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1. Rapporteur calls plan before SA5# ad hoc 
Topics:
· Rel-18&Rel-19 time plan /Rel-18 SI progress check
All the draft for discussion please upload to https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Email_Discussions/SA5/OAM%20rapporteur%20calls/Rapporteur%20call%20%23146  
2. Schedule for rapporteur calls:
	Rapporteur calls
	Date Time
	Potential Topics

	#146.1(1 Dec)
	14:00 ~16:00 UTC
	1. SA5-ad hoc meeting agenda 
Discussion based on email to OAM exploder the 29 Nov. “SA5#146bis-e Ad-hoc (OAM) Agenda and Rel-18 time plan discussion for the rapporteur call 1 Dec.”

NEC: To get a WID/SID proposal approval you really need 2 meetings. So a hard deadline in March may be a bit tricky. And some studies are still delayed quite a lot. We may then get a lot of WID/SID proposals to the ad-hoc before we have agreed conclusions for the studies. Secondly, to merge WIs may not help if they just become much larger with a lot of objectives.
N: I see a lot of improvements in the time plan here, related to other WGs etc. I also support the idea to stop new studies and finish existing studies in March. But I don’t like the way it is planned by the leadership, with too short notice.
Chair: Ok, but what do you propose instead? 
N: Either wait to start the WIs in June the latest, or to start them in March and allow some overlap with the studies before they are completed (in June).

VC: So when do you want to start the WIDs?

N: to start them in March and allow some overlap, or latest in June (if it’s not too large). 
Chair: OK, let’s propose a conclusion:

- Studies that need a follow-up WI should have the WID proposed in SA5#146-e ad-hoc (all objectives agreed and not rediscussed later) and formally agreed in SA5#147. New WIs should be started latest in June and some overlap with the corresp. study may be allowed. Ie., some studies may be completed in June.
- We should use the ad-hoc to discuss new WID proposals and potential merge, and agree all objectives.
- WID proposals that are submitted to SA5#147 may be continued to be discussed in SA5#148-e if they could not be agreed in #147.
On the agenda for the Ad-hoc meeting:
· 1. New WID proposals and discussions / agreement of their objectives, including merge with existing or new WIDs.
· 2. DPs on topics of general importance to everyone, architecture related or related to several WI/SI.
N: Additional question: What are the criteria for choosing which WIs should be created / allowed to follow up the studies in Rel-18?

Chair: All studies that have been completed are allowed to have a proposal for a follow-up WID, and then it is as always a group decision to agree it or not. But WID proposals which can be merged with existing WIDs or other new WIDs are preferred.
VC: New topics for the rapp. call agenda the 15th are wanted.
2. S5‑226377 Rel-18&Rel-19 time plan proposal for OAM/Rel-18 OAM SI progress check (Zou Lan/Rapporteurs)
N: I wonder if it makes sense to separate RAN-related stuff from CN-related? Many of the things we define are RAN/CN agnostic. This may lead to difficult discussions.

VC: If you check the SA time plan, you will see that the CT and RAN time schedules are different. CT bind their time plan to SA. So the input we need to provide to CT may be needed at different times. Pls. check the text in slide 38 (of the Exec report) and slide 14 of the time plan.
N: the reader may now get the impression that we have to be ready with all stage 2 work in Sept. 2023.

VC: I think there may be some misunderstanding, or misleading text. The two Stage 1 arrows are about all OAM work. The other two arrows are about CN and RAN related work, but maybe we should add one arrow for general OAM work. I propose to add “Generic OAM” in front of RAN related. I can make this update in the exec report.
Chair: This will also be included in the SA5 report to SA for their information.
N: What about finishing all studies in March?

Chair: As informed in the email to OAM, we propose to stop all studies in March that need a follow-up WI in Rel-18.

E: How do we do with TSs that contain all 3 stages, concerning the different end points in the time plan? And how do we take care of late inputs from other WGS that may need a work item? And how will we handle overlap with startup of Rel-19?
Chair: Good questions. For q2, we could probably make an exception if we get some late urgent RAN/CN-related work to support that can be done with a small WI, but we should not create any late WIDs with new “independent” features.
VC: In response to q3, at least we need to follow SA level discussion, that is why we put Rel-19 planning in 2023 (slide 37 in the exec report)
I: Editorial comment…


	#146.2(15 Dec)
	13:00 ~15:00 UTC
	1. NSCE (Xiaobo Yu)
•S5-222xxxx DP on NSCE work plan
HW: agree with xiaobo could leverage CAPIF. How to map NSCE requirements to CAPIF, but not to change CAPIF. 
A: like to continue option 2/3 to move forward. Option2 is preferred base on discussion with some operators. Propose to consider option2. 
TEF: it’s important to have one single entry point to 3P. whehter we could make assumption that CAPIF could be used also to register SA5 MnS. We haven’t studied this. Would like to study this first before normative work. 
What’s purpose to list product order, service order here?
A: like to update 28.533 to extend using of CAPIF.

TEF: we haven’t reached this state yet. The interaction with 3P is outside of scope of 3GPP. API to 3P should not be specified in 3GPP as other forum is working on this. 
N: whether CAPIF stage2/3 could deal with SA5 MnS? Agree with TEF we need to study. 
HW: section 7.10 provided the mapping with CAPIF on how to discover the exposed MnS. Agree with Nokia the question above need to be resolved first. 

TEF: Operators don’t want silo solutions. We propose to study the existing solutions and make sure there will be no silos. 
N: why need a reference architecture? SBMA will not have fixed reference architecture. Who will draw the border between BSS/OSS? Agree with some explanation on how to use SBMA in proper way, could be examples. Nokia against to define normative reference architecutre.
TEF: TEF don’t want OSS vs BSS discussion to be included in the scope.
•S5-XXXXXX New WID on network slice management capability exposure
2. eECM (Deepanshu)

•S5-226816 InputToDraftCR 28.538 NBI support
TEF: TEF supports working on this direction (SA5 provide soltuion for NBI/EWBI to support the requirments from GSMA OPG in eECM). 
•S5-226520 Discussion Paper on including EW bound interface into eECM
TEF: TEF supports working on this direction (SA5 provide soltuion for NBI/EWBI to support the requirments from GSMA OPG in eECM). 
3. FS_FSEV (Zhang Jian)
•S5-227xxx Discussion on basic concepts in FS_FSEV
Event: 

N: event is a basic concept which needs to be agreed first. 
E: no problem with both existing and the new definition proposal. Event is not ongoing thing. 
N: replace network occurance with anything. For example, the network threshold breaking could be also event, not restricted to be only network occurance. 
VZ: clarify on use of “anything”
HW: propose to add “network and management” occurance. 

N: temperature etc. could also be event. 
N: Keep separate definitions for alarm/alarm information/alarm notification.
E: agree with the separation. 
E: event may or may not result in alarm. 
N: event is something overservable, stateless. 

HW: there is overlapping between fault and 
VZ: Error may have state, may not belong to event.

HW: Error is stateless, but failure may be stateful.
The industry terms... Event causes a challenge to the system. The combination of the challenge and possible fault will result in an error. Suggest to check the existing industry available definitions.
Online brainstorming update is captured in “S5-227xxx Discussion on basic concepts in FS_FSEV_online brainstorming”

	
	
	

	
	
	


