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1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: n/a
Estimated completion date: n/a
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): n/a
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: n/a
Outstanding issues: n/a
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on <Nov.11, 2013, Q1 and Q2>.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-131945
	Discussion paper - About the OA&M of 3GPP virtualized network functions

VF: good contributions, but VF thinks it is better to wait until ETSI side becomes more mature, and ETSI has meeting in Feb. Support to start the SI maybe in next SA5 meeting.

Most VNFD attributes should come from SA5 NRM IRPs.

NTT DoCoMo: Agree with VF.

NSN: Agree to wait until ETSI is more mature. Prefer that TSG SA to plan the whole work package for NFV.
HW: Though ETSI is still working but SA5 could provide input to ETSI. Do we want SA5 to have some influence to ETSI side?
E///: Ongoing in ETSI, too early to start in SA5 right now. Most of issues may not be valid until ETSI is more stable.
Orange: Why SA5 is not really mentioned at ETSI side.
VF: Gap analysis with other SDOs is scheduled in Feb meetings. NFV members can contribute directly.
SA5 Chairman: I would like to see SA5 appointment for me to present SA5 work at next ETSI NFV meeting.

SA Chair: We will consolidate at TSG SA level, on how to present 3GPP (SA) in ETSI NFV.
Conclusion: Noted.
	Orange

	S5-132041
	New SI on Management of Virtualized Network

E///: Do not duplicate the work in SA1.
ALU: support, but need to understand the SA1 work, what kind of element 
NSN: To escalate TSG SA, and TSG SA would consolidate the works. The SA5 Study should actually base on 3GPP architecture on NFV.
DT: SA2 cannot decide the NFV architecture by itself. No need to wait for SA2 architecture.
Cisco: Support the activity in SA5, like to see the SI progress. But still premature, agree with NSN (Yizhi Yao), we need to have a 3GPP architecture which is the base for management. 2 options to proceed: one is to wait until SA/SA2 has clear view; the other to coordinate like what SA5 and SA1 have been doing for Network sharing.
VF: SA5 management interfaces are orthogonal with the networks, no need to wait for SA2 architecture. SA5 needs to quickly get to ETSI on NFV work.

NSN: How to influence ETSI needs to be decided by TSG SA level.
Conclusion: Noted.
	HW

	S5-132045
	WID Study on Lightweight Itf-N

E///: E/// has supported this work as supporting company, but needs little bit rewording. Like many “shall”, etc.
Cisco: This WID was objected by some operators at SA, how the changes in this WID resolve those concerns?

CMCC: Added NGMN requirement and use IRP subset which is NMGN term instead of profiling.
SA5 Chairman: Need revision marks comparing to the version rejected by SA.

DT: Profile is something done by user group, and irrelevant to standards.
And there are some patent related issues. Doing the study (no specifications) should meet CMCC requirements and the needs of whole operator community, but the repertoire could not meet the needs of whole operator community.
SA5 Chair: We need to have a breakout session.

E///: Already addressed all of the issues in Shenzhen, and the output were covered in the report, which could be the input to the breakout session.
Wording issue about the last sentence, the “established” to be “considered”, the last sentence of the last 2nd paragraph, “applied” to be “recommended” or “considered”.
Conclusion: Make a breakout session.
	CMCC

	S5-132046
	Report on discussion for Lightweight Itf-N WID at SA5#91 meeting

Conclusion: Noted without comments.
	CMCC

	S5-132051
	WID Radio Planning Tool Interface

HW: Relation to ARCF data?
NSN: ARCF data is on Itf-N, right? But here is not only Itf-N.
HW: Only focus on data, and ARCF is also only on the data. 
Orange: Firstly to define the application and planning tool components which do not exist yet in SA5. Should there be a study first? And would we adopt TMF specs? Or we define a new one?
SA5 Chairman: impact 32.101 or 32.102?
E///: Very late contribution, E/// needs more time. But what’s the relation with Light-Weight Itf-N?
NSN: Irrelevant, they are for different requirements.
E///: need to study first.

Cisco: Do not know what it is. Need to understand what the requirement it, appreciate to bring a discussion paper to explain it.
E///: In your paper, needs to point the difference between Bulk CM IRP.
HW: Need to indicate the interface in 32.101, 32.102. Seems the interface is between two NM entities.

Orange: May not be really Bulk CM IRP, but file transfer IRP.
E///: does not matter, but needs to point out the difference and overlap.
Conclusion: Noted.
	NSN

	S5-131943
	Revised new WID for network sharing
NEC: Typo, in the affected TSs, still “SA5” meetings are used which should be “SA”.
DT: DT would like to be the supporting company.

TeliaSonera: Please add TeliaSonera to be the supporting company.

Conclusion: Revised to 2133.
	Orange
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