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6.5.1.1
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 35% (previously 20%)
Estimated completion date: SA#71 - Mar, 2016 

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

· The preliminary conclusion was reached on guidance for organizing work items on NFV management:
· Pure domain issues - alternative 1 (to be defined in domain specific specs)

· Cross domain issues - to be decided case by case

· Allow evaluation of the guidance and change if it does not work well

· Encourage to prioritize pure domain use cases (e.g., breaking complicated UCs into atomic ones).

· Definition of 3GPP terms (NE etc) and the relation with ETSI defined terms (VNF, NS etc) were discussed. Agreement was reached to list 3GPP NE definition and ETSI NFV VNF/NFVI term first and then analyzes the relation.
· Draft CR to 32.101 for introduction of VNF in mobile networks was discussed and it was identified that more discussions are needed with alignment of terminology definition being discussed.
· Definition and function domain of management interfaces/reference points in the Management architecture were discussed.

· Some use cases and requirements on FM, LCM, CM, PM were discussed and some of them would be revised to the domain specific Stage 1 specification based on the preliminary guidance.
Outstanding issues: None
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on <Oct.12, 2015, Q4>, <Oct.13, 2015, Q2>, <Oct.13, 2015, Q3> and <Oct.15, 2015, Q2>.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-155076
	Add business level PM use case and requirements

NN: what is the definition of VNF vs NE, if they are the same why we need this UC?
E///: 
· Agree with NN, the UC is not needed.
· VR PM is addressed?
Intel: No

· Step 2. 3 are wrong
Conclusion: Noted
	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd

	S5-155077
	Add specification level LCM use case and requirement

NN: 
· 6.4.4.2 is wrong. No relation of requesting deletion of VNF package with VNF instance running or not.
· 6.4.4.1 VNF package is used for VNF instantiation, VNF on-boarding comes first than VNF instantiation.

· Requirement FUN-1: VNF package on-boarding is not part of LCM
· Requirement FUN-2: NM can request deletion at any time, NFVO may not delete immediately
DCM: agree with NN
NEC: agree with NN
NN: in case to revise, pls revise to spec 525
Conclusion: Noted
	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd

	S5-155078
	Add specification level PM use case and requirement

DCM: Fun-2, does the VNF change when being sent by EM?
Intel: it is VR PM, not VNF PM

DCM: why VR data is reported to NM?

NN: why NM needs to get VR data?
Intel: For correlation with VNF PM data, requested by KDDI
NN: NM has no knowledge of VR, NM cannot do the correlation
KDDI: EM can do the correlation, EM should not send both VR PM data and VNF PM data but send the correlated result on PM VNF data
Conclusion: Revised to PM spec
	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd

	S5-155090
	Resubmitted Reply LS from ETSI NFV to SA5 on guidelines for co-operation between 3GPP TSG SA WG5 and ETSI ISG NFV
VC: do we send the updated guideline to IFA in the reply?

NN: the minutes of last SA5-IFA joint call needs to be uploaded to this meeting. 

What is IFA feedback of Sep joint conference? Does SA5 need to update the guidance again?
VC: will upload the minutes in couple of mins.
VC: based on the call, we need to update the guideline. Make the update offline in new Tdoc 245, driven by Edwin.
Conclusion: Reply the LS in 244.
	ETSI ISG NFV

	S5-155092
	Discussion paper on document places for NFV use cases and requirements

NN: prefer alt.1.
E///: what is difference from General and Cross-domain issues.

DCM: concentrate all business domain issues into one place is a good option

ALU: agree with DCM
VC: let’s have 15 mins offline discussion and then continue

Agreement from offline discussions:
1. Pure domain issues - alternative 1 (to be defined in domain specific specs)
2. Cross domain issues - to be decided case by case
3. Allow evaluation of the guidance and change if it does not work well

4. Encourage to prioritize pure domain use cases (e.g., breaking complicated UCs into atomic ones).
Conclusion: Noted
	Huawei

	S5-155093
	Discussion paper on the concepts for NFV (Mobile NE, VNF, NM, DM, EM)

Intel: in analysis 2, resources should include VNF package, but it is not covered here
HW: it focuses on comparison of mobile terms with ETSI NFV
NN: 

· NFVI is not part of VNF

· Creation of MO is different creating VNF/NE
· Deletion of mobile NE seems only dealing with NRM in the proposal, which is incorrect

Conclusion: offline discussion
	Huawei

	S5-155094
	CR TS 32.101 Add clarification text to 3GPP concepts for NFV
Noted without presentation
	Huawei

	S5-155095
	pCR TS 28.500 Add concept information on Mobile NE and VNF
Noted without presentation
	Huawei

	S5-155096
	pCR TS 28.500 Add concept information on Mobile Network Service
NN: 

· Analysis #2: NS in ETSI NFV contains PNF
HW: not only connections to PNF?
NN: not only

· Conclusion #1: disagree
· Disagree using word “Mobile” in the term

E///: We have Network Service defined in 3GPP, adding aspects based on ETSI definition will be wrong. The NS defined by other SDOs may be tagged.
NN: problem is that NS is not defined in 3GPP specs.
VC: may consider to ask SA1 to make a definition.

Conclusion: Offline discussion
	Huawei

	S5-155097
	pCR TS 28.500 Adding virtualized NE alarm correlation use case

KDDI: step 2: VNF related VR alarm report should be automatically reported from VNFM, but not per request
DCM: same as KDDI
NEC: this should specification level UC, rather than business level
Intel: same as NEC
NN: 

· Goal: “virtualized NE” is redundant
· Definition of NE, virtualized NE, etc need to be agreed first
· Now it is specification level, but it can be changed to business level
E///: 

· Step 2: suggest using “VNFM notifies” rather than “EM requests”.
· Post condition: EM reports nothing or alarm raised

HW: it is only about correlation

NN: it should be part of FM specific WI
Conclusion: revise to FM spec
	Huawei

	S5-155098
	pCR TS 28.500 Adding create virtualized NE use case

E///: no assumption to create MO from creating the NE

DCM: VNF instance configuration is intentionally done after NE creation?

HW: Yes, in the instantiation procedure

NN: Creating VNF instance simply from NM by creating MO instance, may be over simplified since MANO side NFVO needs to get more information from NM for instantiating the VNF.

Intel: Telecom Resource, NFVO is not needed
Conclusion: revise to CM spec
	Huawei

	S5-155099
	pCR TS 28.500 Adding delete virtualized Network Element use case

KDDI: there are some VNF instances not related to mobile VNFs, needs to discuss whether those VNF instance needs to be removed. 
ZTE:  Step2: what is unconfigure application specific parameter?
HW: it likes the undo version, same as delete the application parameter

NN: transition to unconfigured state is not needed

ZTE: Step3: how EM knows the needs to delete the VNF instance
NN: Deletion should be done before service is terminated
NN: Step4: graceful termination is not applicable for MANO side
NN: do not mix the deletion of MO and termination of VNF instance into one UC, suggest to decouple these two aspects

DCM: same as other companies
NEC: same as other companies

Intel: agree with NN

Orange: it is CM or LCM?
NN: it could be separated into 2, one for CM, the other for LCM
Conclusion: Noted
	Huawei

	S5-155130
	TR 32 842 on Req GN-CON-4

NN: is it pCR to the TR or new TS?
NEC: agree with the technical change
DCM: the requirements are changed to impact ETSI IFA.

NN: inline with DCM

E///: Only VNF underlying VR management needs to be coordinated with EM/NM

NN: still too strong requirement. EM/NM is just informed in case VNF is affected by VR problem.
Conclusion: Revised to be a CR to TR 32.842
	Ericsson Inc.

	S5-155156
	pCR TS 28.500 Add business use case for virtualization deployment healing triggered by management system
NN: 
· Business vs specification level?
DCM: will make it to business level

· Why No auto-healing is the assumption?

· Step2, needs to be more specific

· Step3 and Ends When need to be enriched

· Additional steps may be needed
· NN: scope needs to be discussed, what is “virtualization deployment” ?
E///: Begins when: the VNF may not be faulty, just the deployment issue?

Conclusion: Revised to FM specific
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-155157
	pCR TS 28.500 Add specification use case of virtualization deployment healing through operation request to VNFM by EM
NN:  possible to detect the problem by EM before getting report from VNFM
HW: VM faults are sent by VIM

DCM: reported by VNF for the deployment issue

HW: fault notification and fault report are different?

DCM: report are done by VNFM, and reports includes the information of fault notification

NN: How the VNFM can know what kind of procedure can be executed without script

HW: same question

E///: is the run time (after deployment) fault included?

DCM: yes
E///: Step1: 
· VNF cannot guarantee to send the fault notification
· VNF cannot always detect the VR fault

DCM: offline with E/// for this issue
Conclusion: Revised to FM spec
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-155158
	pCR TS 28.500 Add business use case of VNF instance scaling through operation request by management system
DCM: would like to make the UC to be more business level

NN: goal, why scaling is only to change the capacity? There could be other reasons, e.g., adding/removing some features.
NN: resources vs actors?

HW: “managed VNF instance” needs to be aligned with terminology discussions

E///: Assumption is unclear, you mean no scaling operation is ongoing?
DCM: yes

E///: is it mature enough to make a UC without knowing which 3GPP entities can do scaling?
HW: assumption should be VNFM cannot do any automatic scaling.
E///: that means auto-scaling on VNFM is off
NN: two paths doing scaling from 3GPP side, one option from top too. We cannot be sure to avoid the conflict. Removing auto-scaling does not resolve the concern
Conclusion: Revised to LCM spec
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-155159
	pCR TS 28.500 Add specification use case of VNF instance scaling through operation request to VNFM by EM and NM
6.4.4.X

NN: 

· Goal: not only for capacity
· Telecom resources vs actors

· Assumptions needs more discussion

· EM has full knowledge of VNFC, it does not need the transit step

· Step2: should be VNFM sends the notification

· Ends when should be Step
NN: Similar comments to 6.4.4.Y
E///: what are the other purposes than capacity?
E///: intersections with other scaling need to be discussed

Conclusion: Revised to LCM spec
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-155161
	pCR TS 28.500 Add business use case for notifications about VNF lifecycle changes
HW: Goal cannot be achieved by the steps of this UC
E///: Step1 – needs ETSI NFV to confirm it is supported

NN: 

· Subscription may need to be included

· Begins when: multiple possibilities to start/end a lifecycle procedure
· Do we want the double notifications from both NFVO and VNFM?
DCM: this UC deals with VNFM only

Conclusion: Revised to LCM spec
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-155162
	pCR TS 28.500 Add business-level requirements related to FM and LCM
NN: 

- “CON” is not needed in the requirement label for TS
- VNFM should not be mentioned in the business level requirements

- introduction sentence may need some refinement

- In LCM CON-1: what is the target of this requirement, capacity of VNF or management system

DCM: VNF

LCM CO-3, lifecycle status or lifecycle state, state is more appropriate

HW: Requirement label needs to be changed according to FM and LCM WI

E///: faulty is in the wrong place, it is not a faulty VNF to be deployed

Conclusion: Revised to 2 pCRs to FM and LCM specs respectively
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-155164
	Benefits of virtualisation are not guaranteed by 3GPP
NN: the reference is informative, not sure if we need to refer to them.
E///: we do not usually have such benefit information in the introduction
NEC: referring a informative spec may not be a big problem

Conclusion: Revised
	Ericsson LM

	S5-155165
	Introduction of VNFs in mobile networks
NEC: is it okay to list the abbreviation not in use by the document?

E///: should be such case, but can search it.

NN: 
· do we use VNF in 3GPP specification? It relates to the terminology definition.
· NFV architecture, NFV is not an architecture

· What is intention to include the ETSI defined “objectives” in 3GPP spec?

· 5.x.3, PNF is used in the figure but in text
Conclusion: Noted
	Ericsson LM

	S5-155172
	Producer role definition
	KDDI Corporation

	S5-155173
	Producer role definition
NN: in ETSI IFA, no PM interface from Ve-Vefm-Vnf interface
For CM, no CM interface Ve-Vefm-Vnf in ETSI IFA either.

For LCM, the  role of producer is not clearly defined in ETSI IFA

Based on informative specs may be dangerous.

DCM: how about to say the CM domain/functionality rather than interface.

NN: Not acceptable, application level CM does not need to go to this interface
HW: no link between analysis and proposal
Conclusion: Noted
	KDDI Corporation

	S5-155174
	pCR TS 28.500: Management interfaces/reference points of the Management architecture
NN: PNF FACPS, Itf-N is the only interface for them?
NEC: No

NN: Mobile Networks, Mobile Network VNFs, terminology issue
E///: 
· Itf-N, do not redefine but just make a reference

· For other horizontal interfaces connecting to 3GPP side, need carefully wording.
· Ve-Vnfm-Vnf, needs more discussion
· Operations ( Domain
HW: the interface table is related to E/// CR S5-155165.
Conclusion: Noted
	NEC EUROPE LTD

	S5-155208
	pCR TS 28.500 adding business level FM requirements
NN: system level business level may be fit to 28.500, we can fine-tune guidance to keep this content to 28.500

DCM: NFVI alarms, to be specific about what alarms

E///: FUN_4: if VNF fault  automatically recovered, whether an alarm will be generated to 3GPP Management system?

ALU: FUN_1: does it mean VNF alarms goes to 3GPP management system, and NFVI alarms goes to MANO?

Orange: FUN_2, wording issue  result in or result from?
Edwin: causing?
NN: is it okay for email approval?

Chair: better note it in this meeting.

Conclusion: Noted.
	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-155209
	pCR TS 28.500 adding specification level FM requirements
KDDI: CON_3: From whom VNFM can get this information? VNF? Unclear.
E///: CON_3 and CON_4: any difference?
NN: CON_3 is about to have VNFM action, CON_4 is about allow NM/EM to take action

DCM: CON_4, should FM requirements or LCM?

CON_2: impacted VNF instance, maybe also VNFC instances
E///: 
CON_1: working: can be “processing VR alarms……”

CON_3: what fault information? Application or platform?
Conclusion: Noted


	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-155210
	pCR TS 28.500 adding general business level requirements
Not addressed

KDDI: CON-6: management of NFVI is within MANO system, no collaboration with 3GPP needed
E///: 
· Support CON-6. It is inline with existing  TR
· CON_4: what it is?

· What is the “expected” performance

ALU: CON_1 and CON_3 has overlapping?

Orange: “knows” ( “know”?
E///: CON_3, existing management system cannot manage VNFs
NN: I think the intention is that the existing system can be reused for managing VNFs.

Conclusion: Noted
	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-155211
	pCR TS 28.500 adding business level CM requirements
Not addressed

E///:

· CON_3: if notification is lost in the NM, EM cannot provide what has been changed, because EM keeps the latest information only.

· CON_1: application level, NFVI parts also covered?
· CON_4: it is always feasible?
NN: it has been addressed by the TR

NN: CON_4, seems it is saying that CM of IP address is not allowed during LCM

Conclusion: Noted


	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-155212
	pCR TS 28.500 adding specification level CM requirements
Not addressed
NN: CON_1, why we need list all of the specs?

E///: CON_2, first and 2nd bullets needs some more discussion, creating/deleting MO is not tightly tied to LCM.
CON_3: what does it mean, EM is allowed by NM?
Conclusion: Noted

	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-155213
	pCR TS 28.500 adding business level PM requirements
VC: CON_2: Who will support what, needs rewording
E///: CON_1: with the same type means, same counter?
DCM: CON_3: bottle neck, seems saying MANO parts knows the VNF performance bottleneck, but it may not be true.
E///: CON_4: it is in ETSI NFV domain?

Conclusion: Noted

	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-155214
	pCR TS 28.500 adding specification level PM requirements
E///: CON_3: regarding VNFM, needs more discussion whether EM needs to send the VNF threshold  crossing notification
NN: no expectation from IFA to receive VNF PM counters/notification from EM.
Conclusion: Noted
	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-155215
	pCR TS 28.500 adding business level LCM requirements
Not addressed
	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-155216
	pCR TS 28.500 adding specification level LCM requirements
Not addressed
	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-155226
	pCR TS 28.500 discussion sequence proposal

E///: Suggest discussing all the skeletons first.

NN: take the skeletons in the first specific WI rather than this WI.
	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-155290d4
	Summary of offline discussion on the concepts of NFV

See comments to S5-155292d4.
Conclusion: Noted
	HUAWEI

	S5-155292d4
	Add concept information of NE and VNF
E///: Notes on other example (e.g., non-NFVI, combination of NFVI and non-NFVI) of the “Infrastructure” are needed
DCM: because the last notes saying relation of NF and VNF is FFS.

NN: Support E///’s point
E///: According to DCM, then the example of NFVI cannot be supported too.
NN: then we can say relation of Infrastructure vs NFVI is FFS, or remove this note
NN: virtualization platform is not a good term here, because it may be misunderstood as virtualization layer with NFVI
DCM: platform itself seems not enough, make a note for further definition.

Orange: NE can contain only one NF
HW: not instance diagram
Conclusion: Revised.
	HUAWEI, Nokia Networks
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