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1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: n/a
Estimated completion date: n/a
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): n/a
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress: n/a
Outstanding issues: n/a
3 Minutes

The RG session was held on <Mar.24, 2014, Q1; Mar.26. 2014 Q5; >.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-140559
	New WID Study on Management of Virtualized Network

- E//: question on affected areas (RAN/CN) in section 1 both are checked, in section 9 both are set to don't know

 - HW: it's a study item, so for now we don't know the actual impacts

 - CMCC: proposed to present the second WID and discuss them together

 - NEC: we see this proposal as going beyond the mandate by SA (feasibility study), it's more of a work item description

 - HW: agree in some places it may be interpreted as too aggressive, but we don't propose any changes in the architecture (we are ok to revise the confusing text). In section 10 the comments section should be reworded to mention recommendations.

 - E// (Edwin): some terms used need clarification

   - the VNF is mentioned only once… you use multiple terms - if they are equivalent, please, use only one term to avoid confusion, if they are not equivalent, explain the differences

   - the migration aspect is out of scope for 3GPP (at least for now)

 - HW: virtualized network is more than just collection of VNF (it's more of a hybrid network)

 - E//: are VNF the same as "virtualized network entities"?

 - HW: they are the same…

 - NSN: is it management of virtualized functions or the whole network virtualization?

 - HW: neither… we don't want to step into the responsibilities of ETSI NFV

 - ALU: the scope of study needs to be defined very clearly

 - HW: the "migration" may be removed (no need for such explicit wording)

 - Cisco: concern about inclusion of access network

 - HW: both are included in ETSI NFV, therefore we have it here

 - Orange: question about underlying transport newrok and cloud management…

 - E// (Robert): what is the relevance of NGMN NGCOR (they are not interacting with ETSI NFV as of now)?

 - NSN: are you proposing to conduct the study in the multi-SDI SWG of SA5

 - HW (Christian): for now it is only a possibility (NGMN is starting to look at the NFV)

 - Intel: too much detail (to many bullet points) in the objective section

Conclusion: Merged with CMCC WID into a new doc
	HW

	S5-140625
	SID for Study on Management of Virtualized Network

 - CMCC: the major differences b/w HW and CMCC: CN only, justification difference, objectives, timeframe, rapporteur

 - NEC: the TR description (section10) looks like outcome of work item

 - Orange: is there any difference b/w "mixed" networks (CMCC proposal) vs. "hybrid" networks (HW proposal)?

 - CMCC: they are the same, we just emphasize it more in the study

 - HW: agrees with CMCC - fully virtualized network is just a case of a hybrid network

 - Cisco: it's not clear what is in the scope of the study (e.g. management of orchestrator itself) also insists on incusion of RAN

 - NSN: RAN should be excluded from study, as for management of orchestrators we should look at the management of the entire

 - HW: there are documented UCs for RAN in ETSI NFV and there is no proposal

 - NEC: we should not mandate any changes to ETSI NFV (3GPP is just one of the domains using their architecture)

 - DT: if the applications are virtualized properly, 3GPP has nothing to change. Second comments is the migration is not task of the standards but rather issue for the operators

 - CMCC: we want to focus on mixture not migration Conclusion: Merged with HUAWEI WID to S5-140723
	CMCC

	S5-140720
	LS from SA

- Orange: need to be clear in our new WID/SID whether we will be addressing the NFV and SDN or NFV only

 - HW: decision from the SA plenary, the SDN will not be addressed in the nearest future

Conclusion: Noted
	SA

	S5-140723d4
	Merged version on New SID Management of Virtualized Networks
 - E//: what is the sequencing between objective sets 1 and 2?

 - HW: we expect them to progress in parallel

 - E// (Thomas): who will be the rapporteur of the TR?

 - HW: we have not decided yet, but we believe it will be CMCC

 - Cisco: insists on inclusion of interface between OSS and NFVO and question on re-use of existing specs (beyond only IRPs)

 - E// : disagree with including the OSS-NFVO interface in this study

 - NSN: we need to look at MANO architecture and see what is needed from 3GPP

 - HW: we need to work with ETSI NFV, take their GAP analysis as an input and see what needs to be done to make it work (but not dictate them what to do). The new interfaces are already included in the bullet 3 of objective set 2

 - NSN: this description is missing from justification section

 - HW: we will change the wording in justification for extension of "existing mechanisms" to "existing architecture"

 - NEC: disagrees with Cisco proposal on extending beyond IRPs. Also disagree with running the activities of objective set 1 in parallel with objective set 2

 - HW: there is time pressure therefore we need to run the tasks in parallel

 - NSN: what is the technical reason for two object sets? (beside justifying two rapporteurs)

 - HW: we'd like to run a structured project

 - NSN: see problem with contradicting intentions (structuring the work vs. time pressure and running sub-tasks in parallel) and no justification for splitting the objective sets

 - E//: proposed to add dependency statement to the objective set 2 (given the requirements identified in objective set 1)

 - NEC: disagree with timing aspect - even when ETSI NFV concludes, we may still continue work based on the artifacts produced by them

 - DT: support sequential execution otherwise there is nothing to resolve potential conflicts. Also the problematic statement about "SA5 may take the prioritization approach in this study" - this is recipy for disaster.

 - CMCC: this prioritization statement was included by request of one SA5 member company…

 - E//: clarification of what this prioritization actually means

 - CMCC: there are two raporteurs in the Study Item, but only one rapporteur for the TR

 - ALU: what is "representative management scenarios" in obj set 1? Why not all of them? Who decides the subset content?

 - HW: we should only focus on the main scenarios

 - ALU: we should not hurry, we should not take shortcuts and we have to address all scenarios (including "corner cases") - this is a new domain that we are approaching here

 - E//: concerned about not involving SA2 into the architecture discussions

 - HW: in 3GPP the need for interaction with other groups is not put in the WID (we just communicate as necessary)…

 - NSN: If it is allowed to split the work by user case /requirements and solutions into two sets, almost all of the SA5 work/study items could be split as such because basically all of the SA5 WIDs include these stages, and it is undesirable.

 - HUAWEI: we do not want the split for other topics, but just this one.
 the discussion aborted at 8:50 PM and will continue offline
	CMCC, HUAWEI

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


4 Action items

	Item
	Description
	Release
	Owner
	Status 
	Target 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	














































































































































































































- 1 -
- 3 -

