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1. Rapporteur calls plan before SA5#138e 
Confirmed topics:

· eMDAS: skeleton and other issues (Yi Zhi, Brendan)
· MANS: (Xuruiyue, Zhuweihong)
· FS_NSCE, FS_MNSAC: clarify the relation between FS_NSCE, FS_MNSAC (Xiaobo, Ping Jing)
· IDMS_MN: Intent concepts (Xuruiyue, Vlad)
· FS_NSMEN: remaining issues which block the conclusion of FS_NSMEN study (Brendan)
· Specification readability improvement (Olaf)
· MADCOL (Olaf)
· FS_YANG (Balazs, Olaf)
· Split of 28.541 (Balazs)
2. Schedule for rapporteur calls:
	Rapporteur calls
	Date Time
	Potential Topics

	#137e.1
	Jun.3rd 2021 15:00 CEST~17:00 CEST 

	1. eMDAS (Yi Zhi, Brendan)

· 3039rev2 Add structure for TS 28.104
· S5-213039rev1 pCR Add structure for TS 28.104_Huawei_comments

Jun.3rd Conf call:
1. Whether we define dedicate MnS for each MDA use case?
3039: 
I/N: use common service. 
HW: agree to have common mechanisms for providing reporting/feedback. Like to see the MnS according to the different use cases. (e.g. coverage anlsysis). Like to go for Consumer friendly view. 
I: chapter 7 shows capability, chapter 8 show the services which for consumer view. 
      We allow consumer to use capabilty, also allow consumer to use one or more capability in one service request. 
S: there will be overlap between section 7 and 8, how input/ouput defined in section 7 related to section 8? 
3039_HW comments:
I: chapter 7 coverage related analysis is not use case, it’s capability. Does not allow send multiple MDA in one request. 
NEC: there will be lots or repition of text all over the spec.
HW: dont think there are many duplication, we will use reference to earlier chapter. 
2. How to define management capability? Whehter define analytics inputs?
I/N: inputs need to be used/defined for generatiing output.
S: sympathy to Huawei proposal for not defining inputs. But also tend to agree with Intel that if there is no input, only output, how do we know the implementability of this mechanism? How to prove it’s workable?
HW: the justification will be brought in the DP when the concrete contributions are provided. But input is not needed to be in the specification.
I: some inputs may need to be enhanced according to the discussion. Agree we should have vendor differentaitaiton. 
HW: MDA is different with KPI. 
E: no need to define inputs. KPI has fixed formulas and it’s different with MDA. 
NEC:  list of input is not restrictive. It could be vendor specific, could be differenatiate the diff solutions from vendors. If we dont talk about input, how to make sure the inputs are availble? 
I: KPI also does not restrict the related measurements as inputs. This is similar with MDA. 
E: inputs is implemetation vendor specific.
S: are we going to restrict the inputs to standardized inputs only ? 
HW: if we standardize input and output, we just starndardize algorithm, if we go this way, we no need to talk about AI/ML in MDA. 
S: will specify open ended list of input would be useful?

HW: list put in the informative  maybe ok, but not normative list. 
NEC: the input listed is not restricted, also could recognize some inputs which need to be standardized. Also allow for vendor specific inputs. 
NEC: we want an restricted list which is standardized, but still allow vendor specific input. 
I: The standardized input which can be used for MDA needs to be added. 
VC: Propose to use “8.2
Coverage related analysis” as example, put to two skeletons.

Wayforward:
HW: prefers to keep both common MnS and dedicate MnS.

I: prefers to define only common MnS and show how consumer can use common MnS for different management capacilities. But not define different dedicate MnS. 
S: common MnS needs to be clarified. 

I: common MnS means common reporting service etc. 
continue offline. 
3. FS_YANG (Balazs, Olaf)
· S5-213676d1 pCR 28.818 Using YANG-Push.doc
· S5-213675d2 pCR 28.818 Functionality of YANG-Push.doc
Jun.3rd Conf call:
375:
E: E made big change in 375d2 compared with d1 according to Nokia’s comments. The content is rearranged according to Nokia’s proposal. Many parts are copied from Nokia’s proposal.  Suggest Nokia to comment on the d2. 
HW: 4.2.1 why comparing YANG and 3GPP (stage 2), 4,3,22 NtfSubscriptionControl already provided YANG solution set. Do you plan to update stage 2?

E: propose to not use stage2, but use IETF stage 3.  Stage1 is missing from notification. 
N: It seems E would like to propose new feature in stage 2. 
E: we also don’t have stage2 for http. 
N: stage2 is either in 28.541 or 28.532 or 28.622. 
HW:  clarify what extra YANG-PUSH could provide compared with existing YANG SS. Not clear what to compare against in 3GPP. 
Clarify on whether the intention is to introduce new stage 2 feature or whether provide YANG solution set for existing stage 2? 
E: chapter 4 is about describing what we have today, 
chapter 7 is impact on existing specification (e.g. stage2), including provide YANG solution set for existing stage 2.  


	#137e.2
	Jun.17th  2021 15:00 CEST~17:00 CEST 

	1.  FS_NSCE, FS_MNSAC: Clarify the relation between FS_NSCE, FS_MNSAC (S5-213394/ S5-213429/ S5-213427) (Xiaobo, Ping Jing)

2. FS_NSMEN: Resolve remaining issues which block the conclusion of FS_NSMEN study (Brendan)

	#137e.3
	Jun.24th  2021 15:00 CEST~17:00 CEST   

	1. IDMS_MN: Intent concepts (S5-213165/S5-213288/S5-213169) (Xuruiyue, Vlad)

2. MADCOL (Olaf)

	#137e.4
	Jul.1st 2021 15:00 CEST~17:00 CEST 

	1. TS structuring:
· S5-213364 Rel-17 DP Specification methodology and TS restructuring for better readability (Olaf)

· Split of 28.541 (Balazs) 
2. SA5 working procedure: stage2 and stage 3 alignment (Thomas, Balazs,Zou Lan)

	#137e.5
	Jul.15th 2021 15:00 CEST~17:00 CEST
	1. MANS (Xuruiyue, Zhuweihong) 


