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6.4.1
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 85% depending on the contributions that will be agreed. (previously 75%)

Estimated completion date: SA#80 – Jun. 2018 ->SA#81- Sep. 2018
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): Exception request to change completion date to SA#81 – Sep. 2018
2 Technical Progress status 
Summary of progress: As input to the meeting there where 20 contributions; 2 non-technical, 1 discussion paper and 11 contributions on architecture and management concepts and 7 contributions on concept, use cases and requirements. All contributions were treated.
The group discussed background, architecture, concepts, use cases and requirements 

1) Focus on concepts, terminology and management service components, further refinement and clarifications in support of the other work items

2) Working agreement on terminology, naming and definitions for the management service-based architecture
3) Deeper understanding of service based versus reference point architecture is evolving allowing contributors to concentrate on interface specifications. 
4) Concepts, use cases and requirements are nearing completion.
Outstanding issues: None.
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on 2018-05-14/16.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source

	S5-183266
	Discussion paper on guidelines to referencing of existing specifications

Huawei: Figure B management service producer over Itf-N. Confusing.

Ericsson: Over existing Itf-N.

Nokia: Confusing figure Itf-N and Service Interface, two horizontal lines. MsP not compliance to both IRP Mgr.
Ericsson: OK, lines to be changed in Figure.

Intel: IRP Manager reference to MsP only one direction to R14.
Nokia/Intel: Proposal is OK, figure is not OK.

Conclusion: REVISED 403
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-183047
	pCR 28.533 Subscribe-notify paradigm

NEC: Already captured, why not follow SA2, already

Cisco: General paradigm
Huawei: New text example, existing atomic paradigm
Cisco: Notification without subscription, do we need subscription?
Intel: Follow first paradigm, then no conflict

NEC: Text to second figure, need align with SA2.

Nokia: Why reference to SA2?

NEC: Request and Notify specified by SA2

Nokia: SA5 different than SA2, we do not have notification without subscription.

Nokia: Need subscription, but where does it comes from does not need not to specified

Ericsson: Filter aspect missing, consumer to change filter criteria, supported today. Incomplete.

Cisco: Probably not, up to group.

Huawei: Back again to this

Cisco: Subscription must happen in same way

Orange: Condition to be met in service producer? Slice as example.
Cisco: Yes
Conclusion: REVISED 404
	Cisco System Inc.

	S5-183048
	pCR 28.533 Interface to NFV-MANO

Huawei: 28.500 document show consumer and producer, service interface. No direct link NSSMF to NF Manager, not possible.

Cisco: Not correct, 

Nokia: Good valid deployment, OK for valid Annex informative. Concern figure not ready, missing things. Figure does not need to be “correct” here.

Intel: Figure OK, informative blocks, some comments 164 contribution also. Alfa do not name them as management services. NF Manager Function instead of NF Manager. Part of NFVO interaction, need more work.
DOCOMO: NF Manager, where has it been defined, and why in a box.

Cisco: NF Manager not defined anywhere, informative example.

Huawei: Where to put this type of communication, want to have in normative parts also.

Cisco: UC and requirement can be added etc.

Orange: No link from PNF/VNF to NSSMF?

Cisco: It is possible, but another scenario.

Nokia: Need to document, what do we do with updated documents referenced, it is a problem. What do we do with those documents? Ericsson figure from discussion paper comes in.
Ericsson: Figure leads to many thing, hanging PNF and VNF. Many open issues here, to many examples, what is meaning with an example? Make more useful, it gives expectations. Why hanging line.

Cisco: Review all related contribution.

Conclusion: REVISED 405 (together with other 105)
	Cisco System Inc.

	S5-183105
	pCR 28.533 Network management architecture interaction with NFV-MANO

Orange: Subnet Management what is that?
Nokia: Can not agree, define reference points, al contents normative. Use word “shall”. Use 28.500 series, only if they are cleaned up, not happen yet. No text describing the figures, What is Network Management? Cannot agree.

Nokia: Added references not updated

Nokia: What is Configuration management?

Huawei: What to do?
Cisco: Talk to Intel why forward, to get it service based.

Intel: Bigger box is ambiguous, do not need. Text below first figure is wrong.

DOCOMO: Last Figure, use Ve-vnfm-em interface, not discussed. Network Management architecture in Title not OK, can we connect over this reference point, not possible to agree yet.

NEC: Not right time to define how we interwork with MANO, we need to know what SBA is first:

Chair: Cannot be combined, due to different sections in the 28.533 document.

Conclusion: REVISED 406
	Huawei

	S5-183164
	pCR 28.533 Add example of functional management architecture

Nokia: Figure is a mess. Replaced EM with NFMF. Showing functions not services, but not showing functions in service-based way. Different sized on boxes. Shows function-based architecture. Good intention.

Intel: Do not show consumption/producer. Open no restriction who is consumer or producer.

Nokia: NSMF talks to NFMF breaks UML diagram.

DOCOMO: Blocks from different vendors? Problem to understand figure. Functional block 
Intel: This is Single vendor, kind of DM. Network Management Function= NMF.

Cisco: Have problem, the language, consumer and producer figure needed, this figure dos not. Not possible to show overall architecture, Cisco shows type of relation.

DOCOMO: A lot of issue, like Cisco more.

Ericsson: Troublesome, big problem if we combine 3GPP OSS blocks in this way. PNF to MANO interaction not discussed yet in SA5.

Conclusion: REVISED 409 (partly merged with 406)
	Intel China Ltd.

	S5-183099
	pCR 28.533 Add Data Analytics Management Service for Network Slice and Network Slice Subnet

Nokia: This SON, do not work on SON in R15, this belongs to R16. This has not been discussed in our studies.
Huawei: Agree that it is SON

Nokia: This is prediction, part of control loop. SA2 works on control plane.

Orange: Not in TS now, needs a study.

Nokia: Send an LS to SA2 on topics, SA5 is the leader in SON.

Intel: SA2 normative work, after short study. Need to start an Automation study soon.

Huawei: More discussion

Ericsson: Part of DCEA study

Conclusion: Keep open
	Huawei

	S5-183103
	pCR 28.533 Exposure governance management function

Nokia: Good topic, original figure OK. We are not standardising functions, adding a new function. It is about Filtering, set filter etc. This is going in the wrong way.
DOCOMO: What is BulkManagement?
Nokia: Existing Bulk CM Management, not this.
Conclusion: REVISED: 434
	Huawei

	S5-183104
	pCR 28.533 Management function services exposed as bulk management service

Nokia: Try to fit into service based architecture. Not bulk management service.
Ericsson: Same as EM exposes? PM file to EM, that send it further.

Nokia: Here we have consumer-producer.

Ericsson: What are you doing additionally? 

Nokia: Need to be some added value, like integrator. Like chaining services.

Ericsson: Also Bulk redistribution

Conclusion: REVISED 435
	Huawei

	S5-183277
	pCR TS 28.533 Rapporteurs update 

CISCO: Some conflicts 47 (404) around subscription, to be coordinated with this.
Nokia: Problem Editor Note no1, needs to be atomic, if not to big. Editor note 2, make it a NOTE instead of Editor’s Note.

Nokia: More than one service? Second Editors note discussed, what does it mean.

Ericsson: IS definition 

Intel: From last meeting, need to discuss further. Only one subscription needed, for multiple services.
Nokia: Do not agree to Intel

Conclusion: REVISED 436
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-183238
	pCR 28.533 Add general description on MF

Nokia: Why needed if we do not standardize NF. Management Function becomes NM/EM.

HW: Last time only agree to Mf.

Nokia: Does not shows relation Mf and NF.

HW: Concept of Mf needed.

Nokia: Second figure is OK. Mf becomes here EM.

Intel: Bullet no 1 makes and figure makes this NSSMF. Manged scope not only NF.
DOCOMO: Very much like EM concept. Should not be described in normative part.

Ericsson: Support Nokia comment. Make sure this is not EM. Mf has two interfaces. This is EM, it has to be normalised (standardised).

Nokia:Mf can have different management scope. Why do we need NSS

Cisco: Positive to this, create a language, example for exposure last figure. Aggregation is another example. 
Nokia: Mf not only aggregation of service, also do “things” good (not standardized)

Conclusion: REVISED 481
	Huawei

	S5-183098
	pCR 28.530 Add grouping of the management services

Nokia: Grouping that a customer needs, grouping proposed. Figure good to Annex.

Huawei: Figure only Mf

Nokia: Reference to TS xxxx in figure should be useful, and into an Annex. This is not services.

Intel: Managed service needs to be standardized. Second grouping options is needed.

Huawei: Grouping only in heading.

Ericsson: MF known as management function by industry-

DOCOMO: Is Combination A and C valid. 

HW: Group discussion, willing to take away Option 2.

Chair: Option 2 can be removed.

Conclusion: REVISED 502
	Huawei

	S5-183044
	pCR TS 28.530 – New roles for Network Slice as a Service

Ericsson: whether expect new use cases for the new roles?

Huawei: support the change, need reword on the last sentence.

Orange: keep it open with Ericsson tdoc.
Conclusion: Not presented
	Orange

	S5-183046
	pCR 28.530 Update figure of network slices as NOP internals

Huawei: support the change.

Telecom Italy: clarification on the slice is mandatory to support, whether the option network slices as operator internal is need any modification.

Cisco: could be separate discussion.
Conclusion: Agreed.
	DOCOMO Communications Lab., Orange

	S5-183267
	pCR 28.530 Alignment roles, actors and telecom resources

Nokia: request->requests
Huawei: the modification removes the role description. The modification is not consistent. Some of the change changed the original meaning.

Cisco: need to synchronize the change with 3044. 
Conclusion: revise to 504.
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-183097
	pCR 28.530 Add requirements for exposure of network management capability

Nokia: 1st req, clarification on the exact capability.

Nokia: 2nd req, can’t introduce the definition in the requirements for isolation.

Huawei: not relevant to the governance exposure. 

Cisco: clarification on the wording using capability/services., the relation of capability with SA2 capability. 

Docomo: 2nd req is important requirement, use shall instead of should.

Orange: 1st req, the CSP should provide capability, why 3GPP management system should provide the capability in NSaaS case.

Huawei: in the NSaaS case, the management system needs to provide capability for CSP to manage it’s own slices. 

Verizon: is it mandate the operator to expose capability? Reword to should provide capability.

Ericsson: clarification on the difference between the expose data and expose capability.
Conclusion: revise to 507.
	China Southern Power Grid Co., Huawei

	S5-183100
	pCR 28.530 Add analysis of resources for provisioning

Ericsson: clarification whether the resource check is done each time.

Huawei: with dynamic resource information could help operator to decide how to better organize and optimize the resource.

Verizon: provisioning, runtime may be different. Only during runtime, the resource may change automatically.

NEC: this req is runtime requirement.

Nokia: it’s related with SON. Clarification on the resource usage is PM/FM/CM? 

Cisco: the update of use case needs modification. 
Conclusion: keep open.
	Huawei

	S5-183237
	Presentation of TS 28.530 to SA for Information

Version 0.6.0

Nokia: Need to say what remaining? 

Chair: Some more needs to be added to the information

Conclusion: REVISED 437
	Huawei

	S5-183281
	Revised WID Management and orchestration of 5G networks and network slicing

Chairman: WID not needed, exception sheet is.
Conclusion: WITHDRAWN
	Ericsson Limited

	S5-183389
	Rel-15 Work Item Exception for Management and orchestration of 5G networks and network slicing
Chair: Add no to issue, check if new template!

Conclusion: REVISED 438
	Ericsson Limited


4 Action items

None.
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