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6.4.3
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 40% depending on the contributions that will be agreed. (previously 25%)

Estimated completion date: SA#80 – Jun. 2018
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): nothing to report 
2 Technical Progress status 
Summary of progress: As input to the meeting there where 44 contributions of which 1 was discussion paper and 1 LS. All contributions where treated.
1) The group discussed background, concepts, use cases and requirements 
2) Many discussions about roles and actors, clarifying various use cases

3) Most of the contributions addressed use cases and requirements
4) The TR 28.801 is used as source for many contributions 
Outstanding issues: None.
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on 2017-11-28/29/30.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-176242
	pCR 28.530 align headings to formal TS template
Ericsson: Editorial update

Orange: Actor roles it should be.

Huawei: Not sure 531 have Specification level requirements. Can be updated if change in WID

DOC: Is 531 the only reference? Answer: Should add the other one PM / FM….

Conclusion: Revise 410
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-176100
	pCR 28.530 Adjustment of subclauses sequence of Clause 4
Ericsson: To much focus on Communication services observed

Ericsson: Section 4.1, Network slicing using Communication service, better. Answer: Not part of this contribution to change heading.

Conclusion: Approved
	Huawei

	S5-176299
	pCR TS 28.530 Network Slicing terminology and concepts misalignments
DT: MNSI resources discussed. Answer: alignment SA2

Huawei: Editor’s note? Answer: already in TS today.

Nokia: Difference MNS and MNSI? Avoid duplication. Answer: Can change.

ZTE: Managed Function and Network Function, what is the difference? Chair: Offline

Huawei: text ”of a Network Slice” Answer: to “of Network Slice” Answer: OK

Conclusion: Revise to 411
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-176104
	pCR 28.530 Add the set of network slicing management functions
Intel: Interface at top is out of scope.  Answer: Rewording

Docomo: To early say what management function is. Where specify those functions? Not part of principals, going into details. Responsibility question also?

DT: As Docomo comments, to have details is dangerous Answer: Find another place for this.

Ericsson: Ericsson has a contribution,

Nokia: CSMF function, conceptional wrong. Can show a management interface, does not exist. CSMF does not talk to customer. Not in line with microservice concept. Figure is architecture.

Orange: Reference based figure, not what we want. Talk around service to be unplaced.

Conclusion: Revise 412
	Huawei

	S5-176106
	pCR 28.530 Update Clause 4.1 Management aspects of a network slice instance
Nokia: First change unclear. Do this in a very strange way, second change. Templates not clear, not know what NSST is? Are there two templates? Busan discussion around NRM have impact if there is one or two templates. Last sentence can be reworded, the rest not agreed.

Ericsson: Last sentence not needed, obvious to me (Edwin). Important for NRM.

Intel: Why only NSST?

Conclusion: Revise 413
	Huawei

	S5-176107
	pCR 28.530 Update clause 4.10 Coordination with management system of non-3GPP parts
Nokia: this contribution is not needed.

Docomo: new figure this is not how it works

Docomo: the figure misleads the reader.

Nokia: we have IFA22 which is exactly like this 

Nokia: normative phase IFA22 started, ask MANO to do it. 

Orange: There is a difference in Datacentre and NFVI

Ericsson: there is no conclusion that you have to delegate to ETSI MANO.

Conclusion: Revise to 414
	Huawei

	S5-176197
	pCR TS 28.530 Clarifications for network slice as a service role description
Huawei: NSI in NSI in figure Answer: Perspective of NSI

Huawei: Completeness question, with respect to SA2, dotted line? Answer: 

Huawei: Complex diagram, could be clarified. Mixing instance and not instance. Answer OK

Huawei: Dotted, selling of subnet will not work. Answer: good point, not buy a management concept that is NSSI.

Orange: B-Roles not used here, should be used. Answer: try to align.

Conclusion: Revision to 415 (merged with 122)
	NTT DOCOMO

	S5-176080
	pCR TS 28.530 – Enhancements to clauses 4.6 and 4.7
Docomo: More contribution on the same section, what to do? We can try to merge

Conclusion: Merge with 415
	ORANGE

	S5-176122
	pCR 28.530 Clarify relationships for Network Slice as a Service
Huawei: NOP and CSP differ between contribution.

Ericsson: Who offer, Answer: Communication service provider (CSP) has no definition. Difference between Network as a service and Communication service (122) must be understood.

Docomo: Naas gives values. Who offers the Naas? Answer it is the NSMF not the CSMF.

Orange: TN is communication service, Answer: not a communication service! No agreement. Orange still wants TN is CS.

Huawei: There is a difference between NOP and CSP.

Docomo: Not agree to subnet as a service.

Now we Open pCR198:

Agreed that this pCR to be merged with 080 and 197 (and 122)

Conclusion: Merge where possible with 415
	Huawei

	S5-176198
	pCR 28.530 Update to the role description
No comments, open 121.

Ericsson: Actor we know what it is, client and service. Business roles cannot be mapped to UML. What is Business roles?

Intel: Agree with Edwin.

Huawei: Work offline

Conclusion:  Revise 417
	Huawei

	S5-176121
	pCR 28.530 Clarify relationship between Communication Service and Network Slice
Nokia: Figure show that slice must be used. Answer: not correct

Nokia: 5G can be used without slicing, not supporting 5G network. Answer: Need to add a section in that case.

Nokia: Rewording needed slicing being one option. Answer: Offline

Nokia: Figure out is scope according to 3GPP SA1(why only one out of 4 figures?). Answer: No reference, only copied it.

Docomo: Figure with respect to reliability, not showing what communication service is, for another purpose (not showing layers).

Ericsson: Title must include “Management”, not appropriate as is. Answer: Move to other part of the document.

Docomo: Who specify CS? It should not be SA5

Conclusion: Revise 416
	Huawei

	S5-176120
	pCR 28.530 pCR 28.530 Add network slice subnet as a service
Huawei: Network slice subnet as a service proposal, offline probably needed. Align with Docomo. RAN UC is example.

Docomo: Here we have problem.

Nokia: Slice Subnet, will be offered as a Network Slice.

Ericsson: What you offer it is end to end, 

Docomo: SA2 removed the word “complete”

Huawei: Propose that merging terminology discussion with Docomo etc.

Huawei: Want subnet as a service, Nokia argued not the case and refer to 801 study.

Docomo take the lead (in 197 updated)

Conclusion: Open
	Huawei

	S5-176199
	pCR 28.530 Network slice deliverable concepts
AA: all 3 options are services not slices.

AA: customer knows that there is a slice, but customer does not want to monitor manage, monitor, wants to monitor and manage completely. 

AA: is far as possible from being agreeable

ET: what is the usage of this paragraph for the TS, 
Conclusion: Revise 419
	Huawei, China Unicom

	S5-176117
	pCR 28.530 Add concept and use case of MEC
Nokia: 4.x second paragraph, is it applicable? Outsource slicing to MEC? Everything is out of scope. Answer: This is difficult.

Nokia: Not 3GPP role. Answer: Agree 

Docomo: Post condition very strange! Answer: This is edge computing.

Intel: Not simple, a lot of errors in text

Ericsson: MEC not in TR 28.801 spec, does not justify this UC.

Nokia: Last sentence, traceability, needs clarification.

Conclusion: Revise 420
	Huawei

	S5-176118
	pCR 28.530 Adding concept of recursion
AA: should be subnet.

AA: disagree with all requirements

AA: sunbet template will be addressed and standardized in 28.531

AA: MANO system does not understand MOI  …….

AA: What is recursion here. 

AA: You try to translate SBA to network slcing but many mistakes

JT: Don’t understand, text not very clear. ……sba extensions… should this be documented here or in some other place

JT: there is no justification or use case for the requirements, but not a big problem. 

Conclusion: Revise to 421
	Huawei

	S5-176201
	pCR 28.530 Provide Network Slice as a Service
Docomo: Communication is an abstraction? CS is an abstract service, to be clarified.

Nokia: Line 5, connection point (CP) strange, we do not design (we have end point). No Network Slice management system exist, under discussion. Text not understandable.

Huawei: Requirement that CS has.

Intel: Connection point not used in 3GPP (in NFV), use reference point.Use 3GPP terms.

Ericssson: Picture is unclear, provide network capacity what is that?

Nokia: Figure starts from ETSI NFV, mixture, not to be used. Requirement: Strange wording.

Conclusion: Keep open
	Huawei

	S5-176240
	Discussion paper overview use cases and requirements for management of network slicing
Nokia: Async or Sync mode, In REST send request send request etc. To be decided in Stage 1? To much into solution, probably REST. Answer:

Docomo: What is the reason to change. Inline with UC.

Huawei: Agree with Nokia, UC not belonging to 530. Two deep.

Conclusion: Revise 410
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-176238
	pCR 28.530 text proposal for actors and roles clause 5.2
Check template Actor roles,

Docomo: Actor is CSMF, NSMF to be removed Answer OK only NOP.

Nokia: Make sure first sentence., Answer Agree.

Conclusion: Revise 443
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-176231
	pCR 28.530 Use case for create a network slice instance
Nokia: you have a reply with two responses.

Ericsson: in step 2 there use case ends here “ends when”

Docomo: if validation request needed?

Docomo: discussion on nssi active/not active

Ericsson: ok

Docomo: 3GPP management system does the work not request.

Docomo: Why do you a note in each use case.

Huawei: step 2 is causing a lot of confusion

Huawei: put the optionality in step 3.

Huawei: Note does not belong in 28.530

DT: step 2 and step 4 is double (because the “ends when”

Nokia: step 1 has to be deleted

Nokia: step 2 is optional

Nokia: step 4 is inappropriate this is stage 3

Nokia: the note has to be merged in the usecase.

Conclusion: Revise 444.
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5-176251
	pCR 28.530 Use case for create a network slice subnet instance
Nokia: I have problems with step 3, it is 3GPP system talking to itself. 
Huawei: easier to say it does it. 

Ericsson: what is your proposal

Nokia: make really high level. 

Conclusion: Merge with 444  
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5-176105
	pCR 28.530 Update clause 5.4.2 usecase of to satisfy a request to create an NSI and clause 5.4.3 to satisfy a request to create an NSSI
Nokia: not good text for use case actions we need to clearly define actions etc in the use case.

Nokia: active is not stage 1.

Nokia: you have to reply immediately in asynch manner.

Nokia: it takes years to build a city…

Ericsson: you cannot say a case that takes years while most are immediate. 

Nokia: deleting step 1 is ok with me. You remove the asynchr aspect. 

Ericsson: this need discussion 

Nokia: why brackets in the text
Huawei: i.e. should be e.g. 

Ericsson: why does NOP creates an NSSI. 

Docomo: what are subnetwork functions?

Nokia: use case focus on narrow scenario, not really in the scope of this TS. This is stage 1 only actor is operator. Subnetwork creation does not belong to 28.530

Docomo: This is a use case for 28.530.

Nokia: if the scope is extended to 5G than this becomes a use case. 

Huawei: We cannot have use cases going into other use case.

Conclusion: Merge with 444
	Huawei

	S5-176226
	pCR 28.530 Use case and requirements for activate network slice instance
Nokia: should NSI not exist before you active (pre-condition) 

Nokia: is state of NSI important. 
Huawei: activation and deactivation are not business level use case, it is implementation. 

Docomo: missed his comments. 

Ericsson: activate 

Nokia: if it is important from the business perspective the slice could be created in state inactive. 

Nokia: too much detail in the use case. 

Ericsson: they are very important questions. 

Docomo: questions about always inactive, so you always have to activate after creation. 

Ericsson: it is important to see that we can test or something else on business level.

Conclusion: Revise 446
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5-176227
	pCR 28.530 Use case and requirements for de-activate network slice instance
Nokia: what pattern are you using “satisfy request” or create, activate etc. 

Docomo: How can we mark an NSSI deactvie

Ericsson: that is why we have the note, shared..

Nokia: what additional actions are needed that now seem to be in the note

Nokia: for shared NSSI you may have to treat them differently. 

Huawei: based on the discussion I have a feeling that for contribution 227, 228 229 you just replace. Maybe we can have a general use case covering all operations. 

Ericsson: we tried to make a generic use case, than it was not possible, maybe it is possible. 

Huawei: receives a request and checks all constituents if they are properly configured .
Ericsson: editorial, period in step 2. 

Conclusion: Revise 447
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5-176228
	pCR 28.530 Use case and requirements for modify a network slice instance
Previous comments apply.
Ericsson: no other comments

Conclusion: Revise 448
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5-176229
	pCR 28.530 Use case and requirements for terminate a network slice instance
Ericsson: keep text on “terminated from 3GPP MS”

Docomo: comments applicable from other contribution
Conclusion: Revise 449
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5-176246
	pCR 28.530 Use case and requirements for activate network slice subnet instance
Nokia: take care of assumptions and preconditions. 
Huawei: do we have use case activate MF. 

Huawei: better to have only one BL requirement for the subnet. 

Huawei: for the subnet the operator will take care, don’t know if we want to have business level use case on subnet. 

Huawei: not decided, needs decision. 

Conclusion: 450
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5-176247
	pCR 28.530 Use case and requirements for de-activate network slice subnet instance
No additional comments

Conclusion: Revise 451
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5-176249
	pCR 28.530 Use case and requirements for modify a network slice subnet
No additional comments

Conclusion: Revise 452
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5-176250
	pCR 28.530 Use case and requirements for terminate a network slice subnet instance
No additional comments
Conclusion: Revise 453
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab

	S5-176101
	pCR 28.530 Add business level requirements
Docomo: Covered by the UCes Answer: some from the TR

Ericsson: Requirement not from UC Anwer: from TR

Hauwei: Needs PM and FM UC may be needed

Ericsson: Conflicts with other UCes Answer understood

Conclusion: Revise 454
	Huawei

	S5-176102
	pCR 28.530 Add business level use case and requirements of performance data isolation when multiple CSP share the same network slice instance
Ericsson: Heading around heading

Docomo: UC may never ends, step 3, Requirement not OK, CSP granularity.

Intel: What is the differentiator? Not possible, send to RAN/SA2?

Conclusion: Revise 455
	Huawei

	S5-176103
	pCR 28.530 Clarification of network slice related requirements
Docomo: Can add note instead. Answer: Understood

Ericsson: CON-2 not needed, already in CON-3. CON-2 into CON-1 Answer: Understood

Intel: Does not agree to Ericsson. Consider offline

Conclusion: Revise 456
	Huawei

	S5-176109
	pCR 28.530 Add use case and requirements on 3GPP management system coordinating with TN management system
Ericsson: how are you going to test the 2 requirements?

Ericsson: requirement statement starts from the beginning? 

Huawei : your comment applies to all requirements, maybe we can check off-lien

Huawei: you are referring to solution?
Ericsson: if the protocols etc are specified you can test it. If this was the link to MANO i can test it. But do we have collaboration with TN?

Intel: Who are we going to co-operate for development of solutions, which SDO? If we know we can communicate with them?

Huawei: We can  ask BBF in LS.

Conclusion: Revise 457
	Huawei, China Unicom

	S5-176110
	pCR 28.530 Add business level requirements and use case of the exposure of management function interfaces and management data for network slice as a service case
Ericsson: maybe premature considering the editor’s note.

Ericsson: discussion about the need to have requirement on interfaces on management functions.
Conclusion: Revise 458
	Huawei, China Unicom, CATR, China Telecom

	S5-176111
	pCR 28.530 Add business level requirements and use case of the exposure of management function interfaces and management data for network slice as NOP internals case
TI: Not understand the UCes. Title not correct. Answer: OK

Intel: Expose capabilities, to who? Why CSP need slide data from CSMF, must be clear?

Ericsson: Who is the Actor? It is everyone.

Docomo: To two different people? Answer no. CSC=CSP.

Intel: How expose Interface? Answer: Text from SA1

Conclusion: Revise 460
	Huawei, China Unicom, China Telecom

	S5-176112
	pCR 28.530 Add business level requirements and use case of the exposure of management function interfaces and management data for network slice subnet as a service case
Nokia: is management exposure, management data or also operations? That needs to be clarified

Ericsson: who is the actor. 

Ericsson: use case is not business case level, is very specific.

Ericsson: ends when, business case does nto decide request/response is used. Leave that to the solution. Actor is the customer of the slice manager.

Intel: clarify how you expose “management function interface”?

Huawei: this is already specified in SA1

Chair: it will be refreshed, that is already agreed.

Intel: You need to know the receiver of the management data.

Docomo: use case is about subnet as a service, how do we provide this as a service maybe premature. 

Conclusion: Revise 462
	Huawei, China Unicom, China Telecom

	S5-176113
	pCR 28.530 Add use case and requirements on performance management of a network slice instance
Nokia: the requirement as it is written is not useful

Nokia: propose to rewrite (verbally provided)

Nokia: 3 actors and there is a problem with the actors.

Nokia: you subscribe to notifications but not to reports.

Nokia: should not begin when activated but when something else happens

Nokia: what is the job where does it come from, what does it mean the job has been decomposed

Nokia: etc….i don’t understand.

Huawei: step 1 and step 2 the 3GPP management system and job….

Docomo: related details on jobs are not for business level

Docomo: you limit the use case to scheduled reporting not on-demand. 

Huawei: can also be on demand

Conclusion: Revise 463
	Huawei

	S5-176114
	pCR 28.530 Add use case and requirements on performance management of a network slice subnet instance
Ericsson: previous comments on business level use case (for example notifications) also apply to these use cases.
Nokia: with the jobs you are on stage 2 level. 

Nokia: only interaction in use case is Network operator and 3GPP MS.

Conclusion: Revise 475
	Huawei

	S5-176115
	pCR 28.530 Add use case and requirements on alarm notification of a network slice instance
Nokia/Intel: What is the scenario?

Ericsson: Ends when= terminated, not correct. There is a loop.

Nokia: Exception not correct. Subscription needed in precondition. Step 1= Begin when. What is the exception?

Ericsson: This is about supervision, need to decide! One fault or during long time. Answer: think about it.

Conclusion: Revise 476
	Huawei

	S5-176116
	pCR 28.530 Add use case and requirements on alarm notification of a network slice subnet instance
Docomo: step number 1, the NSSI is a management concept what is detected as a fault. 

Nokia: if you go into this level of details, you are not in 530 anymore. 

Huawei: in this case a fault is the NSSI is not able to perform according to requrements and needs intervention. 

Nokia: Strange contribution is exception survives the NSSI. 

Conclusion: Revise 497
	Huawei

	S5-176119
	pCR 28.530 pCR 28.530 Add use case for multi-operator slicing
Nokia: in the study phase it was ok, in normative phase what is the purpose. 

Huawei: another 3GPP management system requests another 3GPP management system.

Nokia; in normative phase you have to be more carefull
Conclusion: Revise 498
	Huawei

	S5-176200
	pCR 28.530 Add business level use case of policy management for slicing
Docomo: network slice does not agree…..change working
Docomo: what do you mean by monitoring of policies

Huawei: yes

Docomo: what policies

Huawei: policies related to network slice operation

Docomo: the begins when is the 3GPP management system

Nokia: Little unhappy with the use case, goal is too large, begins when is strange

Nokia: not appropriate for 3GPP, what requirement do you expect to derive out of this and what solutions. 

Nokia: do you think today a network is managed without policies. 

Nokia: there is no specification for policy in SA5.
Nokia: there is a study CMCC are doing on policy management. 

Ericsson: we think it is premature to put this in the TS, study is still on going

Intel: Want to see policies more specific, we studied this in 28.801. Policies for automation are already decided to be in Rel-16.

Intel: You need to make it more specific.

Conclusion: Noted
	Huawei, China Unicom, CATR

	S5-176221
	Add business use case of provide network slice as a service with guaranteed quality of service
Nokia: comments on some of the steps

Docomo: performance garantueed methodology

Docomo: change performance garantueed nethodoly to assurance.

Docomo: we have no roles network slice provider

Docomo: Signing SLA happens outside the 3GPP MS

Docomo: service related performance, what is that. Service performance , or the performance of the network slice as a service?

Huawei: Slice as a service is the high level term. 

Docomo: change to NOP exposes performance of the networl slice as a service. 

Docomo: you would like to monitor continuously

Ericsson: the actor is the CSP, responding part is the NOP. 

Intel: it looks like csp does the action 

Conclusion: Revise 499
	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S5-176108
	DRAFT LS to SA1 and GSMA on Actor and roles related to network slicing management
Nokia: should only send to SA1

Ericsson: If SA1 are discussing roles have we addressed the roles to early ?

Orange: prefer to send to GSMA

DT: we should split into two LS one to SA1 and one to GSMA.
Ericsson: we discussed business roles, actor roles and now roles what are we talking about? 
Conclusion: Revise 500
	Huawei


4 Action items

None.
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