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1
Decision/action requested

In this box give a very clear / short /concise statement of what is wanted.
2
References

 [1]
https://nwm-trial.etsi.org/#/documents/8687 (Sep.25, 2023)
3
Rationale

3.1 Comments in NWM
3.1.1 Comments for justification 

	1 – Nokia We are lacking a discussion on filling missing gaps. We should have an objective on filling missing gaps in what has already been specified.

	2 – Huawei Tech.(UK) Co.. Ltd Good suggestion. I revised the justification to describe left-over topics from Rel-18 FS_IDMS_MN and FS_ NETSLICE_IDMS, see clause 1.1.

	3 – Nokia The naming used for the intent negotiation features are misleading because in some cases the features are overlapping while in other cases the feature (as named in the SDO) misses important alternative options. I suggest to drop the names (judge/best/probe) and simply write the statements of requirements, e.g., as below: 
- means to enable MnS producer to ask the MnS consumer to decide which out of many possible outcomes is preferred from the MnS consumer’s perspective. This action may be triggered by MnS producer when MnS producer finds that different solutions that are able to fulfil the intent expectation or MnS producer not be able to find any solutions that is capable to fulfil all intent expectations but may have some alternatives that are able to get better results for part of the expectation over others. 
- Means to enable the MnS consumer to receive information on whether an intent, its expectations or targets are feasible and which specific values can be achieved for that intent even when not feasible. 
- Means to enable the MnS consumer to receive information on the best outcomes that can be achieved from an specific intent, intent expectation or target.

	4 – Nokia This comment is not strictly on Justification but a general proposal: I suggest you add questions on the way to approach the work - at least we should debate whether to have a study or to go directly to a work item. Personally, I believe that we have study many things enough and spending time on a study when the features are again stopped in the work item is not the best use of our time. So it is better that we go to WI and may be start with a draft CR. Then for things that need clarifications we can use a discussion paper supporting the input to draftCR

	5 – Huawei Tech.(UK) Co.. Ltd Reply to comment#3 from (Nokia): OK, udpated to remove the dedicated name

	6 – Huawei Tech.(UK) Co.. Ltd Reply to comment#4 from Nokia: OK, the question table for whether to have a study or to go directly to a work item is added in the end. Either a short study or to go directly to a work item is acceptable for us. I agree the R19 work item should follow the conclusion and recommendation made in the R19 study item. The short study may be useful to discuss which content is ready/mature for R19 normative work, also useful to discuss and compare the alternative solutions. Regarding the topic which already discussed in R18 phase, we should focus on the leftover issue, instead of re-discuss whole thing. Any way, I’m open for this question

	7 – Samsung R&D Institute UK I would suggest not to merge FS_ NETSLICE_IDMS here. Lets us first decide on what we do about FS_ NETSLICE_IDMS in Rel-18.

	8 – Deutsche Telekom AG It would be good if there is a study that will be completed in a very short time. This study should have a strong focus on some few relevant topics where there is a need for recommendations and guidelines in the near future mainly necessary for normative work.


3.1.2 Comments for WT-1

	1 – Nokia I suggest that the first objective should be to complete what was studied in R18. It does not make sense to always study more things but do nothing about them and instead stud more.

	2 – Huawei Tech.(UK) Co.. Ltd OK, the original objective is splitted into two objetive. WT#1 focus on left-over topics from Rel-18 intent driven management as you suggested. WT#2 focus on new scenarios.

	3 – Samsung R&D Institute UK Suggest to delete WT-1.4


3.1.3 Comments for WT-2
	


3.1.4 Comments for WT-3
	1 – Nokia It is best to write out all the objectives in sentence format. Short statements as is currently are hard to interpret. For example, bullets 3 and 4 are not easy for all to interprete

	2 – Huawei Tech.(UK) Co.. Ltd OK more elaboration is added in the objective and justification. Please check, any wording suggestions are welcome and appreciated

	3 – Samsung R&D Institute UK Why an Intent should have multiple outcomes? There shall only be one outcome (i.e the target) as required by the Consumer in the Intent. If at all there are multiple outcomes, producer shall find the most appropriate one, we do not need to ask Consumer to choose

	4 – Samsung R&D Institute UK Why a implicit report subscription should be defined? Won’t this unnecessary burden all the consumers? If a consumer want a report, it shall subscribe.

	5 – Deutsche Telekom AG It should be explored whether and when an implicit report subscription is necessary including which solution(s) could make sense in this context

	6 – Deutsche Telekom AG If there is a management capability to enable MnS producer to ask the MnS consumer to decide which out of many possible outcomes is preferred from the MnS consumer’s perspective then this should be also valid for one possible outcome in certain scenarios. This should be explored at least whether there is a need for it e. g. in relation to the best value approach


3.1.5 Comments for WT-4
	1 – TELEFONICA S.A. Suggest the following changes in brackets ”(e.g., collaboration with industry fora working

	2 – Huawei Tech.(UK) Co.. Ltd Reply to comment#1 from TELEFONICA, Ok udpated. Thanks for the sugestions.

	3 – Samsung R&D Institute UK More explanation is needed on Why and How an intent can support exposure

	4 – TELEFONICA S.A. IMHO, is not intent supporting exposure, but intent used in exposure scenarios. Intent is an approprriate means to fulfil requests without the need to disclosing details on the actual solution used for this fulfilment (either because the details are q


3.1.6 Comments for WT-5
	1 – Samsung R&D Institute UK Please elaborate

	2 – Deutsche Telekom AG This scope should be explained more in detail

	3 – NTT DOCOMO INC. Please describe more detail


3.1.7 Comments for WT-6
	1 – Nokia The justification does contain a description showing why this is needed and what it is. Such a short statement is not enough to explain what is intended to be achieved.

	2 – Nokia Just to clarify my comment: By default SA5 already allows for solutions in 2 formats. For now, we only have a Yaml solution for IDM. Adding a Yang solution does not need a new objective, we just need to provide the solution. On the other hand, if the intention is add other format besides yaml and yang, there is no clear reason/justification why this is needed. Basically, why introduce new formats only for IDM and not for other management services? Plus, if we have failed to provide these default solutions why 6 instead reach out for another different format. One has to appreciate that every alternative implies that the vendor has to implement all the alternatives. This is not something we are keen to do without good reason. Accordingly, Objective WT#6 should be removed.


3.1.8 Comments for new objectives
	1 – Deutsche Telekom AG What about intent driven approaches in connection with AI aspects, AI mechanisms and methods, etc.?


3.1.9 Whether to have a study or to go directly to a work item for IDMS_ph3
	1 – Nokia 

Nokia supports to go directly to a work item for IDMS_ph3. Since the topic as a whole is not new, we should all be in position to discuss the new features without a separate study phase. However, we do need to start with draft CR to allow for changes in the content over multiple meetings.

	2 – Deutsche Telekom AG 

If the necessary guidlines and recommendations are available and the further approach for the normative work regarding the objectives is clear then we should go directly with a work item forward. Otherwise we should have a study that will be completed in a very short time. The study should have a strong and restricted focus on some few relevant topics where there is a need for recommendations and guidelines in the near future necessary for normative work.


4
Summary
Based on the discussion in NWM [1](Sep.29th,2023) , following are the brief summary:
1. Whether IDMS_MN_ph3 work should have a short study or go directly to a work item? Nokia suggest to go directly to a work item. 
2. Regarding the WT-1, the only controversial part is the WT-1.4 which depends on outcome of R18 TR 28.836. Samsung suggest to remove WT-1.4.

3. Regarding the WT-2, no comments received yet.

4. Regarding the WT-3, wording suggestions from Nokia are accepted. Several clarification comments received for WT3.1 from Samsung and Deutsche Telekom are discussed. More clarification maybe needed. 

5. Regarding the WT-4, wording suggestions from Telefonica. The clarification comments received from Samsung is discussed. More clarification maybe needed.

6. Regarding the WT-5, several comments received. No justification and replies have been provided yet. 

7. Regarding the WT-6, several comments received. No justification and replies have been provided yet. 

