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5.1 - Administrative issues at SA5 level
Date/time: 2019-11-06 10.00-12.00, 2019-11-14 10.00-11.30 + email discussions
Minutes kept from SA5#127 in blue– for follow-up and accumulated agreements for the new organisation and working procedures.
New items in green
Minutes from SA5#128 in purple

1 – Quality
· CR quality check
· Quality check of draft TSs/TRs to be submitted to next SA meeting: which TS/TRs to be sent to EditHelp. 
2 - Working procedures
· SA5 organisation & structure
· Keep OAM and CH SWG?

· Working assumption (proposal from Thomas) which seems agreeable and workable, after discussions: Keep the CH SWG (with current chair and vice chair), but no need for a dedicated OAM SWG – the management of OAM work/study items, sessions and documents etc. will be shared by Thomas and Zou Lan. Thus, the OAM SWG will be discontinued as a formal SWG, but could still be seen as an informal group.
· Maryse: Seems to be working quite well as we did in Sophia, but we still need to clarify the process for approval of every document at SWG and SA5 level, and the exec reports.

· Thomas: Yes we should do block approval at closing SA5 plenary for both OAM and CH.

· Zou Lan: Do we need to list all those documents for block approval?
· Maryse: One issue for CH is that we don’t have MCC direct support, so the html doclist is not always up to date for CH at the closing plenary (like at last meeting).

· Conclusion after discussion: Mirko cannot be sure to always have the html doclist status ready for CH to the closing SA5 plenary. Therefore, we should use the CH detailed report/doclist as basis for the block approval at the closing SA5 plenary. Possibly Maryse will prepare a new type of doclist for the closing SA5 plenary (to be considered).
· Objective of the exec report: 
· Draft report from the OAM and CH sessions as input to the SA report, only for information (as it is prepared after the SA5 meeting)
· More detailed session reports like rapporteur minutes and chairman notes are also for information, but maybe MCC’s official report could refer to them (indicating that they are for information)? To be checked with MCC and other WGs. 
· Mirko: Agree. I can write a disclaimer but we could also find the way of merging the Chairman notes into the official report 
· Continue with chairman notes in OAM? Agreed to do that, as we feel that there are several advantages with them even if they take some more time. And we should try not to make them too detailed; focus on the main comments and conclusions for the way forward. The meeting will go slower if we try to capture everything online. Main danger: Rapporteurs don’t capture minutes anymore. 
· Keep the OAM rapporteur reports? Maybe they are not needed if we continue with the chairman notes? To be considered. 
· Conclusion after discussion: We keep the rapporteur reports. But when we have the detailed chairman notes, the rapporteur can (and should) focus more on the work plan status and summary of progress in the rapporteur report (clause 1 and 2). As we now have online chairman notes, the rapporteur report does not anymore need to capture the detailed notes for each Tdoc (clause 3 of the report). 

· This can be good input to the closing SA5 plenary (possibly for a verbal summary (typically 1 min.) if there is time; however, for the sake of time we will probably skip this). The percentage of progress can be taken offline as input to the exec report, checked and updated if needed after the meeting.
· For CH, the progress is kept in the detailed CH status document list, already agreed at the closing CH plenary. 
· Due to the fact that these reports are input to the closing SA5 plenary and the OAM exec report, it is sufficient if they are ready and uploaded by the closing SA5 plenary start. Then they can also be updated to reflect all or most of the closing OAM plenary results.
· To be checked with Mirko: Continued notes for 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3? What goes into the official report? 
· Agreed to remove the minutes documents and write directly the notes for 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 in the official report. Mirko would like to have more help for capturing better the technical discussions, especially for CRs and WIDs, but we need to discuss how to do this.
· Detailed notes from CH (for most important discussion points or controversial discussions): Who can do it? Maryse can try to make some chairman notes, possibly by help of some delegates. To be considered. Conclusion: Maryse via take some online notes like in OAM.
· Work split for plenary level documents and other tasks

· Proposed responsible for plenary level documents – for leaders’ discussion/agreement:

· SA5 working procedures: 



Thomas
· SA5 Meeting Facility Requirements:
Maryse
· Check the update proposal – to be done offline
· Process for management of draft TSs/TRs:
Thomas
· Status of email approvals:



Thomas
· SA5 Meeting Calendar:




Thomas
· Time Plan for OAM&P: 




Thomas together with the VCs
· (New) Sequence proposal for all OAM&P contributions:
Zou Lan
· OAM Executive Report:




Zou Lan
· Charging Executive Report:



Maryse
· Charging Agenda & Time plan


Maryse
· OAM&P action list:






Zou Lan
· 6.1 and 6.2 Session minutes:


MCC (notes in the SA5 report)
· Online OAM session notes (“chairman notes”) (we will start trying to do that, but only for contentious issues and when there is an agreed way forward)
:












OAM session chair
· Proposed responsible for being email approval moderators – for discussion/agreement:

· CH exploder (pCRs, draft TS/TRs, 3GPP-internal LSs): 


Maryse

· OAM exploder (pCRs, draft TS/TRs, 3GPP-internal LSs): 


Zou Lan

· SA5 exploder (CRs, WIDs, external LSs): 






Thomas

· Other tasks:

· LS allocation (of agenda items):


Thomas together with MG & ZL
· Action for Mirko: Remove “SWG” in all OAM document titles like “OAM&P SWG action list”
· Action for Mirko: Update the source of all plenary documents with new owners

· Handling of email approval deadlines 
· Thomas proposal is to do like after SA5#126, with default deadlines announced in the email approval status document, and only exceptions be announced individually (after moderator’s decision).
· Agreed
· SA5 Working Procedures
· Need update due to new SWG organisation etc.?
· Yes; Thomas has a new draft proposal for discussion (was updated several times via email review with the leaders and uploaded to SA5#127)
· New separate Stage 3 code files for OAM (like CH is doing for OpenAPI files)
· Seems feasible after Thomas discussed with Mirko. The code file can probably be provided to MCC by the rapporteur or some other expert, merging all approved Stage 3 CRs for the same Annex, after SA approval. The Stage 3 Annex in the Word file is only for information e.g. to show detailed changes in a CR. Then we can avoid editorial issues with Word delaying the Stage 3 production. To be re-confirmed with Mirko and informed to SA5#128 the latest. Mirko: correct. This process needs to be approved by Jon Meredith. 
· Time management
How to manage the exceptionally large number of OAM contributions?
Improved time planning compared to SA5#127 needed

Proposals discussed:

· (Proposal from Zou Lan) Produce a document before each SA5 meeting, with a proposal for a sequence list for all WI/Sis including grouping of related documents within and across work items which are candidates for merging and should be reviewed together.
· -> (Proposal from Thomas to consider) Start with OAM closing plenary on Thursday QL, from 18.00 to 20.00 (or 17.30-19.30 in Sophia due to ETSI closing time)? Then we can run 2 of the possibly 5 hours or so which the closing plenary takes. 

· (This proposal was not used in the first OAM time plan version sent out, as we still wanted to keep Thursday evening for revision sessions. But finally we didn’t have time for any revision session so the OAM closing started Friday morning)
· Agreement for SA5#128: We start the OAM closing plenary Thursday evening. Then we evaluate at the end of Thursday “where we are”, how many open documents are left before Friday, and we can make a new time plan for Friday to have good control of the remaining time.
· Parallel sessions?

· We should try to use this possibility for some sessions/contributions
· We will try it for some sessions at SA5#127
· Future hosts have been asked to reserve a third room for parallel/breakout sessions 1-2 days (Tue-Wed)

· At least suitable for Stage 3 contributions

· Keep revision sessions?
· The revision sessions have pros and cons, and are more difficult to handle when we have as large number of contributions as the last few meetings

· Difficult (almost impossible) for delegates to know which revised contributions will be treated every evening; as the order becomes “random”, it is difficult to prepare.

· Difficult/messy to keep a truly fair order due to several revisions of the same document
· One idea discussed: 
· Do as in CH, one longer revision session starting Thursday afternoon or even morning? Then we can take all contributions in a “right and systematic order”. And the first review round for all WI/SI would then run from Monday to Wednesday.
· We chose this proposal for the first version of OAM time plan.
· Keep SA5 closing plenary?

· Yes, because:

· We need it to get a final document status for all documents at SA5 level

· We need to treat all SA5 level documents that were not treated/finished at the opening plenary

· We need to be prepared to treat any “hot” outstanding OAM/CH issues, e.g. not agreed contributions which are important to send to next SA plenary

· How to use the meeting time most efficiently?

· Ideas discussed:

· Shorten presentation time

· Shorten the adm. parts of the closing plenary as well as the repetition of already agreed OAM/CH documents.

· Handle some issues in conf. calls or e-meetings?

· We encourage every rapporteur to use more conference calls between the ordinary meetings to progress open issues.

· How to treat late contributions?
· Should only be treated exceptionally, if really needed. 

· Default = not treated.

· Delegates can raise if they believe a late contribution has exceptional reasons for being treated.

· To be discussed with the leaders: The leadership can decide during the preparation of the meeting, or at meeting start, whether to treat a late contribution (e.g. with many co-signing companies or close related to external discussion etc.)

· Any delegate can always object to a late contribution if there was not enough time to review it.
· Request TSG SA to make WI/SI time unit prioritization for SA5 like SA2?
· Any more options to consider? (Cf. earlier Time management TDs S5-175357 and S5-176285)
· OAM Time plan: Agreed to indicate the time inside each quarter instead of number of contributions

· Closing SA5 plenary, OAM/CH Exec reports and rapporteur minutes

· Can we simplify the exec reports (and reporting)?
· Proposal (agreed): Create the OAM exec report after the SA5 meeting, for email review (about 1 week). CH exec report is produced to the closing SA5 plenary as before.
· Closing SA5 plenary - updated agreement on the structure/contents: 
· Discuss open issues and documents, check if there are concerns on agreed documents.

· Block approve all OAM and CH documents (for approval) which have no outstanding issues. Block approval is for OAM based on the status of each contribution in the html-doclist prepared by MCC, and for Charging based on the CH status document list prepared by the Charging SWG chair.
· If there is time: List any actions for next SA5 meeting, including organisation of conf. calls if needed to progress on important open/controversial topics.

· Do we need rapporteur minutes, or can we improve them?
· Update at SA5#128 leaders meeting – see above

· Chairman notes taken online?
· This was discussed as an alternative to rapporteur minutes…
· it may be challenging to do at the same time as chairing

· One option may be to ask for more detailed/accurate rapporteur minutes?
· Conclusion: (see “Work split for plenary level documents and other tasks” above)
· Update at SA5#128 leaders meeting – see above

· Work plan
· S5-196168 Overview of SA5 OAM WI/SIs and Work plan - Proposal to align SA5’s time plan more with other WGs

· Proposal summary:

· SA5 should have a clear time plan for freeze of stage 1 and 2 and 3 for each release

· Align our time plan much closer to other 3GPP WGS, for two main reasons:

· Better possibility to influence decisions in other WGs if we need it

· Better perception externally if we are not always lagging a lot behind other groups (could be seen as disconnected), even if we have good reasons for completing our release a bit after other WGs.

· Prioritization; Number of work items
· Relate our WI/SIs to prioritised SA2 WIs?
· Need to limit/delay number of new work items to keep a manageable work load?
· Conclusion after discussion:

· For OAM, we should not extend Rel-16 work beyond March. We should move all not completed work by then to Rel-17. The only exception could be Stage 3 work, where we could ask for an exception request if needed.
· For CH, we can agree on exceptions beyond Rel-16 even incl. Stage 2, depending on the amount of work. CH needs stable SA2 specifications before they can finalise their work.

· For OAM the situation is different; we could keep in sync more with other WGs’ work plan.
· We can accept some new Rel-17 work items from now on to get started with Rel-17, but they should be given a bit less priority until the Rel-16 WIs are complete. 
· Recommendation from the leadership: We should plan for new Rel-17 WID/SID proposals to the February meeting to avoid a gap between completed Rel-16 work and new Rel-17 work.

· Document templates:

· Question from Zou Lan: Consider changing our ways of working (in OAM) with requirements and use cases, a’ la SA1, to speed up our process?

· SA1 only documents use cases in the TRs, not TSs, and they have a much simpler UC template. Cf. TR 22.842 (Rel-17). Ongoing email discussion with the new SON management work item rapporteur.
· OAM time plan:

· Draft proposal from Thomas was discussed regarded general aspects like coffee break times and closing SA5 plenary start.
3 - SA 

· Takeaways from last SA plenary
· Message from SA plenary: “Never again” more than one rapporteur in any WID/SID (with very rare exceptions for very large WIs typically across several WGs) - applies to all SA WGs
4 - Meeting calendar 
· 2019, 2020 and 2021 calendar (S5-197010)
· Status: 

· New proposal for 2021 calendar ready, agreed with SA3 chair and MCC (to avoid >1 clash for Mirko).
· Question: Try to collocate with RAN3 and/or SA2 at some meeting(s) in 2021?
· Additional ad-hoc meeting to catch up with 3GPP Rel-16 work plan / freeze date? 
· We discussed and agree to promote additional conference calls between the meetings to progress on important open/controversial topics, organised by the rapporteurs.
5 - External cooperation
· Communication plan
· Status:

· Good feedback received from our four presentations at the Layer123 ZTA congress (Madrid) and ONAP workshop (San Jose) in April and May. Felt like the timing was good, to advertise SA5’s work externally. Lots of interest shown.

· Next Layer123 congress will be held in October, in The Hague, and we have already been asked if we can participate, but it takes place the same week as SA5#127. Not possible for any leaders to participate.
· ETSI NFV

· NGMN 
· ETSI EE & ITU-T SG5
· ONAP
6 – AOB
-  

Annex: action points

	N°
	Prime(s)
	Action point
	Target
	Status

	114.1
	VC (Christian)
	Close this AP?
Conclusion: We close it, but Mirko will keep asking for action to Rapporteurs if he finds faulty references in the future as part of the quality process.
Clean-up references to external and non-public documents in SA5 specifications. 

	Best effort
	Open 

The process to resolve the external references issue has been described in S5-171219 (endorsed at SA5#111). 

The list of SA5 specifications including external references has been provided in S5-173327 at SA5#113. 
Latest status found in Christian’s contribution to Reno (S5-176295).
Update at SA5#125 Leaders meeting: We hope that someone can produce an example CR for 32.101, which then all affected TS rapporteurs can use as an example. Christian may not have time to produce such a CR.
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