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1	Decision/action requested
The group is asked to discuss and agree on the proposal.
2	References
[1]	3GPP TS 28.312: "Management and orchestration; Intent driven management services for mobile networks".
[2]	3GPP TR 28.867: " Closed control loop management"
3	Rationale
The description of CCL report is not accurate according to the TS 28.536. For the comparison table between CCL and intent handling, the analysis about intent handling in clause 4.5 of [2] should be aligned with TS 28.312 [1], and the role of comment column in comparison table between intent and CCL is not clear.
4	Detailed proposal
	1st Change



[bookmark: _Toc177118946][bookmark: _Toc177138519][bookmark: _Toc177138882]4.5	Closed control loop as enabler for Intent handling
A closed control loop can be described as an autonomous "entity" (after it has been configured in the network and associated with the controlled entity) with goals and descriptions whatthat shall be achieved continuously by going through the phases of monitoring, analysis, decide and execute. The producer reports the observed or predicted goal status after each after an observation window if the goal is fulfilled or not fulfilled, see for further details 3GPP TS 28.536 [4].
An intent handler function can be described as an autonomous "entity" handling an intent containing a list of expectations, see 3GPP TS 28.312 [5]. An Each expectation includes the information knowledge about the desired outcomes for specific objects. An intent handler function is the producer of intent driven MnS. The producer of the intent MnS, and it reports on the fulfilment of an expectation according to the reporting requirements from the MnS consumer.
In contrast to closed control loop, an intent has no information on how the producer realizes the intent expectations. Intent handling includes initial fulfilment and continuous assurance of the intent requirements. In many but not all cases closed control loops can be used to implement intent handling. The relationship between Intents and CCLs is shown in Figure 4.5-1.


Figure 4.5-1: Venn diagram showing relationship between set of Intent and set of CCLs
The main difference between intent handling and closed control loop concepts are demonstrated in Table 4.5-1
Table 4.5-1: Comparison between intent handling and closed control loop concepts
	
	Intent handling
	Closed control loops
	Comments

	Objective
	Focuses on how to comply to service and domain requirements as well as  knowledge about desired outcomes as communicated by intent.
	Focuses on maintaining optimal network performance through continuous feedback and adjustments i.e. implementing the means to achieve desired outcomes.
	An intent can be used to specify what a closed control loop considers to be optimal.

	Level of abstraction
	Operates at an appropriate level, providing abstract requirements, focusing on requirements and communicate knowledge about desired outcomes.
	Implementing the means to achieve and assure desired outcomes.
	Intent handler for business, service or resource might be different

	Automation focus
	Multi-stage translation of higher-level requirements to lower-level requirements.
Monitoring of compliance to desired outcomes and translation into policies, actions, and configurations to reach compliance.
	Automates the continuous monitoring and immediate adjustment processes.
	

	Integration
	Intent-based systems can utilize closed control loops to ensure that intents are continuously assured by dynamically adjusting network parameters based on immediate feedback.
	Closed Control loops can participate in intent handling if they get the task to monitor and assure intent based requirements and detailed objectives derived from intent via an intent handler.
	

	Functional scope
	Includes negotiation capabilities see Annex B in 3GPP TS 28.312 [5].
	Closed Control loop management does not provide negotiation capabilities.
	

	
	Deployment and assurance of networks and services (see for example clause 5.1.8 of 3GPP TS 28.312 [5]).
	Assurance of communication services (see 3GPP TS 28.535 [2] and 3GPP TS 28.536 [4]).
	



	2nd Change


[bookmark: _Toc177119042][bookmark: _Toc177138623][bookmark: _Toc177138986]6.1.1	Conclusion
Intent and closed control loops are different, but complementary concepts as discussed in clause 4.x in Table 4.x.1. An intent manager may utilize one or several closed control loops for implementing the assurance of intent requirements. This means intent managers can become consumers of closed control loops.
One situation is that, aA closed control loop that provides (MnS producer) an intent API is configured using intent. This closed control loop therefore meets the definition of being an intent manager in the role of intent handler. Another situation is thatIf the closed control loop acts as the intent owner by sending an intent, it implements the intent owner role. This means, thate closed control loop can either be utilized as integral part of intent management or directly implement intent management. However, the functional scope of intent management exceeds the proposed scope of closed control loop. Intent management considers, for example, the negotiation of requirements and intent handlers are already driving deployment decisions and processes. Furthermore, the reporting on achievements and results to the source of intent is an integral part of intent management and realized through intent reports.

	End of Change
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