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6.6/6.5.3
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 80% (previously 60%)

Estimated completion date: SA#68 - June, 2015 

Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): None
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: 
After reporting to SA#67, TR has been updated to 1.0.0 version.
For #100 meeting, the NFV session is divided into 6.6 and 6.5.3 items. The contributions in Item 6.6 are for joint meeting with ETSI NFV IFA, and the contributions in item 6.5.3 are for TR 32.842.
Item 6.6: From 3GPP perspective, SA5 mainly reached agreements on candidate topics for the SA5-IFA joint meeting, including:
· the terms alignment between ETSI NFV and SA5
· possible technical areas for involvement of 3GPP SA5
· 3GPP mobile mixed network management architecture
· explanation of ensemble and its positioning in standardization (additional 3 new ensembles, not agreed on #100 meeting, for email approval to TR content)
· 3GPP mobile networks E2E VNF lifecycle management procedures (including PM&FM data flows, trigger for LCM)
· the suggested principles of SA5 IFA Cooperation
Item 6.5.3: There are 47 contributions. However, due to lack of time, 31 contributions are not addressed. For addressed 16, before OAM close plenary only 5 are approved:
· Actor correction

· Snapshot capture

· Ensemble explanations (2 are merged) also used for joint meeting.

· PM&FM data flows

The other addressed contributions are involving PM measurements, target capacity adjustment, NSD, eNB re-connection etc..
Outstanding issues: 31 contributions are not addressed. And WGC will arrange an e-meeting before #101 to discuss the pending contributions of use cases and requirements.
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on Monday (Q3/Q4/late session), Tuesday (Q2/Q3/Q4/late session), Wednesday (late session) and Thursday (1/2 Q4 session). 
LS & Report (1) 
	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-152054
	Minutes of ETSI NFV IFA-3GPP SA5 conference call on March 19th 
Conclusion: noted.
	WG Chairman  


Joint meeting documents (10)
	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-152102
	pCR performance management requirements presented by Intel
Hw: FIRST requirement, then procedure is better. Whether the procedure is used for joint meeting?
C: we first need agree from SA5 for the TR then joint meeting.
NN: first use case then requirement, if ok, then joint…. Not touching details. 
NEC: what is the intension of the PM? 
C: last meeting, 
NEC: 
HW-C: 10 contributions one day is OK.
C: PM or FM flow is in the agenda, we can consider put it into the flow.
HW:  PM may can be put it in the E2E procedure.
NN: pCR is nothing with workshop.
CISCO: documents should be agreed by SA5 side then to joint meeting.
C: MOVE to 6.5.3. 
Conclusion: not addressed.
	Intel, China Mobile    

	S5-152101
	pCR performance management procedure  presented by Intel
HW: clarify whether to submit this also to joint meeting.
C: MOVE to 6.5.3.
Conclusion: not addressed.
	Intel, China Mobile    

	S5-152165
	Recommendation for further clarifications on the ensemble examples
ERIC: the ensemble is for information only. Not sure we should restart again to choose one of 3 options for joint meeting.
NN: Need to be clarified whether it’s deployment scenario and whether it relates with interfaces priorities.
C: last meeting, group raise some comments, nothing related to deployment model, 2) ensemble 1 is one recommendation so far, not priority 1.
ERIC: it is already clear in current contribution.
CISCO: 1) some informal questions from some companies, do we need clarify from 3GPP SA5 side? 2) 
NEC: it’s not a good choice for SA5 to move back to discuss the topic.
C: 1) make very clear presentation for joint meeting. 
HW: can we just agree what we said now?
C: don’t think it’s not very necessary to discuss some notes for the ensemble.
C: just present the agreed ensemble, explain clearly.
C: revise to 256.
C: the explanation has been done in 257. We’d better move the sentences to 256.
C: 1) send some ensembles to IFA; 2) send some agreed ensembles to IFA. 
Conclusion (256): agreed only change the introduction no additional ensembles.
	NEC

	S5-152180(253
	Alignment of ETSI NFV Terms and 3GPP SA5 Terms, presented by HW
NEC: fully support this contribution. Key topic of OSS/BSS and NM.
NN: suggestion, term 3, do we have PNF manager? No.
CISCO: support NN idea. 2) NM mapping to OSS/BSS. Southbound interface is not open now EM-VNF. Need clarification on PNF infrastructure manager and the boundary for the NM.
ALU: NM also manages the mobile network.
NN: support use non-virtualized NE replaced the PNF.
ERIC: 1) equal to or play the role of, not corresponding to;2) example virtualized NE is PNF. 3) Never use NS is our work. Do not need NS.
DCM: OSS/BSS is complex not just NM.
HW: the role of OSS/BSS is played by NM in SA5.
ALU: BSS is something of Business support. You can say the network management role of the OSS/BSS….
ERIC; how we understand PNF is? 
C: till now, it’s physical NE. 
ERIC:  term3, first sentence, we do not have the VIM function in 3GPP for PNF management, use note to replace the word now.
C: Revise to 253.
Conclusion (253): approved.
	Huawei, Ericsson

	S5-152181(255
	Mobile Mixed network management architecture
DT: should clarify what does EPC mean? Whether includes PCRF etc? Add a reference to that.
ERIC: item 2 : add EPC is defined by item 1. 2) add a DM in item 3. 
NEC: for item 1, use non-virtualized NE not PNF.
O: for item 1, suggest removing “in one management system”.
HW: accepted. 
Intel: for 3, mobile service to mobile network service.
ERIC: two meanings in one sentence.
C: original idea is related to NRM?
HW: original idea is data models for service and network.
ERIC: don’t need to combine all the meanings in a long sentence.
O: data models for managing mobile network services…
C: revise to 255. Directly to joint meeting, not including in TR.
CMCC: should use mobile service to replace “application service”.
NN: i.e ->e.g, EPC and IMS.
ALU: using core networks in anywhere.
Conclusion: rewording and agreed.
	Huawei

	S5-152182(291
	Mobile networks E2E VNF lifecycle management procedures
NN: just show the flows without talking about the work cooperation.
C: this contribution is similar to work split which we have another one. Need clarify what the real flows from 3GPP side.
NEC: this is just for information, right?
HW: yes.
KDDI: EM is not relevant to Os-Ma-nfvo reference point. 2) Consumer role or producer?
HW: re-wording the first comments. For 2, we want to clarify like this.
HW: we will not address this 2 proposal in this document.
Intel: do not need provide the justification.
HW: ETSI chair asked us to provide this. ETSI wants to do some comparison.
Intel: if just show them, it’s ok, if discuss them, no enough time.
NN: you not ask ETSI to focus on them. Do we have any business level procedure? 
C: it does not matter about the business level or procedure flow level.
NN: but it is too detail.
ERIC: 1)7.3.1-1 step 2.4 and step 4, VIM ID is not needed?; 2) step-6 and 7 can also change the sequence.
NN: we don’t care the sequence of 6 , 7.
C: may need indicate the parameters will be changed later.
C; revise to 291.
Conclusion (291): approved.
	Huawei

	S5-152183(293
	Possible technical areas for involvement of 3GPP SA5
ERIC: NS is composed of topology , VL and …

NN: no. neutral 
ERIC: NS definition should be clarified.
HW: ETSI definition is very large.
HW: does not mean mobile network service is combined with other domains.
ERIC: NS is not related to VNF configuration. 
NN: VNFs are not part of the NS.
ERIC: delegation….
C: remove anything before NS.
HW: we change the infra is not let us misunderstand as NFVI. 
Intel: add back the notes from the beginning.
HW: it’s not work split. All the change is domain neutral. If we do not have any disagreement on that. We should put it into joint meeting.
C: revise to 293 .
ALU: new WIDs suggestion, it could be building blocks, not WIDs.

HW: work package is ok.

C: EM-VNFM interface date is TBD.

CISCO:  WID proposal did not address in SA5 meeting.
C: remove the WIDs, just mention potential work.
Conclusion (293): approved.
	Huawei

	S5-152184(294(356
	SA5 IFA Cooperation
NN: propose to remove bullet 4. And a joint email exploder.
Intel: time lines.
C: propose joint email exploder, regular conference when needed, F2F meeting, LS.
 HW: first we should know what we do, then our time plan, then harmonize with ETSI.
C: estimation of the list of questions (to Zoulan). Revise to 294.
ERIC: is it only used for IFA, or to other, ISG?.
Nec: propose to brief SA5 activity. 
NN: none of the new 4 bullet can solve how to do the group approval thing. Propose LS: expedited. need all SDO to approve the discussion docs.
294(356:
ERIC: the meaning of groups?
HW: not limited to 3GPP or ETSI
NN: have done( have achieved.
Conclusion (356): agreed.
	WG Chairman

	S5-152250(295
	TD VR management and Policy management
NN: late contribution. 2) Imply ESTI should remove policy manage in stage-2. It’s not good.
C: do you mean you want to postpone this? Or can we tomorrow?
NN: intension of this contribution. For SA5 or SDO?
C: proposal now is the questions from SA5.
NN: do we think stage-2 work is suitable for us? If openstack is done this work, do we need to do that?
ERIC: not requesting SA5 do stage-2. 
NN: should have concrete reference to guideline or template.
NN: question on NM reservation of VR. 
C: should not do that, just query.
CISCO: question “1)a” should be stage-1. It may not complete, because of the unclear policy.
NN: clarification on 6 policies.

T: OSS should control the policy.
C: use trigger policy, is not really to define term in MANO.
NN: propose to the LCM trigger policy.
ERIC: do you mean the pre-condition?
C: why do not use auto scale policy?
ERIC: it’s not the same. 
NN: don’t use policy management, it will confuse IFA. Use policy initiated from 3GPP side.
ERIC:  no, joint work, from both sides.
C: revise to 295.
Conclusion (295): approved.
	Ericsson

	S5-152185(296
	Draft skeleton for SA5 IFA NFV joint report
C: it may be not consistent with ETSI. No need this report.
C: change to a progress report. Add AP in the end.
C: revise to 296.
Conclusion (296): not addressed.
	Huawei


Use Cases (13)
	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-152209
	pCR TR 32.842 on Actor
NN: support. Why delete NM/DM in some actors?
ERIC: Actor (consumer) is to use the system (producer).
Conclusion: agreed. 
	Ericsson

	S5-152103(297
	pCR virtualized resource performance measurements use case    
kddi: ALL the VR data should report to VNFM, only VNF PM data related to EM.
DCM: step-1, 
NN: do we have agreement on em do the PM data analysis?
Intel: based on the con-call conclusion.
NN: so far EM job is just collect and forward. Remove the description.
ERIC: we can say EM doing the threshold is crossed. 
NN: why refer INF-001? We should follow MANO GS. the reference to 11 needs clarification.
C: we don’t think SA5 can only refer MANO. But NFVI PM include VR PM. Can offline check. Do we need NFVI PM.
NN: 1) The introduction has no relation with SA5 study. 2) step-2 “decide” is not suitable. 
C: 297.
Conclusion (297): not addressed.
	Intel

	S5-152119(298
	pCR TR 32.842 Add use case of VNF scaling to target capacity initiated by EM presented by China Mobile
CISCO: if no explicit process in ETSI, we’d better say depend on ETSI update.
E: second use case, can be multiple trigger, but the decision maker needs to decide how long it should wait. Need more discussion. The judgement logic is complex, not can be so simple.
NN: propose to address simple functions first. 
C: revise to 298.
Conclusion (298): not addressed. 
	China Mobile, ZTE

	S5-152123(300
	pCR TR 32.842 NSD On-boarding
NN: actor is NM, is OK.
CISCO: some pre-conditions should be mapped.
ERIC: not understand the VNF package on-boarded mean in pre-condition. add reference to MANO GS.
NN: comments on the pre-cond. Some of them should be in steps.
C: 300.
Conclusion (300): not addressed.
	Cisco

	S5-152124(301
	pCR TR 32.842 Disabling NSD
ERIC: no step-3.
HW: why we need disable not delete directly.
C: if MANO text is not good, we can revise it.
ERIC: step-4 say NM get the response from NFVO.
C: 301.

Conclusion (301): not addressed.
	Cisco

	S5-152125(302
	pCR TR 32.842 Enabling NSD
NN: enablement…rewording.
ERIC: remove the overview of the description.
C: 302.

Conclusion (302): not addressed.
	Cisco

	S5-152134
	pCR 32.842 Correction in UC for VNF snapshot capture
ERIC: focus on the actor.
Conclusion: approved.
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-152137(299
	pCR TR 32.842 UC for VNF auto-scaling by VNFM
KDDI: clarification on why the notification is needed to EM.
NTT: EM can prepare for the scaling.
CMCC: clarification on the necessity of what EM can do after receiving the notification.
C: 299.
Conclusion (299): not addressed.
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-152143(305
	pCR TR32.842 UC modification of automatic re-connection of eNBs presented by KDDI
NEC: add assumption on all the MME is managed by one EM.
NN: what is meaning of sufficient in step-3.
DCM: need consider the mixed network meaning (vMME+pMME)? Can remove the mixed description.
C: step-6, MME is a new query from DNS or just the same as the last one.
Intel: step-7, should clarify the level of connections.
C: revise to 305.
Conclusion (305): not addressed.
	KDDI, Ericsson

	S5-152145
	pCR TR32.842 corrections for use case of VM failure is detected by VNF application
Conclusion: not addressed.
	KDDI

	S5-152146
	pCR TR32.842 for use case of failure management when the alarm generated by NFVI
Conclusion: not addressed.
	KDDI

	S5-152169
	pCR TR 32.842 UC Failure management when the alarm is generated by NFVI
Conclusion: not addressed.
	Huawei

	S5-152210
	pCR TR 32.842 scaling trigger and scaling decision
Conclusion: not addressed.
	Ericsson


Requirements (14) (all are not addressed.)
	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-152171
	pCR TR 32.842 Modify requirement tags
	Huawei

	S5-152110
	pCR TR 32.842 Add PM requirements of EM    


	China Mobile, Huawei

	S5-152111
	pCR TR 32.842 Add LCM requirements of VNFM based on performance measurments
	China Mobile, Huawei, Intel

	S5-152112
	pCR TR 32.842 Update LCM requirements of NM
	China Mobile, Huawei, Intel

	S5-152113
	pCR TR 32.842 Add PM requirement of NM
	China Mobile, Intel, Huawei

	S5-152114
	pCR TR 32.842 Add general requirement for mixed network management
	China Mobile

	S5-152131
	pCR 32.842 Add potential requirement for VNF and VNFC related faults
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-152132
	pCR 32.842 Add potential requirement on notification due to infrastructure state changes
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-152133
	pCR 32.842 Add potential requirement on VNF snapshot capture
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-152135
	pCR 32.842 Add potential requirement for VNF auto-healing by VNFM
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-152136
	pCR 32.842 Amending requirement for auto-scaling by VNFM of a VNF
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-152164
	pCR TR32.842 Adding potential requirements for mixed network management
	KDDI

	S5-152170
	pCR TR 32.842 Add business level requirements for virtualized resources mgmt
	Huawei, China Mobile

	S5-152190
	additiona business requirements
nn: CONFUSED by the REQ3. Does it mean only VNF is managed by 3GPP systems.
ATT: 
HW: same requirement, do you mean there are two management systems?

ATT: yes. Two separated systems.
HW:  REQ2, clarification on be adequate to achieve expected levels of mobile service performance 
ATT:  there may be some new benchmarks.

HW: 3GPP already have… we have some KQIs WI.

NN: question on performance of the management interface?
ATT: coming from the requirement of NFV ISG.

Intel: …
ATT: from business level, want to keep it generate. 
ERIC; 1) the same management interfaces ;2) your opinion, should it be the only one management interface
Tlefonica: benefit 2) QoS mapping, 

ATT: should do some correlations or translations in some aspects.

KDDI: what is in the scope of virtualized 3GPP entity
ATT: first thing , what FB is suitable for Virtualization
KDDI: only VNF part, or 3GPP whole part.
ATT: just the VNF part.

NN: does it contain VR part from the same interface of 3GPP? 
C: may need more consideration.

Orange: REQ3, independently of the underlying hardware resources means NFVI?
NN: imply performance improvement. 

ATT: not easy to say the concrete REQ quickly.

NN: even for business level, the format is not like this.

C: have many background confusions.
NN: this is a direction of REQ2, we need study it in TR. But the REQ 
WGC: 

NN: REQ2, management system is better than interface.
ERIC: 

CMCC: which layer mobile service? 

ATT: just operation performance.

NEC: not deep into the specification level question.
DT: REQ3, different management systems of HW and SW? 
C: some words are useful in section 4.

Conclusion: revise to 379 and email approval. 
	AT&T


Procedures flow (10) (all are not addressed.)
	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-152177
	pCR TR 32.842 Add general description for dashed box in Management procedures
	Huawei

	S5-152159
	pCR 32 842 VNF configuration management procedure
	ZTE, China Mobile

	S5-152160
	pCR 32 842 VNF performance management procedure
	ZTE, China Mobile

	S5-152175
	pCR TR 32.842 Add FM Procedure flow for the correlation done in EM
	Huawei

	S5-152122
	pCR TR 32.842 Add procedure of VNF scaling to target capacity initiated by EM
	China Mobile, ZTE

	S5-152176
	pCR TR 32.842 Add NS Initiation Flow
	Huawei

	S5-152105
	pCR MME VNF termination procedure
	Intel, China Mobile, ZTE     

	S5-152104  
	pCR MME overload mitigation by MME VNF procedure 
	Intel, China Mobile, ZTE     

	S5-152174
	pCR TR 32.842 Update 7.3.1 Instantiation of VNF with UML options
	Huawei

	S5-152178
	pCR TR 32.842 Modify the note 9 description
	Huawei


Misc (10)
	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-152186(257 
	pCR TR 32.842 add Introduction clause to Annex B: Ensembles
C: revise to 257.

Conclusion: approved. 
	NEC

	S5-152144(258(308  
	pCR TR32.842 Adding a new Ensemble example
CISCO: ensemble problem: this is what we normally have the interface between EM and PNF/VNF.
KDDI: priority in ensemble 2 is to open the interface between EM-VNFM, VNFM-VNF.
CISCO: we already have in the TR.
Intel: understanding CISCO idea, it’s not new, but it’s an option.
NN: questions to CISCO why already included.
NN: it’s not an example of ensemble.
Intel: we did not explain what an ensemble is.
C: we need agree with the benefit.
ERIC: we call it ensemble 1 or 2…., not only ensemble. 2) 
ERIC: assume the text is applied to all ensembles, then…
NN: example 1 benefit is used for only example 1?
KDDI: not sure the difference between ensemble and deployment scenario. 
E: keep the word ensemble.
C: revise to 258
NN: the benefit of ensemble should focus on the ensemble not the other benefit from split VNFM.
ERIC: propose to use another new benefit “Allow vendor EM to manage vendor’s own VNFs in similar ways as in 3GPP architecture that EM manages NEs of the same vendor…”
C:  revise to 308.
CISCO: why use “simplify interoperability”?
NN: main focus on the added PNF, comparisons of Orange’s ensemble.
CISCO: time to market saying is not appropriate. 
C: does not change the first 2 bullets. 

CISCO: still have concern of these bullets.
Conclusion (308): change it to pCR to TR. Revise to 3xx, and email approval.
	KDDI

	S5-152163(259(307
	pCR 32.842 Additional Ensemble
CMCC: question on the interface between EM and PNF. The EM is VNF management only, the line of EM-PNF is not suitable.
Orange: we like to buy VNF with EM when there is no PNF.
NN: VNF+EM box is better, remove the embedded EM/VNF. Ensemble should not include the VNF which embedded EM.
DCM: clarification on one-to-many and one to one.
Orange: only single VNFM is needed.
NN: two separated cases of …

NN: need to revise one-to-one description.
ERIC: why asking SA5 to agree with this one-2-one? 
C: do not need mention MANO instance and indicate the relationship.
E: combing the VNF and EM has no relation with the numbers between VNFM/NFVO.
CISCO: should have another complex diagram to explain the ensemble. 2) Should explain more about different vendors’ scenario.
NN: if ensemble VNF/EM, why we need two interfaces with VNFM. If EM and VNF are in a ensemble, there should be only one interface.
C: revise to 259.
TI: support.
ERIC: what’s the meaning of VNFM can manage different vendors’ packages.
Orange: this part is covered by the new introduction?
ERIC: yes.
ERIC: a new benefit “allow ….”

NN: same comment with KDDI contribution.
C: revise to 307.
ERIC: same comments to KDDI. Add that benefit.
CISCO: no open interface of southbound EM-VNF, no need say the benefit.
C: still controversy.
Cicso: comments on last benefit, why one interface.
ERIC: do not repeat again from VNF to VNFM, use EM is OK.

Cisco: it’s a extension from ETSI. 
Conclusion (307): revise to 3XX, email approval for TR.
	Orange

	S5-152167 (257 
	pCR TR32.842 Explanation of ensemble and its positioning in standardization
NEC: similar to NEC contributions.
ERIC: propose to put the introduction into Ensemble 1. To allow the possibility to discuss with ETSI on the joint deployment scenarios.
Eric: word cast , this property 
C: ensemble is not relevant to priority. Generic statement is possible.
DCM: it’s in annex, not predict any future deployment…

C: you can disagree it’s not a ensemble, it’s deployment scenario, but it is another thing.
ERIC: disagree the saying of 
CISCO: fix the description. Need clarification and rewording on standardization.
DCM: this is only about the annex. 
C: not far from the meaning and understanding.
Intel:  deployment? 
C: revise to 257. Including 186 content.
ERIC: better to remove “is an example”
KDDI: revised in other contribution.
Conclusion (257): approved. 
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-152168(290
	pCR TR32.842 A supplement example to 'Adding a new Ensemble example'
NN: Whether EM and VNF are coming from the same vendor? Does EM-VNF is open?
DCM: no.
NN: why does not show?
CISCO: what are the 2 black interfaces mean? EM-VNF\ VNF-NFVI.
HW: what is the difference between ensemble 1?
DCM: EM-VNFM is open.
DCM: put some note to explain the interaction with Generic VNFM.
ALU: if DCM assumes EM/VNFM/VNF can be provided by one vendor, why we need specify the EM-VNFM?
C: the diagram implies the possibility of opening the EM-VNF.
C: revise to 290. 
CMCC: generic VNFM is first time used, need reference.
ERIC: VNF awared specific VNFM.
NN: confused by the dotted line of VNF+VNFM. Why no EM.
NN: you are not proposed to specify the RP of VNF-EM, right?
DCM: no, without the intension.
KDDI: support DCM.
CISCO: 1) the interfaces out of dash box are standard, this is the ensemble logic. 2) Using specific VNFM, clarify the meaning.
C: how to deal with the ensemble issue to IFA. 

C: 290(357

Cisco: same comment on EM-VNF.
C: try email approval 
Conclusion (357): noted.
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-152166
	pCR TR 32.842 Generic NRM for virtual network
Conclusion: not addressed.
	ZTE, China Mobile

	S5-152172
	pCR TR 32.842 Modify network management reference model
Conclusion: not addressed.
	Huawei, China Mobile

	S5-152173
	pCR TR 32.842 Add NFV management layer concept
Conclusion: not addressed.
	Huawei

	S5-152192
	Analys of PM and FM data flows for VNF and NS
C: agree proposal 1 to split the FM and PM flows.
E: Need offline on the proposal 3.
C: proposal 3, we need cover two options: Vnf-Vnfm, EM-VNFM.
KDDI: 193 we mentioned the VNF PM notification, not PM data.
Intel: 1) PM data can be used for auto-scaling from MANO GS.
C: that is why we need to ask ETSI, why they need it. Try to make questions for the both options.
ERIC: no. 4 : NS application level PM (NS PM
C: proposal 4: rewording the questions on clarification on the PM data which can provide by NFVO to OSS/BSS.

NN: flow-1,2.6 may be loop to OSS/BSS. Why ETSI need this?
DCM: application PM (NFVO-OSS) is not the purpose of ETSI.
C: NFVO receive flow-2, 5 , output flow6, what does it do internal?
ERIC: we need another flow, not the same as flow-6. 
C: no.4 is a question to ETSI.
ERIC: no.5, add description on indirect path to get FM data from EM to VNFM.
C: provide all the options for no.5
C: The proposals in these contributions are agreed in principle. Offline discuss the concrete re-wording. 
Conclusion: Noted.
	Nokia Networks

	S5-152193(292
	pCR TR 32.842 update PM and FM data flows
KDDI: notifications are just inform to VNFM, but EM can trigger this LCM operation. What is the difference?
KDDI: NN means there are two options, one is VNFM itself, the other is EM decide.
NN: solutions should be FFS.
Intel: agree with KDDI. Current diagram is only focusing the first one option. You should not omit VNF-VNFM option.
HW: ETSI may not know the history of different PM data flows. Should show the difference within one diagram.
HW: missing PM question mark (VNF-VNFM). Diagram 3, 4 questions are also to ourselves? Align the diagram on the FM&PM MANO GS flows, keep the question mark.
ALU: diagram 3/4, change the name: 3GPP view of FM & PM data flows.
Intel: notification is mentioned by ETSI from EM to VNFM?
NN: No. 
C: note explain this, it’s 3GPP view.
HW: clarification on the meaning of 3GPP flows, whether it’s necessary to show the difference between the MANO flow and 3GPP flow.

E: just show the 3GPP view.
KDDI: notification is not agreed in 3GPP. We need discuss more. 
C: editorial note is not good idea to explain the diagram.
Intel: should be agreed by 3GPP first.
C: offline discussion, revise to 292.
No disagree. 
Conclusion: approved.
	Nokia Networks

	S5-152337(378
	Consideration points for PM and FM data flows
InteL:

Nn: do not impact the TR.

Intel: copy 292 notes to 337, it’s a suggestion.
ERIC: proposal 5 is a good discussion. Why intel propose to stop the discussion?

Conclusion (337(378): revised to 378 for approval. 
	Nokia Networks


4 Action items

	Item
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	Release
	Owner
	Status 
	Target 

	1
	IFA joint meeting
	Rel-13
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