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1
Decision/action requested

In this box give a very clear / short /concise statement of what is wanted.
2
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[2]   3GPP TS 28.533: "Management and orchestration; Architecture framework"
[3]   3GPP TS 28.312: "Intent driven management services for mobile networks"
[4]   3GPP TR 28.801: "Study on management and orchestration of network slicing for next generation network"
3
Rationale

There is a trend within SA5 of progressing with work related with AI/ML, creating entities that can use the available data for making predictions (e.g. MDA, NWDF) and devoting a lot of effort in order to improve and making them able to do sophisticated tasks.

From the TS 28.104 [1] we have an example of the coordination between NWDAF, gNB and MDAS (MDA Mns) producer:
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There is indeed a high degree of complexity but having a close look to what is happening what we have simply is a MnS consumer on the top that requests information. That would be comparable to getting information from a black box:
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The key thing here is to define the element that is the MnS consumer that takes the actual decisions and keep aside the complexity of how the different AI/ML elements are coordinated. In addition, let’s keep in mind that for making a decision AI/ML, etc. is not necessarily needed. Any input that can trigger a decision (a threshold, a change in the conditions of the service, etc.) can be enough for an action. There is a good example in the Figure 4.3-1 in the TS 28.312:
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In the next figure the analytics part can be just one of the information providers for monitoring the ManagedEntity of the previous figure, consumed by the Intent Driven MnS Producer. 
The workflow is illustrated in the Figure 4.1.3.1.1 in the TS 28.312:
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The Analytical_data_Provider might be just not needed, so let’s be focused on how the decision makers will act and where.
In this Figure 5.3-1 from TS 28.533 we can see a better view of how hierarchically the management of a service can look like. This is based upon service deployment based on ZSM framework:
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In the Technical Report TR 28.801 [4] there is an interesting example that shows how roles related to network slice management functions:
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This figure, from release 15, has been included for the sake of the example. With deprecated elements like the CSMF that uses the arrows “delegate to”, which can be interpreted as the “division” of tasks per domain, having full responsibility of the decisions made that affects that specific domain. Perhaps we should take a step back, look from where are we coming from and where are we heading and rethink our approach for the sake of more clarity in our specifications.
4
Detailed proposal

The current management specifications are too cryptical, is difficult to translate abstract concepts (e.g. MnS Consumer, MnS Producer, Provision MnS Provider, etc.) to actual real and tangible elements that represents what does what. The use of an architecture that provides an E2E vision and control of the network could help to make easier to understand the different concepts and the way the management system works. We need to unify terminology and make it simpler. At the moment we have a collection of specifications with abstract names that provides a lot of flexibility but that makes difficult to translate those concepts to the real world. It is proposed to work with the current specifications looking for a more pragmatic approach that increases their usability. In release 15 there were elements included in the architecture (e.g. CSMF) that were removed in Rel 16 from the specifications where they were mentioned (e.g. CR S5-201107) in order to unify terminology adopting the service-based management framework. It looks like we’ve gone from extreme to extreme, from the specific to the abstract. It is needed to find a way of balancing both approaches, not being rigid but at the same time avoiding to be too generic.
An “End to End Decision making domain” layer is proposed with what could be called Service Orchestrator or equivalent entity on top of the architecture, having an E2E view and authority on what is happening in the layers underneath. From a management perspective there must be simplicity, with clear decision making domains not interfering with each other, and keeping aside of specifications related to an specific domain elements of other domains (e.g. NWDAF). This way the decision making conflicts will be minimised, not being necessary to keep trying to tackle a problem that has its origin in the lack of definition of boundaries and an overcomplication of the specifications.
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