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6.2
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 WID session was held on May.12th, 2014, Q1.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-143109
	Study on Network Management of Virtualized Networks

- CMCC: we produced a revision (d1) where we removed Telecom Italia from the list of supporting companies

 - Chair: explain how to use of d1, r1, in SA5
 - NSN: comment on dates (03/2015 and 06/2015 are too early)

 - Huawei: this was changed in S5-140723d1 on 3/25/14

 - Chair: we will re-visit this later this week if needed
 - will be merged with S5-143286 and revised to S5-143321
	CMCC, Huawei

	S5-143286
	Study on Network Management of Virtualized Networks

 - Huawei: the comment on the "arising from"… now this means that requirements are reverse-engineered from solutions

 - Huawei: on study of a single management system, this belongs to the objective set 2

 - Huawei: on the scope limitation for SA5 (there are no ETSI NFV specifications, they are reports). 

 - Chair: NFV is not producing standards, so diverging from NFV specifications may be interpreted in many wrong ways. We are not developing competing specifications and this sentence seems to try to prevent us from doing that.

 - Ericsson: we should not re-do what ETSI has already done here. we need to document this limitation somehow (re-word the last sentence from Vodafone)

 - Huawei: we are not proposing to diverge from ETSI NFV in any way, but they are not producing any specifications so we are not competing with them. we cannot state that if something is being looked at by ETSI NFV we are not allowed to touch it
 - NEC: we support the intention of the last new statement, but it needs to be reworded.

 - ALU: proposed to change "arising from" to "for"

 - DT: we don't like to move the new objective to objective set 2 (the requirements are in the operator's domain and should stay in the objective set 1)

 - Ericsson: the "achievable or necessary" should be replaced with "required"
 - NSN: In objective set1, the bullet just above this one is also relevant, should be considered together to avoid duplication.
 - Intel: the "i.e. in mixed networks" is redundant (the first part of the sentence already talks about mixed networks)

 - PI-Works: would like to be added to the list of supporting companies

 - revised (merged with S5-143109) to S5-143321
	VF


4 Action items

	Item
	Description
	Release
	Owner
	Status 
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