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6.4.1
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 60% depending on the contributions that will be agreed. (previously 40%)

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 37 contributions; 1 non-technical discussion, technical, 9 contributions on architecture and 27 contributions on concept, use cases and requirements. The technical contributions include 4 discussion papers.  
The group discussed architecture, background and concepts, use cases and requirements 

1) This was first meeting that the service based architecture was discussed in more detail. 
2) Mutual understanding has been established on service based architecture and the team has now a common basis for use case description and requirements. 
3) Several use cases presented using consumer-provider paradigm that comes with service based. 
4) Clarification on NsaaS has been discussed.
5) Good progress has been made in all areas. 
Outstanding issues: None.
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on 2018-01-29/30.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-181136
	Function priority and objective proposal for 5G network and network slicing management in Rel-15

Intel: bullet 1/3: support eMBB, verticals. 

Bullet 2: Alignment with SA2 and RAN.

Ericsson: clarification with relation with 533.whether SM should be R16.  

Cisco: verticals need to be clarified.

Orange: we will not expose the management information, only network slice information.

Nokia: need to include network management also in the 

Nokia: clarify on whether we should also include URLLC 

CMCC: like to support both eMBB and URLLC in R15. The sharing part also need to take into account. 

Conclusion: Revise to 345
	Huawei

	S5-181104
	Rel-15 28533 Notification Mfs and Notification Log Mfs

Nokia: this is fundamental difference. Notification producing/consuming entity, there is nothing in between. The broker or message bus in the architecture is fundamental change. 

Ericsson: Notification IRP as understood today. What does it do today? I can put back the Notfication IRP instead of broadcast MS. 
Conclusion: revise 346
	Ericsson Inc.

	S5-181106
	pCR Rel-15 TS 28533 management function service framework

Nokia: terminology or abbreviation discuss off line
Nokia: to much focus on function 
Nokia: does not describe the focus on the services. Looks like aggregation boxes. 

Nokia: disagree we have to carry the MF into services we provide. 

Nokia: if we continue talking about Mf and how they are decomposed I would like to stop that discussion. 

Nokia: 4.4 you talk about the services as a smokescreen. 

Intel: section 4.3 2 comments, don’t want to see interfaces, the consumer within MF is one scenario but there are many. 

Huawei: 4.4 should have been described how services are joined not MF’s. 

Huawei: in 181117 you can see that services is a component. Services come first not as an afterthought. 

Huawei: why not use standard UML style for services.

Ericsson: very strange to say who comes first. 

Ericsson: the specification task about the Management Function. What provide the services is the MF. What do I put there otherwise? 
Ericsson: we don’t use IRP we have new paradigm. 

Huawei: Mixture of terms, we need to be very clear about the terminology. 

Huawei: MF SAP why do we have to define this. 

Ericsson: we don’t need to define this now, it is service access point. 

Huawei: the relation between interface and SAP needs to be clear. 

Ericsson: interface to me is not point-point. 

Nokia: agree with Huawei it is a mixture you need to discuss SAP as they are reference points for access the MF. So I’m more concerned now. 

Nokia: What functions use the services we specify here, we don’t care. 

Nokia: if the focus of MF is, we don’t support exposure, services...

Intel: agree with Ericsson that we cannot talk about services without MF.

Intel: in the past we had EM/NM.

Docomo: what does “self-contained and independent” mean? No dependency between states of services. Now we have dependencies.
Nokia: you have to be careful what you understand are MS and others understand what it means. 

Nokia: PMF is an example of management function. If we have NSMF/NSSMF/EMF as MF I have a problem. 

Intel: the MF should be logical and granular. PMF might be.
Conclusion: Revise 347
	Ericsson Inc.

	S5-181117
	pCR TS 28.533 Input to SBA for the management of 5G networks

Orange: contribution inspired by SA2 23.501

Huawei: like this presentation a lot. 

Huawei: better talk about services first and then services. 

Huawei: why grouped by MF. 

Nokia: SA2 started from reference based architecture, and then decided to create a service based view, that is why they have binding from services to network functions. In our example I would consider existing IRP’s as building blocks in the tables.

Nokia: lets focus on the PM services. 
Nokia: we have slightly different restrictions than SA2

Intel: as results of function we cannot see we need a service. Function first.

Intel: Aligning with SA2, we discard everything and start calling it NF. Prefer MS from Mfs. 

Nokia: SA2 is SBA view of architecture. Do we really need 2 views of same architecture in SA5? 

Nokia: In SA2 view they don’t have functions. 

Huawei: We can focus on services first. 

Ericsson: we don’t have to say the big one (big MF) we just mention the smaller MF. I think there is no conflict with ericsson proposal. 

Huawei: In this diagram we can start from MF.

Intel: For me (X.2.2.) the small box is a function. 

Nokia: The small box is not a function.

Cisco: what was the motivation in SA2 to have two presentation reference point and SBA view. To provide some flexibility in the deployment was the motiviation for NF, for SBA was to be more future proof. 
Orange; we are talking now. What is the granularity of a microservice. 

Nokia: yes, there is a relation with granularity of microservices. We need to decide granularity to be flexibly deployed. We need to have answer this to make it useful for use. 

Nokia: brings in cloud native in discussion. In june we have to deliver something usefull otherwise no one 

Conclusion: revise to 348
	Orange Romania

	S5‑181077 
	pCR 28.550 Add 5G PM service framework 

Nokia: this is not framework but complete architecture.

Nokia: this is what you have to rely on to be compliant to the function. 

Nokia: this is contradicting

Nokia: this is not SBA view but function base view.

Huawei: general agree with Nokia comments. 

Huawei: 4.2.1 should describe what the services do. 

Huawei: which function must consume/provide service is inflexible. 

Huawei: would be better to say the 

Ericsson: Is different what SA2 defines. 

Intel: regarding separation of data pository, data is different 

Chairman: take further discussion off-line

Conclusion: revise to 349
	Intel Mobile France

	S5-181146
	Network slice management architecture options

Nokia: the proposal is mix of SBA and non-SBA approach. Use of function blocks is not SBA approach.

Ericsson: clarification on the purpose of the diagram.3.4.1-1

Intel:1. there should not only have only two deployment options, we could have multiple options.

Intel: 2. the proposal mixed the SBA and non-SBA approach.

Intel: 3. wayforward table regarding the PM/FM should be discussed in PM WIDs.

Conclusion: presented (with 181103)
	Huawei

	S5-181147
	Discussion and proposal for tenant uses

Nokia: surprised at reference to IFA10.

Nokia: you have some logical problem between cause and result, what do you actually want to do here. 

Nokia: one way is to provide explicit IS

Nokia: don’t know what you are talking about. Subscriber, subscription has nothing to do with service.

Nokia; In ETSI NFV there is an agreement (partially documented) that they support multiple tenants for network slicing. 

Intel: do we have any to….

Chairman: Take further discussion Off-line 

Conclusion: revise to 350
	Huawei

	S5-181148
	Discussion about slice management and subscription management

Nokia: you don’t create a new slice instance for a new UE. 

Nokia: depending on the UE you assign to profiles, not specific to network slice. You turn it around, you have slice therefore you have to assign profile. 

Nokia: mostly signalling problem/issue you present in SA5. 

Intel: It is unclear what the MF does here. 

Cisco: How do we know the information between subscription management and network slices is consistent. 

Cisco: Is this problem statement or do you suggest a solution. 

Nokia: the starting point of your statement is slightly wrong as you show Sum outside the 3GPP management system. 

Nokia: That will solve the problem since there will be one source. 

Nokia: you are proposing to introduce 5G subscription management, you need to update the WI description. 
Chairman: take off-line. 

Conclusion: revise to 351
	Huawei

	S5-181174
	Discussion and proposal for MEC in network slice context

Nokia: configuration and re-configuration, there are no details what you mean. 

Nokia: there are some functions SA2 has identified and those require configuration.

Nokia: SA2 has identified NF and if you mean that we need to configure them that is ok, but you have to state this. 

Nokia: you are proposing to manage 3party functions. You have to be specific what you want to do. 

CMCC: the AF should have collaboration with 3GPP.

Intel: Connecting to 3party is sort of e2e, this is good to have but we have no way to support this. 

Cisco: Did SA2 define how MEC lives with network slices? No. 

Cisco: what is special in MEC and how it participates in network slice lcm. 
Chairman: off-line

Conclusion: revise to 352
	Huawei

	S5-181257
	Communication methods

Nokia: for endorsement you need recommendation

Nokia: unclear what you ask for. 

Nokia: TR has use cases that are async

Ericsson: TR but not the TS.

Conclusion: revise to 353
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-181263
	pCR 28.533 Add introduction and scope

Huawei: can we talk about MS instead of Mfs.

Ericsson: that is not agreed. 

Nokia: I don’t want to see Mfs but can be ok with MS. 

Nokia: automation is SON and Accounting is not part of scope. 

Intel: don’t agree that we need MS instead of managed function. 

Intel: we need to rephrase reporting? 

Chairman: work off-line

Chairman: editorial reference number should be before (in introduction text) 

Conclusion: Revise to 354
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-181111
	pCR to 28.530 Network Slice as a Service

Nokia: receives access to means what?

Cisco: means use.

Orange: The last part of the new sentence is misleading.

Cisco: the network is operated by operator. 

Orange: how about removing "in the network"?

Ericsson: The service is a package or sth?

Huawei: if use service, would sent multiples reqs, could be as the service allows CSCs

Intel: Agree with change of instance, but for characteristics it is not needed to change.

Conclusion: revise to 355
	Cisco Systems Inc.

	S5-181143
	pCR 28.530 Update network slice as a service

NTT-DCM: object the first deletion because it is a kind of CS

NTT-DCM: remove the itf name is bullet a and c

Huawei: ok
Intel: regarding the new change figure, CSC-A/NOP-B have both roles, right?

Huawei: Yes 
Conclusion: revise to 356
	Huawei

	S5-181112
	pCR to 28.530 Non-3GPP parts

Huawei: ask clarification for change of may

Huawei: some editorial comments for requirements, full stop
Conclusion: revise to 357
	Cisco Systems Inc.

	S5-181113
	pCR to 28.530 NSI Management aspects

Orange: exclude allocated in 4.3.3?

Cisco: create and allocated may be a better combination, maybe just say allocated?

Conclusion: revise 353
	Cisco Systems Inc.

	S5-181137
	pCR 28.530 Management and orchestration of 5G networks

Ericsson: simplify the scenarios.

NTT-DCM: clarification on whether SA2 covers the coexistence of sliced and non-sliced network.

Cisco: suggest to avoid the word “sliced network”.
Conclusion: revise to 373
	Huawei

	S5-181141
	pCR 28.530 Add principles and update clause 4.8 and 4.9 for 5G network management

Cisco: clarify what is “management entities”. 
Intel: service based interaction no need to mention between which entities.

Ericsson: The role in 4.8 was for slicing, as 5G network is added in the title, there may have some new roles. 

Nokia: 4.2.y need to be revised to satisfy service based needs.

NTT-DCM: principle to “having standardized interfaces” should be added into the 4.2.y. 

Conclusion: Revise to 374
	Huawei

	S5-181261
	pCR 28.530 Remove section 4.9

Conclusion: Approved
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-181139
	pCR 28.530 Add the set of network slicing management functions

Nokia: Whether it’s needed to specify the strict relation between NSMF/NSSMF/CSMF?  Suggest to generalize the description without talking about the interaction.

NTT-DCM: not the right place, should be submit to 531.

Intel: service based approach may not need to define the management functions.

Conclusion: revise to 376
	Huawei

	S5-181150
Changed to

S5-181343
	Proposed Update on Principles of Background and Concepts section

Proposed Update on Principles of Background and Concepts section

Nokia: there is no extra interface between existing instance manager and planned managers. The planning phase manager is not standardized. 

Cisco: need to understand by some use cases.

NTT-DCM: don’t think we need to specify the interface between LCM function and network slice management
Conclusion: revise to 377
	ETRI

	S5-181133
	Proposed addition of Business level general requirements

Nokia: requirement 6 means one management system for one slice instance, maybe two expensive.

Huawei: NFV may have capability to scale in and out. CON-5 may not be needed.
Conclusion: revise to 379
	ETRI

	S5-181134
	Proposed addition of Business level network slicing management requirements

Nokia: inter-slice coordination may not be the scope of 3GPP. Assurance doesn’t ensure the KPI is guaranteed. 

DT: better split the CON-08 and clarification on the resources.

Intel: whether security management may not plan for R15. 
Conclusion: revise to 380
	ETRI

	S5-181132
	Update on Management aspects of a slice instance

Nokia: don’t need “optimal” before the planning. The SON for 5G will not be addressed in R15. 

Huawei: the change has been covered by the existing text.
Conclusion: revise 378
	ETRI

	S5‑181289 
	Terminology alignment 

NTT-DCM: don’t change the terminology. 

Huawei: clarification on the rationale to propose option2.

Intel: prefer 2 with some modification.
Conclusion: revise 390
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-181264
	pCR 28.530 Terminology alignment

Conclusion: not presented, keep open
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-181138
	pCR 28.530 Add high level use case of communication service using network slice or network without slicing

NTT-DCM: from CSP point of view, they should care about whether it’s implemented by slice or not. The decision should be done by NOP.

The tag should use 5GNS, and use “shall”.

Huawei: there are two scenarios, this is for one of the scenario.

Intel: need to mention the scenario in the UC. Use “3GPP management system” instead of “5G management system” in the last requirement you can use 3GPP management system 

Conclusion: revise 381
	Huawei

	S5-181140
	pCR 28.530 Add use case and requirements of management support network slice selection

Nokia: The configuration parameter is very specific to s-NSSAIs. Maybe change it more generic instead of focusing on one single parameter. 

Cisco: Where the s-NSSAI comes from? Maybe too detail for business level use case.

ETRI: the NRF configuration comes from OAM.
Conclusion: revise in 382
	Huawei

	S5-181142
	pCR 28.530 Add business level use case and requirements for the exposure of management services for network slice as a service case

NTT-DCM: whether limit the management data only for exposure, without including the control function.

Huawei: this is only for data reporting.

Nokia: requirement need to keep generic to any consumer. Replace CSP to “authorize consumer”. Replace the “information” to “data”. 
Conclusion: revise to 383
	Huawei

	S5-181144
	pCR 28.530 Add use case for provisioning of a network slice subnet instance

Ericsson: begin with, remove from “to perform…”.

NTT-DCM: provision doesn’t include preparation.

Huawei: add some description in pre-condition.

NTT-DCM: Step 1: remove sentence “if the feasbility check fails, go to ends when”.

Intel: what the difference between provision and create/delete/…post condition the using of “provisioning operation” need to be reworded.

Huawei: provision is general term to replace create/delete/…
ZTE: exceptions, should only reject the request in step 1, but can’t reject for step 2 and 3.

Conclusion: revise to 384
	Huawei

	S5-181145
	pCR 28.530 Add use case for provisioning of a network slice instance

Ericsson: begin with, remove from “to perform…”.

NTT-DCM: provision doesn’t include preparation.

Huawei: add some description in pre-condition.

NTT-DCM: Step 1: remove sentence “if the feasibility check fails, go to ends when”.

Intel: post condition the using of “provisioning operation” need to be reworded.

Huawei: provision is general term to replace create/delete/…
ZTE: exceptions, should only reject the request in step 1, but can’t reject for step 2 and 3.

Conclusion: revise to 385
	Huawei

	S5-181224
	pCR 28.530 Update the use case of Network slicing supporting communication services

Intel: reword the “operator”. 

Conclusion: revise to 386
	Huawei Technologies France

	S5-181258
	pCR 28.530 Actor roles correction

Conclusion: Approved
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-181260
	pCR 28.530 Fault management use case update

Conclusion: Approved
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-181193
	pCR TS 28.530 Add management support for NRF

Nokia: Configuration also there once update NSI/NSSI.

NTT_DCM: should refer to 3GPP Mgt System in the diagram, not internal functions. 
Nokia: NRF is just a new node that needs to be configured. There is no need to go to this level of detail. Configuration of a new node belongs in the provisioning work item.
Conclusion: revise 387
	ETRI

	S5-181149
	pCR 28.530 Add requirement for verification of a communication service request

Nokia: whether it’s 3GPP management system responsibility to track the contract? 

Conclusion: revise to 388
	Huawei

	S5-181259
	pCR 28.530 Alignment requirements text

Conclusion: Approved
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-181201
	pCR 28.530 Adding description and requirements for NSI used to support multiple communication services

Nokia: con-x; clarification on “monitoring requirement”
Nokia: Con-y: why need to maintain match between subnet and service?

NTT-DCM: what’s the use case for the requirements?
Conclusion: revise to 389
	Huawei

	S5-181223
	pCR 28.530 Add requirements for NSI used to support multiple communication services

Conclusion: withdrawn
	Huawei Technologies France


4 Action items

None.
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