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6.4.9
1 3GPP Work Plan status

Percentage of completion: 40% to 65%
Estimated completion date: SA#87 – 03/2020
Other information (WID update, Rapporteur change, etc): None
2 Technical Progress status

Summary of progress:  

Six documents were submitted to the meeting and discussed – 3 CRs to TS 28.532, 2 discussion documents, and one skeleton for a new TS to capture Stage 1 for the Heartbeat management service. 
It was agreed to open a new WID to capture the Heartbeat Stage 1 since this new specification will contain more than just ONAP-related management services.  Heartbeat stage 1 content for this specification was agreed.

One CR to TS 28.532, containing Heartbeat stage 2 and stage 3 was agreed.
Significant progress was made in understanding and agreeing an approach to integrating 3GPP notifications with ONAP VES Common Event Header so that a 3GPP MnS Producer may communicate with the ONAP VES Collector.  The endorsed approach de-couples the 3GPP payload specification from the ONAP CEH so that the two organizations may evolve their specifications separately and still maintain compatibility. A corresponding LS to ONAP was created and approved.
3 Minutes

The session was held in Q2 and Q3 on Wednesday November 20, 2019, and Q3 on Thursday, November 21.
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Remarks

	S5-197044
	Rel-16 CR 28.532 Repair broken links in References
	AT&T, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
	Comments:

E: Which VES version is referenced? Reference 23 refers to VNF, not VES

N: What happens to non-virtualized NF?

Need to check inside 28.532

N: Cannot endorse external requirements in normative 3GPP spec

Check where we reference [23] and [22].  They are only for VNF. Also for non-virtualized functions?
Change to [21] is just a version change, the others are req’s changes.  

Suggestion to note doc and re-submit at next meeting.

Document is NOTED

	S5-197052
	Rel-16 CR 28.532 Introduce Heartbeat MnS
	AT&T, Deutsche Telekom, Orange
	Comments:
Clause 12.x.2 – need to decide how to map.

Mapping determined by ONAP

N: Mapping of operations not needed. Comes from Stage 1. Agreement to proceed this way at last meeting.

Intel: same comment. Not necessary if we only go w/ NRM-based. Operations not needed if implemented by NRM fragment.

N: Question about Stage1( Stage 2,3 methodology. Dedicated MnS or CRUD + NRM fragment?

Need a good template. Offline discussions.

HW: the FM/PM and heartbeat may have different approach. 
N: heartbeat notification is needed, others may not be needed?

I: how to document when the MnS is implemented by NRM fragment.
Document ( 597
Comments to 597:
I: MnS Provider should be MnS Producer in two places

N: Can’t agree to the VES (stage 3) part yet. 

Remove part related to the VES for now & postpone

Document ( 775

Document 775 was AGREED

	S5-197098
	Discussion on potential ways for integration of ONAP and 3GPP MnS
	Huawei
	Comments:

Discussion on potential options for integration of ONAP and 3GPP MnS
A: It is the opinion of some ONAP participants that 3GPP should not be defining the mapping to the VES common event header

O: Separate technical and procedural discussions

H: Need a breakout session
E: We should adopt Option 1

Continue discussion offline w/ goal of having an endorsed proposal

Document ( 674
Comments to 674:
Need some updates to page 9

Document ( 776 ( 830 was ENDORSED
LS in Document 777 was AGREED

	S5-197191
	Rel-16 CR 28.532 RESTful PM file-based notifications for integration with ONAP VES
	AT&T, Ericsson, Orange
	Comments:

Should be no ‘shall’ in notes
Need to send LS to ONAP and wait for their feedback

ONAP meets in January
Document is NOTED

	S5-197255
	Discussion on options for integrating 3GPP fault notifications into ONAP VES
	AT&T, Orange
	Comments:

Discussion on options for integrating 3GPP fault notifications into ONAP VES
Two options: create fault3GPP or use existing VES domain
Proposal to keep 28.532 as it is and change when/if ONAP provides documentation (maybe same as Option 2 in doc 098
H: How is this related to the options in 098? O: We need to discuss that.
N: semantics of the VES fields are the missing info
N: What is missing in the ONAP documentation in order to use option 2? O: A description of the mapping between 3GPP and ONAP attributes/fields. N: This is the same issue for option 1. O: But it is a bigger issue in option 2. And this is a common issue that is bigger than the 3GPP-ONAP relation
Continue discussions offline in conjunction with discussions on 098

Document NOTED

	S5-197426
	Draft management services TS 28aaa-000
	AT&T, Orange
	Comments:

Previously agreed content.
N: If our intention is to use CRUD on an NRM fragment, why don’t we show that here (ie, re-think previous agreements)

E: Who is the sender of the notification?  The Heartbeat provider? It could be others
O: Change Heartbeat MnS consumer/provider to just MnS consumer/provider

Put Stage 1 in title. May need new title
N: Should be under a new WID, not ONAP

Document ( 599
Comments to 599:

Put diagrams in black & white

Document ( 778 was AGREED
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