO NRM model 

	S5-221072
	Rel-17 CR 28.541 Correct NRM fragment for DMRO Management (Intel) (Joey Chou)
19 Jan: Nokia support with update. 
25 Jan: no revision provided and no objection. 

Conclusion: Agreed with no further comments received.

	CR0649r, TS 28.541 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. F



	S5-221074
	Rel-17 CR 28.313 Add information in the PCI configuration notification (Intel) (Joey Chou)
18 Jan: first set of comments received. 
20 Jan: Rev1 uploaded. 
24 Jan: comment resolved.
Conclusion: rev1 Agreed with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221591

	CR0045r, TS 28.313 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221075
	Rel-17 CR 28.313 Add information in the C-SON notification (Intel) (Joey Chou)
18 Jan: first set of comments received. 
20 Jan: Rev1 uploaded.

24 Jan: comment resolved.

Conclusion: rev1 Agreed with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221592

	CR0046r, TS 28.313 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221191
	Rel-17 CR 28.541 Add C-SON CCO NRM model stage2 (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.
18 Jan: more comments.
20 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
25 Jan: rev2 uploaded. More comments. 
25 Jan: Ericsson objects to this CR. However, we believe that there has been considerable progress during this meeting, and also during this afternoon’s offline discussion.
Conclusion: Email approval with new tdoc# S5-221593 (in the same package with S5-221594)

	CR0659r, TS 28.541 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221192
	Rel-17 CR 28.541 Add C-SON CCO NRM model stage3 (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.

18 Jan: more comments.
25 Jan: rev2 uploaded. More comments.
25 Jan: Ericsson objects to this CR. However, we believe that there has been considerable progress during this meeting, and also during this afternoon’s offline discussion.
Conclusion: Email approval with new tdoc# S5-221594 (in the same package with S5-221593)

	CR0660r, TS 28.541 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	6.4.12
Enhancement of Handover Optimization

	E_HOO email thread TITLE list (6):

[SA5#141e], 6.4.12-E_HOO, S5-221377 Rel-17 CR 28.552 Conditional handover measurements

[SA5#141e], 6.4.12-E_HOO, S5-221378 Rel-17 CR 28.554 Add KPI for HO success rate for all handover types

[SA5#141e], 6.4.12-E_HOO, S5-221379 Input to Draft CR 28.313 E_HOO End-of-release cleanup

[SA5#141e], 6.4.12-E_HOO, S5-221380 WID Enhancement_Handover_optimization

[SA5#141e], 6.4.12-E_HOO, S5-221381 DraftCR for E-HOO - TS 28.313

[SA5#141e], 6.4.12-E_HOO, S5-221400 Revised WID on Enhancement of Handover Optimization

	S5-221377
	Rel-17 CR 28.552 Conditional handover measurements (Ericsson France S.A.S) (Per Elmdahl)
17 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Agreed with no comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221595

	CR0357r, TS 28.552 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221378
	Rel-17 CR 28.554 Add KPI for HO success rate for all handover types (Ericsson France S.A.S) (Per Elmdahl)
17 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Agreed with no comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221596


	CR0092r, TS 28.554 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221379
	Input to Draft CR 28.313 E_HOO End-of-release cleanup (Ericsson France S.A.S) (Per Elmdahl)
21 Jan: no comments received until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	other



	S5-221380
	WID Enhancement_Handover_optimization (Ericsson France S.A.S) (Per Elmdahl)
21 Jan: no comments received until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	WID revised



	S5-221381
	DraftCR for E-HOO - TS 28.313 (Ericsson France S.A.S) (Per Elmdahl)
21 Jan: no comments received until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	draftCRr, TS 28.313 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221400
	Revised WID on Enhancement of Handover Optimization (Ericsson France S.A.S) (Per Elmdahl)
21 Jan: no comments received until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	WID revised



	6.4.13
Discovery of management services in 5G

	5GDMS email thread TITLE list (1):

[SA5#141e], 6.4.13-5GDMS, GROUP#1 (S5-221208/S5-221209/S5-221210) support for discovery of managed entities

	S5-221208
	Discussion on solutions for discovery of management services in 5G (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
20 Jan: first set of comments received.
21 Jan: more comments.
25 Jan: VC the tdoc is for discussion.

Conclusion: Noted


	discussion



	S5-221209
	Rel-17 CR 28.622 Add support for discovery of managed entities (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
20 Jan: first set of comments received. E supportive.
21 Jan: more comments.
24 Jan Conf call:

HW: How to describe solution to satisfy traditional style with small number of MnS? 
A new style of large number of MnS. The specification will keep two options. 
N: it’s always to keep Root DN. 
HW: propose to remove the concept of RootDN. 
25 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221597

	CR0133r, TS 28.622 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221210
	Rel-17 CR 28.623 Add support for discovery of managed entities (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
20 Jan: first set of comments received. E supportive with update. Rev1 uploaded. 
25 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221598


	CR0147r, TS 28.623 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	6.4.14
Management Aspects of 5G Network Sharing

	MANS email thread TITLE list (4):

[SA5#141e], 6.4.14-MANS, GROUP#1 (S5-221136/S5-221139) NG-RAN MOCN network sharing 

[SA5#141e], 6.4.14-MANS, GROUP#2 (S5-221169/S5-221171) Add administrative management capability

[SA5#141e], 6.4.14-MANS, S5-221137 Rel-17 CR TS 32.130 Clean up on concept and business level requirements

[SA5#141e], 6.4.14-MANS, S5-221138 Rel-17 CR TS 32.130 Add missing use case and requirements for radio resources partitioning between POPs

	S5-221136
	Rel-17 CR TS 28.541 Alignment on NR NRM for MOCN network sharing (Huawei,Orange,China Mobile,China Unicom,China Telecom, Deutsche Telekom,Ericsson,Telefonica) (Ruiyue Xu)
20 Jan: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Agreed with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221599

	CR0652r, TS 28.541 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. F



	S5-221139
	Rel-17 CR TS 32.130 Add solution description for the requirements for the management of the shared NG-RAN NE(s) in MOCN network sharing scenario (Huawei,Orange,China Mobile, China Unicom,China Telecom, Deutsche Telekom,Ericsson,Telefonica) (Ruiyue Xu)
17 Jan: MCC comments.
21 Jan: Samsung Not Supportive for now

[SS-1] Sorry for a bit late comment. I realized that the TS 32.130 is only about “concepts and requirements”. So adding a whole new section 7 for “Solution Description” does not looks correct for this TS. None of previously defined requirements had such solution description.
22 Jan: rev2 uploaded. 
24 Jan: rev3 uploaded. comments resolved.

Conclusion: rev3 Agreed with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221600

	CR0019r, TS 32.130 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221169
	Rel-17 CR TS 32.130 Add administrative management capability requirements (ZTE Corporation, China Unicom) (Weihong Zhu)
19 Jan: first set of comments received.
21 Jan: comment clarified. 

Conclusion: Agreed with no further comments received.

	CR0020r, TS 32.130 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221171
	Rel-17 CR TS 28.541 Add administrativeState attribute in OperatorNRCellDU (ZTE Corporation, China Unicom) (Weihong Zhu)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
21 Jan: rev1 uploaded. 
Conclusion: rev1 Agreed with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221601


	CR0653r, TS 28.541 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221137
	Rel-17 CR TS 32.130 Clean up on concept and business level requirements (Huawei, China Unicom,China Telecom) (Ruiyue Xu)
21 Jan: no comments received until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Agreed with no comments received.

	CR0017r, TS 32.130 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221138
	Rel-17 CR TS 32.130 Add missing use case and requirements for radio resources partitioning between POPs (Huawei, China Unicom,China Telecom) (Ruiyue Xu)
21 Jan: first set of comments received. More discussion. 
Conclusion: Agreed with no further comments received.

	CR0018r, TS 32.130 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	6.4.15
Enhancements of Management Data Analytics Service

	eMDAS email thread TITLE list (26):

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, GROUP#1 (S5-221046/S5-221302) MDA types
[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, GROUP#2 (S5-221076/S5-221077/S5-221183/S5-221185/S5-221341/S5-221342) geographical information supporting MDA
[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, GROUP#3 (S5-221140/S5-221141) Add E2E latency analysis solution

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, GROUP#4 (S5-221142/S5-221143) Add service experience analysis solution

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, GROUP#5 (S5-221144/S5-221145) Add network slice throughput analysis solution

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, GROUP#6 (S5-221146/S5-221147) Add network slice load analysis solution

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, GROUP#7 (S5-221182/S5-221250/S5-221251/S5-221294) MDA assisted energy saving analysis
[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221184 pCR TS 28.104 add output stage3 for Energy saving analytics and coverage issue analytics

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221188 pCR TS 28.104 add MDA analysis request and report generic workflow

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, GROUP#8 (S5-221186/S5-221187/S5-221339) MDA report request

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221189 pCR TS 28.104 add MDA related service components

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221190 pCR TS28.104 Add the requirements for ML model training for MDA

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221217 pCR 28.104 Add description of coordinated analysis

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221218 pCR 28.104 Requirements cleanup

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, GROUP#9 (S5-221219/S5-221220/S5-221292) Add Alarm analytics solution

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221271 pCR draft TS28.104, Rapporteur clean-

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221273 pCR draft TS28.104, further clarifications and supporting text for clause 6.3 MDA role in cross-domain service assurance

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221293 pCR 28.104 add inter-gNB beam selection optimization solution

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221299 Add MDA context

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221332 pCR 28.105 Add scope

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221333 pCR 28.105 Add overview

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221334 pCR 28.105 Add service framework for AI-ML model training

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, GROUP#10 (S5-221335/S5-221338) ML model training part
[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221336 pCR 28.105 Add NRMs for AI-ML model training

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221337 Initial skeleton (v000) of TS 28.105

[SA5#141e], 6.4.15-eMDAS, S5-221431 pCR draft TS28.104, add historical data handling for MDA

	S5-221046
	Including individual PM, KPI, trace and QoE statistics and predictions as additional MDA types  (Nokia Germany) (Konstantinos Samdanis)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.
18 Jan/19 Jan: more comments.
20 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221602


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221302
	Add MDA types  (Nokia Germany) (Konstantinos Samdanis)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.
18 Jan/19 Jan: more comments.
20 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221603


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221076
	CR Rel-17 28.622 Enhance NRM with geographical information supporting MDA (Intel) (Yizhi Yao)
17 Jan: Nokia not supportive.
1.
As specified in draft TS 28.104 the input data pointed out is for information purposes. So it does not really justify anything. This input data is only there as a suggestion of input not mandatory input. 

2.
I do not see how enhancing the "peeParametersList" can achieve the goal described in the reason for change. "peeParametersList" is used for monitoring of power, energy and environmental parameters! 

3.
Why site Latitude and siteLongitude are CM and not optional as originally specified?  

4.
siteLongitude is defined twice, seems that there is an error there.
18 Jan: more comments.
20 Jan Conf call:

Common Geo information is moved to update of 1076, this information will not be kept in 1183/1341. 

N: 1274 defines Geo as datatype. Need to be discussed together. 
C: consider to merge the description of Geo information in 1274 and 1076. 
20 Jan: 

-  S5-221076rev1 which merges the geoArea part from S5-121183 and S5-221341.
Ericsson  Not supportive. Elaborate which use case.  Elaborate on CM.  Should stay optional.  Location of equipment is inventory information.  It is not needed for NR, DU or CU to carry its duties.  Different operators imply different inventory approaches: equipment when istalled is reflected in Operators Inventory which not necessarily implies it will be added to those MOI-s stated.  Only optional.

If Use Case can be supported if data are provided.  But it is still optional.  If one does not need a Use case it will not put any efforts to make sure the data are populated
20 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221604


	CR0131r, TS 28.622 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221077
	CR Rel-17 28.623 Enhance NRM with geographical information supporting MDA (Intel) (Yizhi Yao)
17 Jan: Nokia not supportive. See comments for S5-221076
21 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221605


	CR0146r, TS 28.623 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221183
	pCR TS 28.104 add coverage issue analytics output area definition--stage2 (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Jan: Nokia are supportive in defining coverage area, but we since this is a definition that can be reused for other purposes we shall define it in 28.622 common definitions.
18 Jan: more comments.
23 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221606

	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221185
	pCR TS 28.104 add AnalticsOutputFilters of coverage issue analysis stage2 (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Jan: Nokia, As mention for the S5-221183, we are supportive but we need a common definition that can be reused for both these case and for more.
Intel Not supportive 

1.
The filter is for filtering the MDA outputs but not the inputs. The RSRP and RSRQ are the inputs but not outputs, so they shall not be filterable by the MDA consumer.

2.
For MDA output filtering, we can try to define a generic filtering mechanism which can be applied to any UCs, see the proposal in S5-221339.
18 Jan: more comments.
23 Jan: rev3 uploaded.
25 Jan: Intel object. For S5-221185rev3, Intel holds our position that it is not a good way to define filters per MDA use case with the same (or very similar) structures, the filters can be defined in a generic way.

Therefore, Intel objects to S5-221185rev3. 

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221341
	pCR 28.104 Update MDA service framework and data definitions for coverage problem analysis (Intel) (Yizhi Yao)
17 Jan: Nokia are supportive in general but we have some specific comments.
Intel propose to define the GeoArea data type in 28.622.
18 Jan: more comments.
20 Jan Conf call:
N: will the recommendation be implemented? We have existing mechanism for notificationMOIChange. Seems we try to reinvent the solution for recommendation.
I: MDAS consumer can’t control NRM, the recommendation is provided from producer. Consider to reuse the structure of the notificationMOIChange. 
20 Jan:

- S5-221341rev1, which removed the geoArea (which will be defined in 28.622 by S5-221076rev1) and made the data type for non-3GPP operations FFS.
21 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
24 Jan: rev3 uploaded. 
Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221607

	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221342
	CR Rel-17 28.552 Add measurements to support coverage problem analysis for MDA (Intel) (Yizhi Yao)
17 Jan: Nokia not supportive. 

1.
SS-RSRP distribution per SSB of neighbor NR cell – shall be defined per beam as stated in the title and not per NRcell. The relation per beam does not exist and needs to be specified.

2.
RSRP distribution per neighbor E-UTRAN cell – does not suit 28.552 since this document contains 5G PMs

3.
UE Context Release – is not defined per beam. Although the beam is added in f) it is not specified how to get information related to beams. UE Context Release is currently defined per gNB only.
18 Jan: more comments.
21 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
24 Jan: rev2 uploaded. 
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221608


	CR0352r, TS 28.552 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221140
	pCR TS28.104 Add E2E latency analysis solution (Huawei) (Man Wang)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.
18 Jan: more comments.
22 Jan: rev2 uploaded. 
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221609


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221141
	pCR TS 28.104 add E2E latency analysis solution - stage3 (Huawei) (Man Wang)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.
18 Jan: Nokia do not agree with using File based as proposed.
22 Jan: more discussion. Wait for stage2 discussion.
25 Jan: Intel propose seems we all agreed that the stage 3 needs to put on hold at this moment. Therefore S5-221141 cannot be pursued in this meeting.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221142
	pCR TS28.104 Add service experience analysis solution (Huawei ) (Man Wang)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.
Intel asked to provide the enabling data.

Samsung Same comment as 221140.
18 Jan/20 Jan: more discussion.
22 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
25 Jan: more comments.
25 Jan: Nokia objects S5-221142 since we asked some further clarifications that were not addressed.  We can discuss further by email.
26 Jan: Huawei provided clarifications. 

Conclusion: Email approval with new tdoc# S5-221712 (to be confirmed in closing plenary)

	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221143
	pCR TS 28.104 add service experience analysis solution -stage3 (Huawei ) (Man Wang)
17 Jan: Nokia not supportive. We do not agree with using File based. Lets first have a stage 1 agreement and we can introduce this content later.  I will provide some feedback in the respective contribution.
Intel propose For stage 3, we need to allow one report (file, streaming or notification) to contains the MDA outputs for multiple MDA types, but not always to have a specific report for each MDA type.
22 Jan: Wait for stage2 discussion.
25 Jan: Intel propose seems we all agreed that the stage 3 needs to put on hold at this moment. Therefore S5-221143 cannot be pursued in this meeting.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221144
	pCR TS28.104 Add network slice throughput analysis solution (Huawei) (Man Wang)
17 Jan: first set of comments received. Intel asked to provide the enabling data.
18 Jan: more discussion.
Samsung Same comment as 221140.
22 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
25 Jan: Nokia objects S5-221144, the way NetworkSliceThroughputStatistics and NetworkSliceThroughputPredictions are defined since they limits the MDA output to provide analytics for UL or DL and not for both.

In addition, we are sceptical if we shall include Average percentage of users or Average percentage of time and why not both in separate output parameters. 

We can clarify these by further email exchange.  
26 Jan: rapporteur suggest to have a try email approval if it is possible for us to make some progress.
Conclusion: Email approval with new tdoc# S5-221610.

	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221145
	pCR TS 28.104 add network slice throughput analysis solution - stage3 (Huawei) (Man Wang)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.

18 Jan: more discussion. 

22 Jan: more discussion. Wait for stage2 discussion.
25 Jan: Intel propose seems we all agreed that the stage 3 needs to put on hold at this moment. Therefore S5-221145 cannot be pursued in this meeting.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221146
	pCR TS28.104 Add network slice load analysis solution (Huawei) (Man Wang)
17 Jan: first set of comments received. 
1. Enabling data discussion:
Intel asked to provide the enabling data. Nokia any vendor can use freely any input data including proprietary one to produce output data. Huawei the output is not dependent on the list of the enabling data, it is reasonable for companies to contribute just on the output. Samsung asked group opinion on “In order for an Output to be agreed as MDA output for a particular MDA capability, the related/required inputs SHALL BE defined in 3GPP. If that input is not available/defined the Output cannot be agreed. Which also imply that a set of Output MUST BE accompanied by the related/required inputs.”
2. Nokia propose to need a common way to capture, e.g., MDA_ID and Issue_Type, phase, etc., and avoid introducing several attributes per use case that assist the same purpose.
18 Jan: more discussion.
20 Jan conf call: 
HW: two main issues:
1. Enabling data: The enabling data is not mandatory to be provided the information. 
2. Root cause: is defined as string. The content is decided by implementation. 
I: the enabling data is mandatory to be provided for completeness. 
N: for root cause reporting, what’s the additional benefit compared with what we have today? PM reporting can report slice load, alarm notification can also notification the issue of slice load. 
I: we need to have enabling data available for standardization.
NEC: agree with intel. Can not agree with solution without input data.

HW: there is no 1:1 mapping between enabling data and output data. Company can chose enabling data to produce output data. The TS has indicated this information. 
I: without seeing the enabling data, 1146 didn’t follow the TS structure. 
I: the standard MDA output shall be able to be enabled by standardized enabling data. The reason is company A proposed MDA output that can’t be enabled by standardized data, there is no way to guarantee another company have the proprietary data to enabled MDA output. Intel do not agree output which can not be enabled by standardized input. 
N: why we care about certain company to produce output? We should not focus on the interface. 
22 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221611


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221147
	 pCR TS 28.104 add network slice load analysis solution - stage3 (Huawei) (Man Wang)
17 Jan: first set of comments received. 
18 Jan: more discussion.
22 Jan: more discussion. Wait for stage2 discussion.
25 Jan: Intel propose seems we all agreed that the stage 3 needs to put on hold at this moment. Therefore S5-221147 cannot be pursued in this meeting.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221182
	pCR TS 28.104 add Energy saving analytics output solution --stage2 (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Jan: first set of comments received. 
18 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
20 Jan: rev2 uploaded. 
25 Jan: S5-221251rev3 merged with S5-221182 and S5-221294, based on the comments.
25 Jan: Nokia objects S5-221182, since the way TrafficLoadPrediction is defined is not accurate, it cannot be “e.g. PRB utilization rate”. Also once we specify a prediction we may need it for time period, which is not clear how we can achieve this. Finally, the prediction is not a deterministic measurement, so we also need to include a confidence degree.    
Conclusion: Merged into tdoc# S5-221612.


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221250
	pCR 28.104 Update use case and requirement for MDA assisted energy saving analysis (China Telecom Corporation Ltd.) (Yuxia Niu)
21 Jan: no comments received until 21 Jan. 
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221251
	pCR 28.104 Add MDA capability for MDA assisted energy saving analysis (China Telecom Corporation Ltd.) (Yuxia Niu)
17 Jan: NEC propose to merge 1251+1294. 
18 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
22 Jan: rev2 uploaded. 
25 Jan: S5-221251rev3 merged with S5-221182 and S5-221294, based on the comments. rev4 uploaded.
25 Jan: Nokia objects S5-221251, since the way TrafficLoadPrediction is defined is not accurate, it cannot be “e.g. PRB utilization rate”. Also once we specify a prediction we may need it for time period, which is not clear how we can achieve this. In addition, a prediction is not a deterministic measurement, so we also need to include a confidence degree.  Finally, the way StatisticOfCellEsState is defined is not clear in what way it is meant to be statistics – it still represents a state of a DN list at a particular point in time. Is that for instance on average in order to represent statistics? We do not know, since something along these line is not written.  
26 Jan: China Telecom asked for email approval 
Conclusion: Email approval with new tdoc# S5-221612

	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221294
	pCR 28.104 Add MDA assisted energy saving solution (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Chengcheng Feng)
17 Jan: NEC propose to merge 1251+1294.
19 Jan: rev1 uploaded. More comments. 
25 Jan: S5-221251rev3 merged with S5-221182 and S5-221294, based on the comments.
25 Jan: Nokia objects S5-221294, since the way TrafficLoadPrediction is defined is not accurate, it cannot be “e.g. PRB utilization rate, RCC connections, etc.”.
Conclusion: Merged into tdoc# S5-221612.


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221184
	pCR TS 28.104 add output stage3 for Energy saving analytics and coverage issue analytics (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Jan: first set of comments received. 
25 Jan: Intel propose seems we are agree that the stage 3 needs to put on hold at this moment. Therefore S5-221184 cannot be pursued in this meeting.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221188
	pCR TS 28.104 add MDA analysis request and report generic workflow (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Jan: first set of comments received. NEC propose this contribution may need to await the conclusion of other tdocs, e.g., 1339.
18 Jan: more discussion.
20 Jan: rev3 uploaded. 
25 Jan: Nokia objects S5-221188, we have commented on avoiding the use of “file” and suggested the use of batch. We think that using batch we can be more generic, without relay excluding file and at the same time we can open the door for other similar proposal. We have provided even offline some further explanations and we feel that this discussion has not reached an agreement yet.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221186
	pCR TS 28.104 add reporting method (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.
18 Jan: more discussion.

20 Jan Conf call:

HW: ReportingCtrl contains target attributes.
N: how to make the analytics available? Similar getAlarmList approach may be considered? ReportJobProgress is also similar approach.
I: we only have 3 reporting mechanisms (File, Stream, Notification) on the table, the consumer can chose from them. 
S:we don’t need the two attributes “reportingMethod/reportingCtrl”, reportingMethod maybe covered by reportingCtrl. 
I: in PMControl ,we use both attributes.
22 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
25 Jan: Nokia objects S5-221186, the way Reporting control is defined is confusing. Partially it overlaps with reporting method. Besides this contribution bring nothing else. 
Conclusion: Noted

	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221187
	pCR TS 28.104 add report control NRM stage3 (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.
18 Jan: more discussion.

25 Jan: Nokia objects S5-221187 since stage 2 is under discussion.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221339
	pCR 28.104 Update NRM for MDA request (Intel) (Yizhi Yao)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.

18 Jan: more discussion.
20 Jan Conf call:

N: threshold, like to keep the original model with proxyClass entity.
I: ok to keep the original model. But we need to resolve the FFS issue in the model.

HW: Add association relation between entity and MDARequest.
19 Jan:
Nokia Not supportive
1.
Agree with Huawei that the proposed model is strange. Where is the MDA request attached? This is not clear. 

2.
It is confusing why the MDA Type is in the filters. It is not wrong but it is confusing. Why such critical information need to be in the filter and not stand alone? 

3.
The way mDAOutputIEFilterValue is defined is strange. So what would be the value of that filter that depends on the use case? What happens if the filter is simply time?

4.
The definition of threshold is problematic. Why don’t you adopt the one specified in 28.622? 

5.
Why analyticsScope needs to be related to DNs only? We can also define a scope of analytics using GeoAreas right?
20 Jan: rev2 uploaded. 
21 Jan: More comments. 
24 Jan: more discussion.

Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221613

	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221189
	pCR TS 28.104 add MDA related service components (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.

18 Jan: Samsung object. This pattern will look quite ugly and repetitive in the end. Actually we only have one MnS here i.e MDA MnS. So first column should just say that in all these tables. Infact I think we do not need first column at all. We just need one table for defining A, B and C for MDA MnS. A will be same for all request coverage, EE, XXX, YYY, etc. B will differ based on the respective datatypes. The comment apply to both 10.1.2 and 10.1.3.
Rev1 uploaded.
19 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
25 Jan: Nokia objects S5-221189, because this content is redundant, i.e., not needed, a simple reference is sufficient. Also we do not need to list all the use cases for type C.
26 Jan: Huawei replied update rev2 has already resolved the redundant, ask for email approval. 
Conclusion: Email approval with new tdoc# S5-221621

	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221190
	pCR TS28.104 Add the requirements for ML model training for MDA (Huawei) (xiaoli Shi)
17 Jan: Intel propose this part will be moved to TS 28.105, see pCR S5-221338 and S5-221335.
19 Jan/20 Jan: more discussion.

21 Jan: rev3 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221614


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v17.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221217
	pCR 28.104 Add description of coordinated analysis (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.

18 Jan: Samsung object. We are aware of this concept. We have studied it. It exist in section 5 and 6 too. In order to accept this any further we need to demonstrate that how this will work in terms of Inputs/Outputs. How one set of Output can be Input for another use case. Rev1 uploaded.
19 Jan: more discussion.

20 Jan: rev2 uploaded. 
25 Jan: Samsung Objects to 221217rev2
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221218
	pCR 28.104 Requirements cleanup (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.

18 Jan: more comments.
19 Jan: Huawei 
Due to the overlap with S5-221271, Huawei suggests that S5-221218 should be noted.

We should continue this discussion in the thread for S5-221271.
Conclusion: Noted
	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221219
	Rel-17 PCR TS 28.104 Add Alarm analytics solution-stage 2 (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
17 Jan: first set of comments received. NEC proposed to align with 1271.
18 Jan: more comments.
20 Jan: Ericsson Not supportive Why are you saying it is Analytics.   To me it is basic alarm correlation.  Basically node already provide the information to do correlation.  Affected service alarms are suppressed.  Are we going to move all existing OAM use cases to become Analytic Reports.   Analytics is more it take lots of data from lots of source of different kind… here we simply handle alarms.  It is effort to over-specify simple flow of fault management.  Not needed as no value
22 Jan: rev2 uploaded. 
25 Jan: Nokia objects S5-221219, the analytics output data listed seems to be like conventional alarm correlation output. There is nothing really related to analytics.
Conclusion: Noted
	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221220
	Rel-17 PCR TS 28.104 Add Alarm analytics solution-stage 3 (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.
25 Jan: Nokia objetcs S5-221220 since stage 3 cannot be agree without stage 2.
Conclusion: Noted
	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221292
	pCR 28.104 add alarm analysis (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Chengcheng Feng)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.

18 Jan: more comments.
19 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
20 Jan: Ericsson  Not supportive Why do we need it? To me it is simple alarm correlation.  Established area with many having solution based on different vendors’ products.  Even report itself states it is alarm correlation.   It does not give any extra value.  We are burying real value Use cases with some noise use cases.  Do not see much rational behind this use case
25 Jan: Nokia objetcs S5-221292, since the way this use case is described and the derived requiremetns are not convincing that are new. The use case reads like conventional root case analysis and alarm correlation, while the derived requirements are already covered. The relation with MDA is not reflected in the current text nor in the requirements.  
Conclusion: Noted
	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221271
	pCR draft TS28.104, Rapporteur clean- (NEC, Intel) (Hassan Al-kanani)
19 Jan: first set of comments received. More discussion.
Conclusion: Approved with no further comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221273
	pCR draft TS28.104, further clarifications and supporting text for clause 6.3 MDA role in cross-domain service assurance (NEC, Intel) (Hassan Al-kanani)
19 Jan: first set of comments received. More discussion.
Conclusion: Approved with no further comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221293
	pCR 28.104 add inter-gNB beam selection optimization solution (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Chengcheng Feng)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.

18 Jan/19 Jan: more comments.
20 Jan: rev2 uploaded. More comments. 
24 Jan: rev3 uploaded.

25 Jan: Nokia objects S5-221293 because the way analytics output data is defined is problematic. Time period is defined as a single data time value. The handover performance seems like a CM not an analytics – it is not a prediction or statistics. Also an analytics output needs to include a confidence degree.  We need to work out these details before we accept this contribution.
Conclusion: Noted
	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221299
	Add MDA context  (Nokia Germany) (Konstantinos Samdanis)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.

18 Jan: more discussion.
19 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
20 Jan: Ericsson Not supportive Context no part of output.  Why bother to specify it?  To me it is redundant information.  Not needed.  Furthermore, something that has no value needs to be looked after.  Please, clarify what is a use case. More discussion. 
25 Jan: E support.

Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221615
	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221332
	pCR 28.105 Add scope (Intel, NEC) (Yizhi Yao)
20 Jan: first set of comments received.

21 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221616
	pCRr, TS 28.105 v0.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. 



	S5-221333
	pCR 28.105 Add overview (Intel, NEC) (Yizhi Yao)
20 Jan: first set of comments received.

21 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221617
	pCRr, TS 28.105 v0.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. 



	S5-221334
	pCR 28.105 Add service framework for AI-ML model training (Intel, NEC) (Yizhi Yao)
17 Jan: Nokia proposed needs major changes
18 Jan/19 Jan/20 Jan: more discussion.

21 Jan: rev1 uploaded. More comments.
25 Jan: rev2 uploaded.

Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221618
	pCRr, TS 28.105 v0.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. 



	S5-221335
	pCR 28.105 Move in ML model training part from TS 28.104 (Intel) (Yizhi Yao)
25 Jan: no comments received until 25 Jan.

Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.105 v0.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. 



	S5-221338
	pCR 28.104 Move out ML model training part to TS 28.105 (Intel) (Yizhi Yao)
20 Jan: Nokia Not supportive
This contribution is not needed for 28.104. The problems we have are:

1.
We do not see the need to include the relation between ML and MDA in Ts 28.104 since we have another TS dedicated into this topic.

2.
We do not see the need to talk about inference at this point and also show the AI/ML model inside the MDA MnS producer. This is internal architecture that has nothing to do with the standardization effort for MDA. This can be a good discussion for 28.105.

3.
Also why the MDA MnS producer creates a MDA report and provides this report to the MDA MnS consumer is listed as the only option? MDA MnS producer may publish the results in another location or notify the consumer that the results are ready and the MDA MnS consumer may obtain them.  This is a topic that needs to be analyzed inside 28.104 and not taken for granted in the framework section.  
25 Jan: rev1 uploaded.

Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221619
	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221336
	pCR 28.105 Add NRMs for AI-ML model training (Intel) (Yizhi Yao)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.

18 Jan/20 Jan: more discussion.
21 Jan: Nokia  the IOCs are not related in anyway to the NRM tree – everything is only connected to Top. This is a very bad practice, we should not encourage free floating IOCs everywhere. suggest we revisit this in the next meeting. We need the training to be related to NRM tree, e.g. to show where the training MnS is anchored.
24 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
25 Jan: Nokia objects S5-221336 the proposed model is not convincing and needs justification, which cannot be for FFS, it needs to be present before this contribution gets accepted.We can work together to improve this for the next meeting. Ericsson also keeps objection as Ericsson comments was not addressed.
Intel asked for email approval. 

Conclusion: Email approval with new tdoc# S5-221620

	pCRr, TS 28.105 v0.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. 



	S5-221337
	Initial skeleton (v000) of TS 28.105 (Intel) (Yizhi Yao)
21 Jan: no comments received until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.105 v0.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. 



	S5-221431
	pCR draft TS28.104, add historical data handling for MDA (NEC, Intel) (Hassan Al-kanani)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
20 Jan: Ericsson Not supportive

-
It is not the scope of this work item either not in scope of TS mentioned in the pCR.  Hence it should be a different TS.  

-
What can be value of this pCR, this are probably requirements. 

-
 We need to acknowledge that there is not MDA specific solution for handling historical data.  It is generic hence should be introduced as generic solution

-
At the moment in MADCOL there is a number of contributions being discussed which might become a starting point for this solution but the discussions are not completed.  We needed to wait with this discussion OR we have to engage into those discussion so they address needs for Historical data.  E.g. one of the contributions is E/// data discovery contribution.  It can be considered as a part of the solution.  I think we need an offline call if you have a solution in mind.  At the moment I do not see any of the existing interfaces / MnS-s, specs mentioned in the diagram (Figure 5.4-1)
21 Jan: Nokia Not supportive

Our understanding of the WID was to add the appropriate reference points, and not to introduce content that is already handled by another work item and is redundant. 

I agree with Vlad that we need to let the work be completed in MADCOL since there is ongoing discussion and then revisit this later.    
20 Jan: more comments.
24 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
25 Jan: Nokia objects S5-221431 we need to let the work be completed in MADCOL since there is ongoing discussion and then revisit this later.

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.104 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221572
	exception sheet for eMDAS
20 Jan: new tdoc created during the meeting based on the agreement of discussion in 1194rev1.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	

	S5-221573
	presentation sheet for TS 28.104 
20 Jan: new tdoc created during the meeting based on the agreement of discussion in 1194rev1.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	

	S5-221574
	presentation sheet for TS 28.105
20 Jan: new tdoc created during the meeting based on the agreement of discussion in 1194rev1.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	

	6.4.16
Plug and connect support for management of Network Functions

	PACMAN email thread TITLE list (4):

[SA5#141e], 6.4.16-PACMAN, GROUP#1 (S5-221047/S5-221049/S5-221050/S5-221051/S5-221054) Editor’s cleanup
[SA5#141e], 6.4.16-PACMAN, GROUP#2 (S5-221055/S5-221056/S5-221057) Presentation of Spec

[SA5#141e], 6.4.16-PACMAN, S5-221052 pCR 28.316 PnC Data formats - DHCP Replies

[SA5#141e], 6.4.16-PACMAN, S5-221053 pCR 28.316 PnC Data formats - FQDN

	S5-221047
	pCR 28.314 PnC Concepts and Requirements  - remove Editor note (Oy LM Ericsson AB) (Junfeng Wang)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.314 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221049
	pCR 28.314 PnC Concepts and Requirements  - updates from ETSI review (Oy LM Ericsson AB) (Junfeng Wang)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.314 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221050
	pCR 28.315 PnC Procedure flows - remove Editor note (Oy LM Ericsson AB) (Junfeng Wang)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.315 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221051
	pCR 28.315 PnC Procedure flows - updates from ETSI review (Oy LM Ericsson AB) (Junfeng Wang)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.315 v0.3.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221054
	pCR 28.316 PnC Data formats - updates from ETSI review (Oy LM Ericsson AB) (Junfeng Wang)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.316 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221052
	pCR 28.316 PnC Data formats - DHCP Replies (Oy LM Ericsson AB) (Junfeng Wang)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.316 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221053
	pCR 28.316 PnC Data formats - FQDN (Oy LM Ericsson AB) (Junfeng Wang)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.316 v0.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221055
	Presentation of Spec TS28.314 Version 1.0.0 to TSG and WG (Oy LM Ericsson AB) (Junfeng Wang)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	other



	S5-221056
	Presentation of Spec TS28.315 Version 1.0.0 to TSG and WG (Oy LM Ericsson AB) (Junfeng Wang)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	other



	S5-221057
	Presentation of Spec TS28.316 Version 1.0.0 to TSG and WG (Oy LM Ericsson AB) (Junfeng Wang)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	other



	6.4.17
File Management

	FIMA email thread TITLE list (5):

[SA5#141e], 6.4.17-FIMA, S5-221240 Rel-17 CR 28.532 Add jobId to FileInfo

[SA5#141e], 6.4.17-FIMA, S5-221247 Rel-17 CR 28.623 Add file retrieval NRM fragment (OpenAPI definitions)

[SA5#141e], 6.4.17-FIMA, GROUP#1 (S5-221296/S5-221408) Add attribute to configure an identifier of a TraceJob

Input to DraftCR 28.622 & 28.623:

[SA5#141e], 6.4.17-FIMA, S5-221243 Rel-17 Input to DraftCR 28.622 Resolving editor's notes for FIMA

[SA5#141e], 6.4.17-FIMA, GROUP#2 (S5-221244/S5-221248/S5-221330/S5-221371) file download control NRM fragment

	S5-221240
	Rel-17 CR 28.532 Add jobId to FileInfo (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Olaf Pollakowski)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
21 Jan: Nokia clarifies the difference between jobid and jobreference. 

The joId does not always identify only a single PerfMetricJob instance, where as the DN in jobREf does. Why is that? The jobId was introduced to know which jobs are related. For example, an EM receives a job request with a specific jobId. The EM cannot collect data, the EM needs to create jobs on the NFs. All jobs created on NFs in response to receiving a job instantation request on the EM share the same jobId. Then the EM knows which data has to be packed together and sent to the initiator of the job on the EM. So the EM can set subscriptions on the NFs so that the EM receives only notifyFileReady notifications with a certain jobId. He can then pick up the files and put them together. This is the use case for adding the jobId to notifyFileReady.

The use case for jobRef is different. Here you can really set subscriptions for notifyFileReady from a single job. Or understand when you filter in the subscription on jobId which exact job is producing that data that is reported to be ready for retrieval.
24 Jan: rev2 uploaded. Huawei comments on “a duplication of the objectInstancae/objectclass of the notification header with the jobRef and you will remove the jobRef. But this haven’t be reflected in the rev2” 
26 Jan: rev3 uploaded to address the comment after the submission deadline. 
Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221622 (to be confirmed in closing plenary)
	CR0196r, TS 28.532 v16.10.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221243
	Rel-17 Input to DraftCR 28.622 Resolving editor's notes for FIMA (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Olaf Pollakowski)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	other



	S5-221247
	Rel-17 CR 28.623 Add file retrieval NRM fragment (OpenAPI definitions) (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Olaf Pollakowski)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	CR0148r, TS 28.623 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221244
	Rel-17 Input to DraftCR 28.622 Add file download NRM fragment (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Olaf Pollakowski)
18 Jan: Huawei question on whether there is confliction/duplication with S5-221330? 
22 Jan: 

•
The Nokia contribution S5-221244 (definition of FileDownloadJob) and the Ericsson contribution S5-221330 are merged into the joint contribution S5-221330.

•
The Nokia contribution S5-221244 (definition of ProgessMonitor) and the Ericsson contribution S5-221023 are merged into the joint contribution S5-221023.
S5-221330rev3_by_Nokia is uploaded.
Conclusion: Merged into update of 1330.
	other



	S5-221248
	Rel-17 CR 28.623 Add file download NRM fragment (OpenAPI definitions) (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Olaf Pollakowski)
Leaders recommendation: this tdoc is a CR, the other tdocs in the same group are input to DraftCR. 
18 Jan: same comments as 1244.
	CR0149r, TS 28.623 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221330
	Rel-17 Input to DraftCR 28.622 Add file download control NRM fragment (Ericsson LM) (Mark Scott)
18 Jan: Huawei question on whether there is any confliction/duplication with S5-221244?
20 Jan: rev2 uploaded. 
25 Jan: rev6 uploaded. TEF proposed there are some items remaining on thread for 221023 which could still impact this. E proposed S5-221330 relies on approval of S5-221023.I see in other thread that S5-221023rev2 will be discussed during closing plenary.  I suggest we also discuss this one, S5-221330rev6, at same time.
25 Jan: Samsung object. S5-221330rev6 cannot be agreed because S5-221023 (defining JobMonitor) is Objected. That means we do not have definition for jobMonitor now. For that reason Samsung Object to 221330rev6. If jobMonitor can be defined either as part of 221330 or 221023, Samsung will revoke its Objection.
25 Jan: VC suggest to discuss together 1330 and 1023 in closing plenary.
Conclusion: TBD (decision to be made in closing plenary).

	other



	S5-221371
	Input to DraftCR Add file download NRM fragment, YANG (Ericsson LM) (Mark Scott)
18 Jan: Same comment for S5-221330
26 Jan: stage 3 of 1330. 
Conclusion: TBD (decision to be made in closing plenary)
	other



	S5-221296
	Rel-17 CR 28.622 Add attribute to configure an identifier of a TraceJob (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Christiane Allwang)
18 Jan: clarification on use of “jobID”.
19 Jan: Nokia clarifies The DN is unique for each TraceJob instance. However, the same jobId can be used for multiple TraceJob instances e.g. to collect measurements for one optimization goal. The same is valid for PerfMetricJob and its jobId. With a TraceJob, the management system can trigger the collection of trace and/or MDT data. With a PerfMetricJob, the management system handles the production of performance metrics.
20 Jan: E Supportive, with change
25 Jan: Huawei comment on the description of “jobid” , rev1 needs to be updated to be acceptable.
25 Jan: rev2 uploaded after submission deadline. 

Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221623 (to be confirmed in closing plenary)
	CR0134r, TS 28.622 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221408
	Rel-17 CR 28.623 Add attribute to configure an identifier of a TraceJob (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Christiane Allwang)
18 Jan: clarification on use of “jobID”.
20 Jan: Ericsson Same comment as S5-221296.
Conclusion: Approved with no further comments received.

	CR0154r, TS 28.623 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	6.4.18
Edge Computing Management

	ECM email thread TITLE list (12):

[SA5#141e], 6.4.18-ECM, GROUP#1 (S5-221066/S5-221067/S5-221071) add fault supervision

[SA5#141e], 6.4.18-ECM, GROUP#2 (S5-221068/S5-221069/S5-221073) add provisioning
[SA5#141e], 6.4.18-ECM, GROUP#3 (S5-221070/S5-221224/S5-221228/S5-221288/S5-221289/S5-221291/S5-221565) ECM related NRM 
[SA5#141e], 6.4.18-ECM, GROUP#4 (S5-221225/S5-221226) adding modification and query requirements in LCM
[SA5#141e], 6.4.18-ECM, GROUP#5 (S5-221283/S5-221285) pCR 28.538 ECS Performance MnS and assurance
[SA5#141e], 6.4.18-ECM, GROUP#6 (S5-221286/S5-221287) pCR 28.538 EES Performance MnS and assurance
[SA5#141e], 6.4.18-ECM, GROUP#7 (S5-221272/S5-221275) Rel-17 CR 28.552 performance measurements for ECS

[SA5#141e], 6.4.18-ECM, GROUP#8 (S5-221276/S5-221278/S5-221279) Rel-17 CR 28.552 performance measurements for EES
[SA5#141e], 6.4.18-ECM, S5-221227 pCR 28.538 removal of partially failure

[SA5#141e], 6.4.18-ECM, S5-221290 pCR 28.538 EES LCM procedure

[SA5#141e], 6.4.18-ECM, S5-221327 Presentation sheet for approval to TS 28.538
[SA5#141e], 6.4.18-ECM, S5-221361 WI Exception for ECM

	S5-221066
	pCR 28.538 add fault supervision use cases (Intel) (Joey Chou)
25 Jan: no comments.

Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221067
	pCR 28.538 add fault supervision procedures (Intel) (Joey Chou)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.

19 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221624
	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221071
	Rel-17 CR 28.532 add object class to FS subscription (Intel) (Joey Chou)
17 Jan: MCC comments.
18 Jan: Huawei Not supportive

1, The proposal about how to expose supervision MnS should be in scope of management exposure or access control, there should be a general proposal for MnS exposure and right control for consumers.

2, It should be the producer who decide what and how to expose the MnS, not the consumer. So not agree to add object information as input.
21 Jan: 

Nokia Not supportive 

We should not start to put stuff into these generic definitions that is only required for a very specific usage. Note also that the proposed solution does not work for the requirement stated in the cover page. There is  no guarantee that all 5GC NFs are always below a common root that has no RAN NFs.

You can use the filter to do what you want to do. This is the solution for the requirement in the current specifications, be it here or the NtfSubscriptionControl.

I acknowledge the solution is not ideal, and we should also have some node selection mechanism in future, but this selection mechanism needs to be well designed, be applicable for all use cases, and support more than just selecting sub-trees.
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0195r, TS 28.532 v16.10.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221068
	pCR 28.538 add provisioning use cases (Intel) (Joey Chou)
18 Jan: Samsung thinks this tdoc needs major rework.
19 Jan: more discussion. Rev1 uploaded.
21 Jan: more comments. rev2/rev3 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221625
	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221069
	pCR 28.538 add provisioning procedures (Intel) (Joey Chou)
18 Jan: Samsung thinks this tdoc needs major rework.
19 Jan: more discussion. Rev1 uploaded.
21 Jan: more comments.
21 Jan: rev2/rev3 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221626
	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221073
	Rel-17 CR 28.541 Add Stage 2 solutions to support ECM (Intel) (Joey Chou)
17 Jan: Nokia Not support for now.

1) Where is the stage 3? (at least one of the stage 3 implementation is required)

2) there are quite a few issues in attributes definition, i.e. isUnique: True when multiplicity is 1. Please check all the new attributes

3) also the allowedValues Are missing for new attributes

4) EcmConnectionInfo diagram: missing the association relation, i.e. to EAS?

Same issue for UPFConnection

5) 5GCNfConnInfo, it’s a datatype, but it has a role based attribute, why?

    Same for UPFConnInfo
18 Jan: more comments.
20 Jan: Huawei need major rework.
21 Jan: rev1/rev2 uploaded. 
25 Jan: rev4 uploaded after the submission deadline. Intel request to review S5-221073rev4.doc and S5-221578rev3.doc in the closing plenary. S5-221073rev4.doc and S5-221578rev3.doc are needed for the completion of ECM WI.
26 Jan: Nokia checked 073rev4 and 578rev3. The Majority of comments are not resolved. Hence more time is needed to refine the contribution. Maybe it could go for email approval.
Conclusion: Email approval with new tdoc# S5-221627 (in the same package of S5-221578) (to be confirmed in closing plenary)

	CR0650r, TS 28.541 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221578
	Rel-17 CR 28.541 Add Stage 3 solutions to support ECM (Intel) (Joey Chou)
21 Jan: new created during the meeting. Rev1 uploaded. 
25 Jan: rev3 uploaded after the submission deadline. Intel request to review S5-221073rev4.doc and S5-221578rev3.doc in the closing plenary. S5-221073rev4.doc and S5-221578rev3.doc are needed for the completion of ECM WI.
26 Jan: Nokia checked 073rev4 and 578rev3. The Majority of comments are not resolved. Hence more time is needed to refine the contribution. Maybe it could go for email approval.
Conclusion: Email approval with tdoc# S5-221578 (in the same package of S5-221627) (to be confirmed in closing plenary)

	

	S5-221070
	pCR 28.538 add relevent NRM changes to support ECM use cases (Intel) (Joey Chou)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
20 Jan: rev1/rev2 uploaded. More comments.
21 Jan: rev3/rev4 uploaded. More discussion.
24 Jan: rev5 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev5 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221628
	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221224
	pCR 28.538 adding EDN IOC (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
20 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
22 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
24 Jan: rev3 uploaded.

Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221629
	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221228
	pCR 28.538 update Edge NRM figure (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
20 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221630
	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221288
	pCR 28.538 EASFunction Definition (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
19 Jan:rev2 uploaded.  Nokia Major update is needed at least for stage 3.
25 Jan: rev5 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev5 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221631
	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221289
	pCR 28.538 EESFunction definition (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
25 Jan: rev3 uploaded.

Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221632
	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221291
	pCR 28.538 ECSFunction Definition (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
25 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221633
	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 




Inputs from rapporteur (Samsung): This tdoc will be Stage-3 for the Stage 2 content already in current TS version 28.538-040_cl. Related agreed Stage 2 #tdoc are S5-215565, S5-215567, S5-214626.  The following stage 2 tdocs for this meeting (S5-221224/S5-221288/S5-221289/S5-221291/S5-221073/S5-221070) are also related. 
	Leaders recommendation: late stage3 tdoc will be treated.
17 Jan: d1 uploaded.
20 Jan: d3 uploaded.
Conclusion: d3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221565
	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 


	

	S5-221225
	pCR 28.538 adding modification requirement in LCM (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221226
	pCR 28.538 adding query requirement in LCM (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221283
	pCR 28.538 ECS Performance MnS (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
18 Jan: first set of comments received. Rev1/Rev2 uploaded.

Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221634
	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221285
	pCR 28.538 ECS Performance assurance (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
18 Jan: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded.
24 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221635
	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221286
	pCR 28.538 EES Performance MnS (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
18 Jan: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded.

Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221636
	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221287
	pCR 28.538 EES Performance assurance (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
18 Jan: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded.
24 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
26 Jan: Intel comment “The new requirement you added in S5-221287rev2 looks good. But, it does not have the tracking to show it is the new text to be added.”
26 Jan: VC asked author to provide rev3 to show the track change on second modification. Rev3 is uploaded after submission deadline. 
Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221637 (to be confirmed in closing plenary)
	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221272
	Rel-17 CR 28.552 performance measurements for ECS - EES Registration (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
18 Jan: MCC comments.
20 Jan: more comments. Rev1 uploaded. More comments. 
21 Jan: more discussion.
26 Jan: 1272rev3, 1275rev2 are uploaded after submission deadline with deleting “Mean” measurements.
Conclusion: rev3 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221638 (to be confirmed in closing plenary)
	CR0348r, TS 28.552 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. F



	S5-221275
	Rel-17 CR 28.552 performance measurements for ECS - Service Provisioning (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
18 Jan: MCC comments.
20 Jan: more comments.
21 Jan: more discussion.
26 Jan: 1272rev3, 1275rev2 are uploaded after submission deadline with deleting “Mean” measurements.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221639 (to be confirmed in closing plenary)
	CR0006r, TS 28.522 v16.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221276
	Rel-17 CR 28.552 performance measurements for EES - EAS Discovery (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
18 Jan: MCC comments.
20 Jan: more comments. Rev1 uploaded. More comments. 

21 Jan: more discussion.
26 Jan: Intel object S5-221276/S5-221278/S5-221279☹, since changing CC to DER does not resolve the issue. The use case indicates:

“It is useful to analyse the EAS discovery success rate in order to assess EES performance..”EAS discovery success rate is computed from Number of successful discovery / Number of discovery requests. Mean successful discovery is useless in the use case.If you like you can remove Mean successful registrations measurement, and sent the pCRs to email approval.
26 Jan: revisions for 1276rev2, 1278rev2, 1279rev2 are uploaded after submission deadline with deleting “Mean” measurements.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221705 (to be confirmed in closing plenary)
	CR0349r, TS 28.552 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221278
	Rel-17 CR 28.552 performance measurements for EES - EEC Registration (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
18 Jan: MCC comments.
20 Jan: more comments. Rev1 uploaded. More comments. 

21 Jan: more discussion.
26 Jan: Intel object S5-221276/S5-221278/S5-221279☹, since changing CC to DER does not resolve the issue. The use case indicates:

“It is useful to analyse the EAS discovery success rate in order to assess EES performance..”EAS discovery success rate is computed from Number of successful discovery / Number of discovery requests. Mean successful discovery is useless in the use case.If you like you can remove Mean successful registrations measurement, and sent the pCRs to email approval.
26 Jan: revisions for 1276rev2, 1278rev2, 1279rev2 are uploaded after submission deadline with deleting “Mean” measurements.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221706 (to be confirmed in closing plenary)
	CR0350r, TS 28.552 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221279
	Rel-17 CR 28.552 performance measurements for EES - EAS Registration (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
18 Jan: MCC comments.
20 Jan: more comments. Rev1 uploaded. 

21 Jan: more discussion.
26 Jan: Intel object S5-221276/S5-221278/S5-221279☹, since changing CC to DER does not resolve the issue. The use case indicates:

“It is useful to analyse the EAS discovery success rate in order to assess EES performance..”EAS discovery success rate is computed from Number of successful discovery / Number of discovery requests. Mean successful discovery is useless in the use case.If you like you can remove Mean successful registrations measurement, and sent the pCRs to email approval.
26 Jan: revisions for 1276rev2, 1278rev2, 1279rev2 are uploaded after submission deadline with deleting “Mean” measurements.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221707 (to be confirmed in closing plenary)
	CR0351r, TS 28.552 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221227
	pCR 28.538 removal of partially failure (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221290
	pCR 28.538 EES LCM procedure (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
18 Jan: first set of comments received. Rev1 uploaded.

19 Jan: more comments. 
24 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221708
	pCRr, TS 28.538 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221327
	Presentation sheet for approval to TS 28.538 (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
20 Jan: MCC Comments. Rev1 uploaded. More MCC comments. 
26 Jan: MCC comments not addressed?
Conclusion: TBD
	TS or TR cover



	S5-221361
	WI Exception for ECM (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
Moved to ECM agenda item 6.2-> 6.4.18 
19 Jan: 1361.doc is uploaded. 
Conclusion: 1361 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221361.
	WI exception request



	6.4.19
Improved support for NSA in the service-based management architecture

	NSA_SBMA email thread TITLE list (3):

[SA5#141e], 6.4.19-NSA_SBMA, GROUP#1 (S5-221162/S5-221163/S5-221416) stage 3 for RAN and EUTRAN NRM 
[SA5#141e], 6.4.19-NSA_SBMA, GROUP#2 (S5-221233/S5-221256) Inventory Management stage 2 and YANG Solution Set

[SA5#141e], 6.4.19-NSA_SBMA, S5-221164 CR TS 28.622 Add description of the corresponding IOCs

	S5-221162
	Rel-17 CR TS 28.659  Provide YAML solution set for EUTRAN NRM (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
22 Jan: Nokia object. This topic has been discussed in detail many times in SA5 calls (in last meetings and rapporteur calls) as well as via email. We have reached a common solution and agreed on the way forward to discuss this case by case in Release 18. 

For the sake of good order and in order to avoid any misunderstanding, we would like to state that, obviously, these CRs cannot be approved and, since the leadership team needs to hear the word ‘object’, we state Nokia objects to the contributions S5-221162, S5-221163 and S5-221416.
Conclusion: Not Pursued


	CR0039r2, TS 28.659 v16.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221163
	Rel-17 CR TS 28.663 Provide YAML solution set for  RAN NRM (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
22 Jan: Nokia object. This topic has been discussed in detail many times in SA5 calls (in last meetings and rapporteur calls) as well as via email. We have reached a common solution and agreed on the way forward to discuss this case by case in Release 18. 

For the sake of good order and in order to avoid any misunderstanding, we would like to state that, obviously, these CRs cannot be approved and, since the leadership team needs to hear the word ‘object’, we state Nokia objects to the contributions S5-221162, S5-221163 and S5-221416.
Conclusion: Not Pursued


	CR0021r2, TS 28.663 v16.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221416
	YANG Solution Set for Generic Radio Access Network NRM (Ericsson Hungary Ltd) (Balazs Lengyel)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
22 Jan: Nokia object. This topic has been discussed in detail many times in SA5 calls (in last meetings and rapporteur calls) as well as via email. We have reached a common solution and agreed on the way forward to discuss this case by case in Release 18. 

For the sake of good order and in order to avoid any misunderstanding, we would like to state that, obviously, these CRs cannot be approved and, since the leadership team needs to hear the word ‘object’, we state Nokia objects to the contributions S5-221162, S5-221163 and S5-221416.
Conclusion: Not Pursued


	CR0022r2, TS 28.663 v16.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221164
	CR TS 28.622 Add description of the corresponding IOCs (Huawei Technologies (Korea)) (Lan Zou)
19 Jan: first set of comments received.
20 Jan Conf call: 
Nokia: For the implementation based on IRP framework, the latest Rel-14 version of this TS applies. Propose to make update from Rel-15/Rel-16/Rel-17.
HW: If this sentence is added means Rel-17 only applies for 5G, but there are still have IRPAgent etc.
VC: will allocate 3 new tdocs (Nokia will draft tdocs).
N: take action to remove IRPAgent.

E: maybe we could also remove IRP solutions from R16/R17.
MCC: remove IRP solution is cat-C.

Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221709
	CR0132r, TS 28.622 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. F



	S5-221569
	CR Rel-15 Update to TS 28.622 (Nokia)
21 Jan: new created during the meeting.
Conclusion: TBD.
	CR0xxxr, TS 28.622 v15.0.0, Rel-15, Cat. F

	S5-221570
	CR Rel-16 Update to TS 28.622 (Nokia)
21 Jan: new created during the meeting.
Conclusion: TBD.
	CR0xxxr, TS 28.622 v16.0.0, Rel-15, Cat. F

	S5-221571
	CR Rel-17 Update to TS 28.622 (Nokia)
21 Jan: new created during the meeting. 
Conclusion: TBD.
	CR0xxxr, TS 28.622 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. F

	S5-221233
	Update Inventory stage2 to support SBMA (Ericsson Hungary Ltd) (Balazs Lengyel)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
22 Jan: Nokia object This topic has been discussed in detail many times in SA5 calls (in last meetings and rapporteur calls) as well as via email. We have reached a common solution and agreed on the way forward to discuss this case by case in Release 18. 

For the sake of good order and in order to avoid any misunderstanding, we would like to state that, obviously, these CRs cannot be approved and, since the leadership team needs to hear the word ‘object’, we state Nokia objects to the contributions S5-221233 and S5-221256.
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0005r1, TS 28.632 v16.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221256
	YANG Solution Set for Inventory Management (Ericsson Hungary Ltd) (Balazs Lengyel)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
22 Jan: Nokia object This topic has been discussed in detail many times in SA5 calls (in last meetings and rapporteur calls) as well as via email. We have reached a common solution and agreed on the way forward to discuss this case by case in Release 18. 

For the sake of good order and in order to avoid any misunderstanding, we would like to state that, obviously, these CRs cannot be approved and, since the leadership team needs to hear the word ‘object’, we state Nokia objects to the contributions S5-221233 and S5-221256.
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0009r2, TS 28.633 v16.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	6.4.20
Access control for management service

	MSAC email thread TITLE list (1):

[SA5#141e], 6.4.20-MSAC, GROUP#1 (S5-221297/S5-221298/S5-221365) support access control

	S5-221297
	Rel-17 28.622 enhance NRM to support access control (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Sean Sun)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.

19 Jan: more comments.
24 Jan: rev1 uploaded.

25 Jan: Ericsson object. Thank you for the detailed responses, and for the offline discussion.These revisions have addressed some of our concerns, but Ericsson does not think these are ready for approval at this meeting.See further comments inline.  Further stage2 updates are needed to ensure we define a solution well suited to both OpenAPI/OAuth and NETCONF/NACM, or agree on differences and how to properly address them.  Ericsson would be interested in further joint work to update these submissions for a future meeting.
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0135r, TS 28.622 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221298
	Rel-17 28.623 enhance NRM to support access control (stage3) (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Sean Sun)
19 Jan: first set of comments received.

24 Jan: rev1 uploaded.

25 Jan: Ericsson object. Thank you for the detailed responses, and for the offline discussion.These revisions have addressed some of our concerns, but Ericsson does not think these are ready for approval at this meeting.See further comments inline.  Further stage2 updates are needed to ensure we define a solution well suited to both OpenAPI/OAuth and NETCONF/NACM, or agree on differences and how to properly address them.  Ericsson would be interested in further joint work to update these submissions for a future meeting.
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0150r, TS 28.623 v17.0.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221365
	Rel-17 28.532 enhance OpenAPI to support access control (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Sean Sun)
19 Jan: MCC comments.
24 Jan: rev1 uploaded.

25 Jan: Ericsson object. Thank you for the detailed responses, and for the offline discussion.These revisions have addressed some of our concerns, but Ericsson does not think these are ready for approval at this meeting.See further comments inline.  Further stage2 updates are needed to ensure we define a solution well suited to both OpenAPI/OAuth and NETCONF/NACM, or agree on differences and how to properly address them.  Ericsson would be interested in further joint work to update these submissions for a future meeting.
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0198r, TS 28.532 v16.10.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	6.4.21 Network slice provisioning enhancement

	eNETSLICE_PRO email thread TITLE list (8):

[SA5#141e], 6.4.21-eNETSLICE_PRO, GROUP#1 (S5-221150/S5-221151/S5-221246/S5-221394/S5-221417) network slice feasibility check and resource reservation check
[SA5#141e], 6.4.21-eNETSLICE_PRO, GROUP#2 (S5-221249/S5-221270/S5-221252/S5-221393) Fixing Network slice and network slice subnet provisioning

[SA5#141e], 6.4.21-eNETSLICE_PRO, GROUP#3 (S5-221152/S5-221269) Update procedure of network slice subnet instance allocation

[SA5#141e], 6.4.21-eNETSLICE_PRO, S5-221253 TS 28.531 Asynchronous network slicing procedures using createMOI

[SA5#141e], 6.4.21-eNETSLICE_PRO, S5-221262 Rel-16 CR 28.541 Network slice subnet capability IOC

 
[SA5#141e], 6.4.21-eNETSLICE_PRO, S5-221418 Rel-17 CR TS 28.541 Asynchronous Network Slice provisioning using createMOI

[SA5#141e], 6.4.21-eNETSLICE_PRO, S5-221245 WI Exception for eNETSLICE_PRO

	S5-221150
	Rel-17 CR TS 28.541 Add feasibility check NRM fragment (Huawei,China Unicom, Deutsche Telekom,China Mobile) (Ruiyue Xu)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.
19 Jan: Ericsson Not supportive feasibilityCheckJob can be more generic. therefor Ericsson prefers the solution proposed in S5-221394 that has already a more generic approach not only for feasibility check.

Nokia supportive.
20 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
25 Jan: Ericsson maintain the objections to CR’s S5-221150, S5-221151, S5-221246 and S5-221417
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0536r3, TS 28.541 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221151
	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)
17 Jan: MCC comments.
19 Jan: Ericsson Not supportive The procedure looks ok , but Ericsson recommend to use NetworkSliceJob IC as proposed in S5-221394 , following comments given on S5-22150.

The proposed procedure does not include resource reservation , so the clause name should.
Rev2 uploaded. 
25 Jan: rev5 uploaded.
25 Jan: Ericsson maintain the objections to CR’s S5-221150, S5-221151, S5-221246 and S5-221417
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0070r3, TS 28.531 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221246
	TS 28.531 Add/Modify procedure of reservation of Network Slice/ Network Slice Subnet (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Malathi Ponniah)
17 Jan: MCC comments.
19 Jan: Ericsson Object

1-Wrong document forment.This look like a discussion paper but has been submitted as a CR and a CR template. 

2-There is an initial observation that 2PC may be hard to support, but the reservation approach outlined looks very much like the 2PC pattern. Please explain the main differences if any.

3-It is indicated that resources are reserved until they are either ‘committed’, explicitly cancelled or until timeout. Please explain what changes are expected to the allocate procedure to optionally use a separate reservation step. It is not clear from proposal how those steps would be connected.

4-Use of request and response and related parameters in some parts of description is inconsistent with proposal to use a Job IOC.

20 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
24 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
25 Jan: Ericsson maintain the objections to CR’s S5-221150, S5-221151, S5-221246 and S5-221417
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0100r, TS 28.531 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221394
	Add network slice job class to NRM discussion (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab) (Jan Groenendijk)
17 Jan: MCC comments.
18 Jan: more comments. 
19 Jan: Samsung Not Supportive

•
Is this to replace allocateNSI and allocateNSSI operations i.e is it createMOI (NetworkSliceJob) operation Vs. alloacteNSI operation? If yes, then Samsung will not be supportive of replacing the existing procedure completely. If not, then please explain how this would work with alloacteNSI operation?

•
Why can’t we add Jobprogress attribute in NetworkSlice and NetworkSliceSubnet IOC. Consumer can check be notified when the job (here allocation of a NetworkSlice) is finished or consumer can query the status of Jobprogress attriute. I think that is what is proposed by E/// in 1022/1023. If we agree those CRs why do we need NetworkSliceJob IOC?

Huawei Not supportive
1.
Similar comments as Samsung, there is no justification for why introduce the networkSliceJob and the relation with allocateNsi and allocateNSSI operations. How to revise the existing allocateNSI and allocateNSSI is under discussion, I haven’t seen any conclusion in that discussion that a job is needed for allocateNSI(NSSI).

2.
Even a job is need for allocateNSI(NSSI), the semantic(including input and output parameters) is different with feasibility check functionality. so I don’t think a generic network slice job for all functionalities related to network slice provisioning can work, they should be defined separately.

Nokia Not support for now Most of my comments from last meeting are not addressed.

2) (blocking issue) As commented in previous meeting, the procedure is needed to understand how it is work. 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 as below:

3) Figure 6.2.1-4, Name containment is not aligned with 6.3.x.1 definition

4) Figure 6.2.1-4,  multiplicity is not aligned with Stage3 implementation

5) 6.3.x.2. nSIDRef/nSSIDRef are also part of attributeListOut, why they are at different layer?

     6.3.x.3, Support Qualifier  ‘S’, also a few other occurrences. 

 6) 6.3.y.2 format is very strange

7) (critical issue) In NRM modeling, there is no relationship (or association) between NetworkSliceJob and NetworkSlice / NetworkSliceSubnet, but according context, the NetworkSlice / NetworkSliceSubnet instance will be created during NetworkSliceJob instance creation, not clear how this is linked

   I guess nSIDRef/ nSSIDRef indicates the role based association for the MOI created

8) 6.4.1 attributeListOut, in/out both include ServiceProfile/SliceProfile, does this indicate that the content will change after NetworkSliceJob Creation? If yes, how and why?

9) stage 3: does the stage3 passe the YAML validation? 

10) stage 3: AttributeListIn/ AttributeListOut definition are not working. Should be removed

11) stage 3: NSIIdRef/ NSSIIdRef Type are wrong, please refer to the normal ref to a correct DN

12) stage 3: SubNetwork-Single, NetworkSliceJob is a list, the parameter name shall reflect that.

13)  Please do not use the acronyms Nsi, Nssi. Especially NSI causes name clashes with SA2.

25 Jan: Huawei maintain the objection to CR S5-221394 for two main reasons: 1. Currently there is no agreement on model allocatesNSI functionality as job to support asyn; 2. It is impossible to have one slice job to support all slice provisioning functionalities.
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0673r, TS 28.541 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221417
	TS 28.541 Rel-17 CR TS 28.541 Add Reservation check NRM fragment (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Malathi Ponniah)
17 Jan: MCC comments.
18 Jan: more comments. Rev2 uploaded.
19 Jan: Samsung Not Supportive There are no reservation requirement as such in 28.531. The text about reservation is proposed to be deleted in 1150/1151

Ericsson
Not Supportive for now
1-What is the purpose of resourceType attribute?

2-Some attributes use undefined datatypes ‘Timestamp’ and ‘alphanumeric’

[Nokia] Please check “S5-221417rev2 TS 28.541 Rel-17 Add Reservation check NRM fragment” file where this is corrected to DateTime and string respectively.
25 Jan: Ericsson maintain the objections to CR’s S5-221150, S5-221151, S5-221246 and S5-221417
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0675r, TS 28.541 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221152
	Rel-17 CR TS 28.531 Update procedure of network slice subnet instance allocation (Huawei) (Ruiyue Xu)
17 Jan: first set of comments received.
19 Jan: more discussion.
Conclusion: Agreed with no further comments received.

	CR0099r, TS 28.531 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. F



	S5-221269
	Rel-17 CR 28.531 Network slice subnet capabilities (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
18 Jan: MCC comments.

19 Jan: Ericsson Object 

Clause 7.3 step 3: Describing this step as query is misleading since it is completely internal to the MnS producer. There is no need to model capabilities to support this step.

Clause 7.8.2: This procedure needs further changes as focus should be on MnS producer capabilities, not subnet instance capabilities. See also comment for S5-221262.
More discussion.
25 Jan: E comment The capability of the Producer should not be exposed to the consumer.
Conclusion: Noted

	CR0103r, TS 28.531 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. F



	S5-221249
	Rel-17 CR 28.531 Fixing Network slice and network slice subnet provisioning management service - profiles convert to IOC - Stage 3 (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
17 Jan: Huawei supportive.
18 Jan: more comments.
MCC Objection (due to changing of clause numbering)

Wrong WID code on the cover page: it should be eNETSLICE_PRO.

Clauses affected are missing.

Renumbering clauses in a specification under change control is not allowed. I’m afraid that this restructuring is not possible.

Please remove changes on changes.

Clauses cannot be deleted entirely, only voided (e.g. 8.1.3 remains).

19 Jan: Ericsson object see comments in S5-221252
20 Jan: more discussion.
24 Jan Conf call:

S: in rapp call, seems we prefer to convert serviceProfile and SliceProfile into IOC (as proposed in 1249 and 1252).
E: prefer 1270. Why need IOC?

S: serviceProfile and SliceProfile can’t be taken as resource as they are now as datatype.

N: what is the semantic/meaning to create MOI serviceProfile? Is it align with E on SliceJob?
I: support to convert serviceProfile and SliceProfile into IOC. Need to clarify the relation of Slicejob and the serviceProfile IOC. Intel prefers to keep both IOC and Slicejob.
E: resource doesn’t need to be MOI. 
HW: Serviceprofile represents LCM requirement from consumers. It’s cleaner to create the corresponding IOC before creating of network slice. Support convert serviceProfile and SliceProfile into IOC.
E: related to the feasibility check issue. 
S: refer to 32.158 for MOI.
I: using data type can’t support slice allocation on stage 2.
N: We can create job with serviceProfile as one attribute. 
S: prefer 1249, will update 1270 to address E’s concern. 
I: prefer to discuss first on stage2, convert serviceProfile and SliceProfile into IOC discussion. 
Huawei, Samsung support 1252, 
Intel support both 1252 and 1394. 
Options:  
1. (1252) stage 2 
2. (1394) stage 2 
3. 1249, 1270 are two alternative stage 3 for 1252. 
24 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
25 Jan: Ericsson maintains our objection to CRs S5-221249 and S5-221252.
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0101r, TS 28.531 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. F



	S5-221252
	Rel-17 CR 28.541 Converting ServiceProfile and SliceProfile to IOC (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
17 Jan: Huawei supportive.
18 Jan: Orange thinks there is dependency between this CR and S5-221249. MCC comments. 
19 Jan: Ericsson object This proposal is likely to cause major confusion and ambiguity. The proposal does not contain sufficient reasons why this change is needed and it does not address all the side effects of making SliceProfile and ServiceProfile into IOCs. 

24 Jan: rev3 uploaded.
25 Jan: Ericsson maintains our objection to CRs S5-221249 and S5-221252.
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0665r, TS 28.541 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. F



	S5-221270
	Rel-17 CR 28.531 Fixing Network slice and network slice subnet provisioning management service - profiles not convert to IOC - Stage 3 (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
17 Jan: Huawei not supportive. This proposal is likely to cause major confusion. Huawei prefers the solution in S5-221249 and S5-221252.
18 Jan: MCC Not supportive due to clause renumbering
19 Jan: Ericsson Object
1-In S5-215498 6.2.-1 has been agreed to change the MnS Name but not the Operations connected to it, allocateNssi and deallocateNssi operations were not agreed to be removed .

25 Jan: rev4 uploaded. 

Conclusion: rev4 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221710
	CR0104r, TS 28.531 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. F



	S5-221393
	Clarify handling of modified network slice profile (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab) (Jan Groenendijk)
17 Jan: Huawei not supportive. Attribute serviceProfileId does not exist until the Network Slice Provisioning Producer has transformed the incoming requirements to a network resource model. Therefore, it is impossible for the consumer to specify a serviceProfileId as part of the allocation request.

It is extremely confusing to use the same AllocateNsi operation for both allocation and modification.
18 Jan: MCC comments. 
20 Jan: TEF Object

1.CR’s revision history is empty in the CR cover page. Please, include S5-216387.

2.What is the difference between this CR and the S5-216387? TEF’s comments have not been addressed in this new version.
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0105r, TS 28.531 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. F



	S5-221253
	TS 28.531 Asynchronous network slicing procedures using createMOI (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (sanjiv mishra)
18 Jan: Samsung
Not Supportive
As indicated by Mirko is another CR. I’m confused too, the cover page says it’s a CR but the content seems to be for discussion. Please clarify. Nevertheless, the comment on what is being proposed are as follows

1.
Is the idea here is to replace existing slice and slice-subnet allocation procedures with this? If No, then this doesn’t fit with the existing procedures and Samsung is not supportive of completely replacing the existing procedures. If yes, then concerns are as follows:

2.
How can the consumer subscribe for NetworkSliceJob before it is instantiated?

3.
What’s the relevance here? How it relates with the priorityLabel we already have. Please elaborate.

4.
Regarding “provisioning jobid”, what is this? Please define it.

5.
Regarding Step3a.1, do you mean the procedure in 7.2 will be envoked? That procedure starts with NSMS_consumer sending AllocateNsi to NSMS_Provider. Here you are saying NSMF (what we call that is NSMS_Producer) will invoke the procedure. This doesn’t fit. 

6.
Regarding Steo3.a.2, Do you mean the procedure in 7.3 will be envoked? That procedure starts with NSSMS_consumer sending AllocateNssi to NSSMS_Provider. Here you are saying NSSMF (what we call that is NSSMS_Producer) will invoke the procedure. This doesn’t fit. 

7.
Regarding 3b.1, Same comment as 5 and 6 above. This doesn’t fit with existing procedures.
19 Jan: Huawei Not Supportive

-
Echo comments from Samsung.

-
We do not support slice job approach as discussed in last SA5 meeting.
MCC comments.

Ericsson Not Suportive 

1-This proposal should not be a CR. It looks like a discussion paper.

2-Should not refer to Network Slice Management Function, since NSMF is not used in normative parts of specification.

3-Step 1 & 4: Subscribing for notifications is one option to monitor progress but should not be considered mandatory.

4-Step 2: There is no ‘jobId’ attribute.

5-Step 6: As noted above notifications related to the NetworkSlice IOC may be less relevant, but if sent would be part of step 3 since the IOC would be created or modified there.

6-Input and output parameters:

-
What is meant by this, since procedure is based on creation of Job MOI. IOCs have attributes, not parameters.

-
Allocation is not taking list of profiles as input.

-
Why is jobProgress described as input?

-
There is no administrativeState or operationalState associated with a specific allocation.

-
What is purpose of resourceType?

-
The following have not been agreed yet: provisioningPriority, preemptable

Conclusion: Noted


	CR0102r, TS 28.531 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	S5-221262
	Rel-16 CR 28.541 Network slice subnet capability IOC (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
19 Jan: Ericsson
 Object

1. Cover page missing Proposed change affects and Other Specs affected , there are a couple of misspelling the Reasons for change and Summary of Change.

2. In this proposal the capabilities are associated with a particular subnet instance. However, as captured in the WID justification, it is the MnS producer capabilities that are mainly of interest. These would reflect what the MnS producer is actually capable of supporting, which may differ from existing
Rev1 uploaded. 
21 Jan: more comments.
25 Jan: Ericsson object, E maintains our objection to this CR.
Conclusion: Noted


	CR0668r, TS 28.541 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. F



	
	





	


	S5-221245
	WI Exception for eNETSLICE_PRO (Samsung Electronics Benelux BV) (Deepanshu Gautam)
19 Jan: Ericsson Object I am confused. Maybe the wrong document has been uploaded instead of S5-221245 WI Exception for eNETSLICE_PRO you get S5-212361 Edge Computing Management when opening the TDOC.

Rev1 uploaded.
25 Jan: the content needs to be updated according to the meeting progress.
Conclusion: need update according to the meeting progress- revise to final tdoc# S5-221711 (To be confirmed in closing plenary) 
	WI exception request



	S5-221418
(late)
	Rel-17 CR TS 28.541 Asynchronous Network Slice provisioning using createMOI (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) (Malathi Ponniah)
21 Jan: not uploaded until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Withdrawn.


	CR0676r, TS 28.541 v17.5.0, Rel-17, Cat. B



	
	

	

	6.5
OAM&P Studies

	6.5.1
Study on YANG PUSH

	FS_YANG email thread TITLE list (1):

[SA5#141e], 6.5.1- FS_YANG, S5-221039 Next step for FS_YANG

	S5-221039
	Next step for FS_YANG (Ericsson Hungary Ltd) (Balazs Lengyel)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Endorsed with no comments received.

	discussion



	6.5.2
Study on network slice management capability exposure

	FS_NSCE email thread TITLE list (15):

[SA5#141e], 6.5.2-FS_NSCE, GROUP#1 (S5-221089/S5-221429) 28.824 Skeleton restructuring

[SA5#141e], 6.5.2-FS_NSCE, GROUP#2 (S5-221090/S5-221196/ S5-221199) NSCE without going through BSS

[SA5#141e], 6.5.2-FS_NSCE, GROUP#3 (S5-221258/S5-221259/S5-221267) eMnS discovery and registration service

[SA5#141e], 6.5.2-FS_NSCE, GROUP#4 (S5-221200/S5-221426) requirements related to eMnS discovery system
[SA5#141e], 6.5.2-FS_NSCE, S5-221198 Solution on the relation to other SA5 work/study item

[SA5#141e], 6.5.2-FS_NSCE, S5-221202 Resolving the exposure related EN

[SA5#141e], 6.5.2-FS_NSCE, S5-221216 pCR 28.824 Clarification on access to exposed MnS

[SA5#141e], 6.5.2-FS_NSCE, S5-221230 SID revised was SP-210131 SID on network slice management capability exposure

[SA5#141e], 6.5.2-FS_NSCE, S5-221423 Add solution for product and service order procedures to clause 7

[SA5#141e], 6.5.2-FS_NSCE, S5-221424 eMnS service

[SA5#141e], 6.5.2-FS_NSCE, S5-221425 Input to issues and gaps in clause 5

[SA5#141e], 6.5.2-FS_NSCE, S5-221427 Input to potential solutions in clause 7.1

[SA5#141e], 6.5.2-FS_NSCE, S5-221430 Update procedure and add solution for product on-boarding

[SA5#141e], 6.5.2-FS_NSCE, S5-221432 pCR 28.824 Remove EN in 5.4

[SA5#141e], 6.5.2-FS_NSCE, S5-221434 pCR 28.824 Update position and add solution for direct MnS exposure

	S5-221089
	pCR 28.824 Skeleton restructuring proposal (Huawei, Alibaba) (Kai Zhang)
19 Jan: first set of comments received.
20 Jan: more discussion. Lenovo Supporting the principle, TEF supportive. 
25 Jan: Ericsson objects to the current skeleton proposal in S5-221089, however as we want to have an agreed skeleton before the next meeting we would agree to an e-mail approval of the skeleton with the following clauses: 4. Overview 5. Potential use cases 6. Potential requirements 7. Key issues and potential solutions 8. Conclusions and recommendations. Alibaba support email approval for the skeleton.
Conclusion: Email approval with new tdoc# S5-221713.

	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221429
	Move key issue list out of clause 4 (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab) (Jan Groenendijk)
17 Jan: Huawei not supportive. We disagree with the rationale and proposed changes, we suggest putting key issues under "5 Key Issues and potential solutions" (as proposed by S5-221089).
Conclusion: Noted

	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221090
	pCR 28.824 Possible solution for exposure of network slice as a service (Huawei) (Kai Zhang)
18 Jan: Samsung Not Supportive

1.
Why consumer will send the a request to EGMF for consuming the service? EGMF is not going to expose the service. Respective MnS producer will.

2.
Regarding “via Fault Supervision management services (see TS 28.545 [1x]) exposed by EGMF”: I do not think any service will be exposed by EGMF.

3.
Regarding “and 28.531 [5]) through the exposure interface via EGMF.”: What management interface will be exposed by EGMF?
21 Jan: more discussion.
25 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
26 Jan: E object. See further questions based on your replies, the current versions of  S5-221090/S5-221196/ S5-221199 are not ready for agreement.  
26 Jan: Huawei provide further clarification.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221714 (to be confirmed in closing plenary)
	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221196
	Key issue and solution on exposure without going through BSS (Alibaba Group) (Xiaobo Yu)
18 Jan: Samsung Not Supportive

There are some text (Step 12) which is implying that EGMF will expose some MnS, I do not agree to that point. Please remove all such text.
19 Jan: more discussion.
25 Jan: rev3 uploaded.
26 Jan: E object. See further questions based on your replies, the current versions of  S5-221090/S5-221196/ S5-221199 are not ready for agreement.  
26 Jan: Alibaba asked for email approval for 1196 and 1199. Samsung comment no email approval. 

VC suggest to use rapporteur call time to progress the discussion if needed
Conclusion: Noted (to be confirmed in closing plenary)

	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221199
	Resolving the acquisition of operator’s MIB EN (Alibaba Group) (Xiaobo Yu)
18 Jan: first set of comments received. 
20 Jan: more comments received.
22 Jan: rev1 uploaded. 
26 Jan: E object. See further questions based on your replies, the current versions of  S5-221090/S5-221196/ S5-221199 are not ready for agreement.  
26 Jan: Alibaba asked for email approval for 1196 and 1199.
VC suggest to use rapporteur call time to progress the discussion if needed.
Conclusion: Noted (to be confirmed in closing plenary)

	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221258
	pCR TR 28.824 add solution on eMnS discovery service (AsiaInfo, Alibaba Group) (Chunying Tang)
18 Jan: Samsung Not Supportive

1.
Samsung does not support the concept of eMnS Discovery Service. We do not need this. I know it exist already in the TS, we will propose to fix that too.

2.
Samsung do not support the concept of “Registering the MnS”. The MnS discovery service can eb used to discover the exposed MnS too. We do not need another discovery system.

3.
There should be nothing called eMnS Discovery Service.
20 Jan: Lenovo Supporting the use case of an authorized external entity discovering an MnS

- Do not support “eMnS discovery service” – I think you mean an “MnS discovery service producer instance providing discovery for the exposed MnS”

-
Authentication part is missing in the first figure

-
Lenovo supports the concept of the external entity discovery an MnS that it is allowed to access based on business agreements – the current description is far away from that though.
21 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
25 Jan: rev3 uploaded. Ericsson comments are not sufficiently addressed in S5-221258rev3.
Conclusion: Noted (to be confirmed in closing plenary)

	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221259
	pCR TR 28.824 add procedure for exposed MnS registration (AsiaInfo, Alibaba Group) (Chunying Tang)
18 Jan: Samsung Not Supportive
1.
5.8.2.1 is shown as existing text, I think it is not. Please check

2.
We do not support anything like eMnS Registration. We have set of MnSes and we have mechanism to discover them. The external consumer can also use the MnS discovery service, we just need to control its access.
20 Jan: Lenovo Not supportive To decide is eMnS register or not you need to decide how the operator decides which MnS are exposed. I don’t think they need an additional registration to a different MnS discovery producer instance.
21 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
25 Jan: rev2 uploaded.
Conclusion: Noted (to be confirmed in closing plenary)

	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221267
	pCR 28.824 Describe possible solutions for eMnS discovery service (Huawei, Ericsson) (Brendan Hassett)
18 Jan: Samsung Not Supportive
1.
Samsung do not support the need of an eMnS Discovery service. The existing MnS Discovery service can be used here. We will propose to get rid of this completely. I  understand that this pCR does not introduce it, but this does try to update it.
20 Jan: Lenovo Supportive of the intent to separate business and technology levels of discovery No eMnS discovery service  - I think we need to fix eMnS – it was supposed to be just a text shorthand for “an MnS that is exposed”. Now it is becoming an entity in itself.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221200
	Resolving the EN regarding discovery system (Alibaba Group) (Xiaobo Yu)
19 Jan: E propose to merge 221700 with 426 remove Editor’s note from S5-221426.
22 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
25 Jan: Ericsson does not think solution in 221196 is agreed and object to removing the Editor’s note with the provided argumentation.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221426
	Input to potential requirements in clause 6 (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab) (Jan Groenendijk)
20 Jan: Lenovo Not supportive
o
Req 1 removes “exposed” – the whole point is that the MnS is externally exposed, if you remove that you need to add an external entity as consumer. 

o
Req 2 object to removal of “an appropriate”. I agree that maybe we need a better word for appropriate – maybe “any compatible”
21 Jan: more discussion.
25 Jan: no revision provided to address the comment. 

Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221202
	Resolving the exposure related EN (Alibaba Group) (Xiaobo Yu)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
19 Jan: more comments.
26 Jan: Ericsson object. Object for the following reason, the contributions you refer too are not agreed, therefore the EN cannot be removed. 

Alibaba ask for email approval for 221202 since this contribution has dependency on the other pCR 221196, 221258 and 221259, which are still under discussion.
Conclusion: Noted (to be confirmed in closing plenary)


	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221216
	pCR 28.824 Clarification on access to exposed MnS (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
19 Jan: first set of comments received.
20 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221719
	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221230
	SID revised was SP-210131 SID on network slice management capability exposure (Alibaba Group) (Xiaobo Yu)
18 Jan: Samsung As mentioned in the Rapp. Call I think we do not need to update the Objectives here. We just need to adjust the timeline and keep working in Rel-18.
21 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
25 Jan: rev2 uploaded.

Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221abc
	SID revised



	S5-221198
	Solution on the relation to other SA5 work/study item (Alibaba Group) (Xiaobo Yu)
20 Jan: Lenovo Disagree with the whole premise of MnS discovery and eMnS discovery relationship. There is just MnS discovery and the operator may choose a different instance of the discovery producer for exposed MnS but that is a deployment issue. Unless there is a key scenario why – I would propose to remove eMnS discovery from the discussion.
25 Jan: rev2 uploaded.

Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221abc
	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221423
	Add solution for product and service order procedures to clause 7 (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab) (Jan Groenendijk)
17 Jan: first set of comments received. 
18 Jan: more comments.
20 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
21 Jan: more discussion.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221abc
	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221424
	eMnS service (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab) (Jan Groenendijk)
18 Jan: Huawei disagree with this - "All customer (eMnS consumer) functionality is BSS functionality. Therefore, the eMnS and the eMnS discovery is BSS functionality, which can reside in the BSS system or it can be embedded in the OSS system.", 5GMDS is OSS and should be reusable for eMnS. In addition, we think the statement of "BSS is embedded in the OSS" is strange and incorrect: BSS is BSS, OSS is OSS.
Samsung Not Supportive
1.
Till now my understanding was that eMnS is the MnS which is exposed. But now, we are saying something completely different here i.e eMnS is a service which exposes management data. Management data is exposed by MnS.

2.
Regarding “The actions wanted from the eMnS consumer to be translated to 3GPP management actions”, I do not understand this translation. Ae we saying that external consumer will provide actions in a language which 3GPP management system cannot understand and someone need to translate that? This is strange.

3.
Regarding “The performance information from the 3GPP management system to be aggregated according to the contract and to be translated to eMnS consumer terminology”, Same here…...why do we have to translate the performance information exposed by 3GPP management system for external consumer? Consumer must understand the information as it is.

4.
Again I understand that all this has been discussed and put in TR already, but I do not agree to this and I do not want to add to it.
21 Jan: rev1 uploaded.

25 Jan: Samsung Objects to 221424rev1.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221425
	Input to issues and gaps in clause 5 (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab) (Jan Groenendijk)
18 Jan: Huawei is ok to rephrase some of the issues and gaps, but we disagree with the clause titles changes (new 5.5.2 and new 5.6.2), we suggest putting Key Issues under "5 Key Issues and potential solutions" (see S5-221089).
21 Jan: more discussion.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221427
	Input to potential solutions in clause 7.1 (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab) (Jan Groenendijk)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
20 Jan: rev1 uploaded.

21 Jan: more comments.
26 Jan: Lenovo objects to this contribution as the “not specified by SA5” is simply incorrect. An external discovery system may belong to another operator and therefore be SA5 compliant. If this is changed to “may or may not be specified by SA5” we will withdraw our objection.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221430
	Update procedure and add solution for product on-boarding (Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab) (Jan Groenendijk)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
20 Jan: rev1 uploaded.

21 Jan: more comments.
24 Jan: rev2 uploaded. 
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221abc
	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221432
	pCR 28.824 Remove EN in 5.4 (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
20 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev2 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221abc
	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221434
	pCR 28.824 Update position and add solution for direct MnS exposure (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
20 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
25 Jan: rev2 uploaded.

Ericsson objects to S5-221434rev2 due to the introduction of the EGMF in this contribution.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.824 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	6.5.3
Study on continuous integration continuous delivery support for 3GPP NFs

	FS_CICDNS email thread TITLE list (12):

[SA5#141e], 6.5.3-FS_CICDNS, GROUP#1 (S5-221215/S5-221440) update notified of new NF version scenario
[SA5#141e], 6.5.3-FS_CICDNS, GROUP#2 (S5-221366/S5-221441) overall process

[SA5#141e], 6.5.3-FS_CICDNS, S5-221211 pCR 28.819 Add use case for test of NF utilizing slicing

[SA5#141e], 6.5.3-FS_CICDNS, S5-221212 pCR 28.819 Add use case for network function health analysis

[SA5#141e], 6.5.3-FS_CICDNS, S5-221213 pCR 28.819 CI-CD process updates

[SA5#141e], 6.5.3-FS_CICDNS, S5-221214 pCR 28.819 clarify feedback to vendor scenario

[SA5#141e], 6.5.3-FS_CICDNS, S5-221370 pCR 28.819  Solution of test orchestration

[SA5#141e], 6.5.3-FS_CICDNS, S5-221435 pCR 28.819 Add Intro

[SA5#141e], 6.5.3-FS_CICDNS, S5-221436 pCR 28.819 Update to feature selection solution

[SA5#141e], 6.5.3-FS_CICDNS, S5-221437 pCR 28.819 Update Simulation Testing with solution

[SA5#141e], 6.5.3-FS_CICDNS, S5-221438 pCR 28.819 Update Scope

[SA5#141e], 6.5.3-FS_CICDNS, S5-221439 pCR 28.819 Remove ENs in Section 4.2 and 6.4.2 and 8

	S5-221215
	pCR 28.819 update notified of new NF version scenario (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
18 Jan: first set of comments received.
19 Jan: rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221715
	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221440
	pCR 28.819 Remove EN in Section 6.1.3 (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221366
	pCR - 28.819  Proposed overall process (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Chuyi Guo)
21 Jan: Ericsson Not supportive As far as I remember this is resubmission from the last meeting.  Ericsson already expressed position that definition of such a process is beyond scope of 3GPP: Either it is CI/CD or testing framework. Reference to external source instead.   Expectation from the study were to look at ETSI-NFV-TST work and see what the gaps are.
22 Jan: Nokia Not supportive Agree with Ericsson. Everything I see in the study so far is outside of 3GPP scope. I have no specific opinion on the study, but it should conclude with the statement that it was nice to have a look at these issues, but there is no further normative work.
25 Jan: 1366 and 1441 are merged into 1441rev1.
Conclusion: Noted


	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221441
	S5-221441 pCR 28.819 Add overall process (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
21 Jan: Ericsson Not supportive Outside of 3GPP scope.  Refer / rely on external source eg. ETSI-NFV-TST
25 Jan: 1366 and 1441 are merged into 1441rev1. E not supportive, N not supportive.

25 Jan: Ericsson objects 1441rev1
Conclusion: Noted

	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221211
	pCR 28.819 Add use case for test of NF utilizing slicing (Huawei, Lenovo) (Lei Zhu)
18 Jan: Samsung Not Supportive

•
This kind of solution is already there. Why propose again. If anything is missing in the previous solution and add on top of it. It is just making it unnecessary verbose.

•
Creating new slice for testing purpose is already covered by Alternate1

•
Selecting participating UE is already covered in alternate 1
21 Jan: more discussion.
Conclusion: Approved with no further comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221212
	pCR 28.819 Add use case for network function health analysis (Huawei, Lenovo) (Lei Zhu)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221213
	pCR 28.819 CI-CD process updates (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
18 Jan: first set of comments received. 
19 Jan: Rev1 uploaded.
Conclusion: rev1 Approved with no more comments received - revise to final tdoc# S5-221716
	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221214
	pCR 28.819 clarify feedback to vendor scenario (Huawei) (Lei Zhu)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221370
	pCR - 28.819 - Solution of test orchestration (China Mobile Com. Corporation) (Chuyi Guo)
18 Jan: Samsung Object

This doesn’t look like a solution. The requirement is very specific. “…provide network resource status and relevant information to external CICD related systems…”. The solution need to say what resource status and relevant information can be provided to external systems and how.
20 Jan: Ericsson Not supportive Requirement as stated - OK.   

Solution stated as Requirement – Wrong.  

Also if it is made as a new requirement it is wrong as not in scope of 3GPP system
26 Jan: rev1 uploaded after submission deadline.
26 Jan: Samsung’s hold its Objection for the same reasoning below.

The solution is still read like requirements…Ericsson keeps Objections on this contribution (REV1) as well.  
Conclusion: Noted

	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221435
	pCR 28.819 Add Intro (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, CMCC) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221436
	pCR 28.819 Update to feature selection solution (Lenovo, Motorola Mobilty, CMCC) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221437
	pCR 28.819 Update Simulation Testing with solution (Lenovo, Motorola mobility, CMCC) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221438
	pCR 28.819 Update Scope (Lenovo, Motorola mobility, CMCC) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
21 Jan: first set of comments received.
25 Jan: more discussion. Ericsson object this contribution. Ericsson supports to take it for email review. Ericsson has a concrete proposal on phrasing (feel free to improve)
Conclusion: Email approval with new tdoc# S5-221717

	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	S5-221439
	pCR 28.819 Remove ENs in Section 4.2 and 6.4.2 and 8 (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, CMCC) (Ishan Vaishnavi)
21 Jan: no comments until 21 Jan.
Conclusion: Approved with no comments received.

	pCRr, TS 28.819 v0.4.0, Rel-17, Cat. 



	6.5.4
Study on enhancement of service based management architecture

	No tdocs submitted for this meeting.
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