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	Tdoc
	Title
	Comments

	6.19.3 Study on intent driven management services for mobile network phase 3

	WT-3 New requirements for additional intent driven management functionalities

	S5-242323
	pCR TR 28.914 Add concept for intent negotiation (Huawei, Ericsson, NTT Docomo, China Unicom, Deutsche Telekom) (Ruiyue Xu)
S: "best aligned…" and "collaborative way"
H: will remove the controversial text

N: the two definitions of feasibility and explore seem a bit too much - need to discuss and revise

Revised to 3152
Breakout session
on 3152d1:

no further comments

ZTE would like to co-sign

N: would like to co-sign

Candidate for approval at the closing plenary
	pCRr, TS/TR 28.914 v0.2.0, Rel-19, Cat. 



	S5-242330
	Rel-19 DP 28.914 Intent Negotiations.docx (Nokia) (Stephen Mwanje)
H: detailed proposal has to be more precise

DOCOMO: has offline comments

S: concerns on the concept enabling producer to send multiple outcome options to the consumers… this concern to be resolved, would impact multiple clauses…

CMCC: agrees with S's comment… in the negotiation no need to indicate solution… will provide more details offline

E: has offline comments

ZTE: has offline comments

Revised to 3153
Breakout session
on 3153
S: we already have contributions on feasibility check and exploration… what do we need to endorse? The last 4 items are not acceptable
To be noted at the closing plenary
	discussion



	S5-242324
	pCR TR 28.914 Add use case, requirements and solution for intent feasibility check (Huawei, China Mobile, Ericsson, NTT Docomo, China Unicom, Deutsche Telekom) (Ruiyue Xu)
H: need to merge with 2331 and 2391. The outcome will focus only on the feasibility check.

Revised to 3154
Breakout session
H: created 3154d1 (added N as co-signed company)

N: happy with the changes

ZTE would like to co-sign

Candidate for approval at the closing plenary
	pCRr, TS/TR 28.914 v0.2.0, Rel-19, Cat. 



	S5-242325
	pCR TR 28.914 Add use case and solution for intent exploration (Huawei, Deutsche Telekom, China Mobile, NTT Docomo, ZTE, Ericsson, China Unicom) (Ruiyue Xu)
S: does not like producer to share multiple outcomes to the consumers… there are 3 places in the solutions, where the changes will be needed (will provide guidance offline). Sees impacts on the UCs and reqs.
N: overlaps with 2332

H: agrees with overlap - sees a chance to break the overlaps via revisions (of all 3)

Revised to 3155
Breakout session
on 3155d1:
S: change "values" to "value" in the sentence immediately before the figure

N: there is no concept of "best value" if there are multiple targets - disagree to make it single "value"
ZTE (to S): if you only provide one value, how do you ensure that the consumer is "happy" with the outcome.
S: need to investigate possible rewording

H: may have an idea for improvement of the text (to resolve S's concern)

N: wants to see the revision in consideration of other contributions on negotiation topics

To be revised…

	pCRr, TS/TR 28.914 v0.1.0, Rel-19, Cat. 



	S5-242332
	Rel-19 pCR 28.914 Negotiation on intent fulfilment.docx (Nokia) (Stephen Mwanje)
H: overlaps with 2325
S: related to the DP that S commented on… concern with req 1, 3, 7, 8, 9, 11-17

DOCOMO: unclear what is achievable outcomes. Checking best possible outcome during fulfillment - during observation period? Related to the intent report update? What is the difference between realizable, achievable and feasible.

E: objects to req 5, 6, 11, 12, 14… issues with 2, 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, 15 and 16
ZTE: in 3.2.3 the term characteristics has an issue…
Revised to 3156
Breakout session
on 3156d1
N: wants to better understand the concerns with the requirements…
S: the reason for objection is functionality where consumer asks producer for multiple alternatives for one particular intent (too much flexibility). Producer should do its best and be done with it… 
N: is about multiple solutions or the need for the consumer to select one of the proposed alternative solutions?

S: concern is on the multiple alternatives (not the need to choose one)

N: then the whole concept of negotiation is rejected…

… discussion between N and S will continue…
Breakout session (Wednesday Q2):
on 3156d2:

S: the impact will include changes to other intents?

N: not changes, but rather what else is impacted (e.g. network functions and potentially other intents).

S: will intents of other consumers be disclosed to this consumer?

E: agrees with the concern expressed by S

E: impacts are in the scope of intent… concern with the note that the impacts are now outside of intent… (opening pandora's box on many things that could change). The scope of the intent needs to be maintained.

S: is it really about prediction? Negotiation seems to be happening after the intent fulfillment (where we know the impacts precisely).
E: even after fulfillment, we insist on maintaining the scope of impact limited to the original scope of the intent.

E: what is the value of "it"? Why do you think, we must have this functionality?

E: reminded about separation of concerns - the details of the fulfillment are not disclosed to the intent consumer (if the details are fully disclosed, this is no longer an example of intent interface use).

S: we do not support negotiation functionality at all… the producer is able to find "the best possible way" without negotiation. But, because of the current compromise agreements on the negotiation, the consequence of agreement is that the fulfillment details are disclosed to the consumer (as impacts of the intent fulfillment). The benefit of said disclosure is to eliminate the need for negotiation at the run-time (after the deployment).

E: we S's position as if the producer is always in a position to make the best decisions, and the disclosure is just the means to prove that the decision made by the producer was the "best" possible. (resolving the lack of trust to the producer). The purpose of intent interface is to focus on fulfilling the intent (as requirements of the consumer) only without the need to disclose any of the details of the intent fulfillment (besides the values explicitly pertaining to the expressed intent requirements).

S: are we tailoring the intent to "3rd parties"?

E: why not (at the next phases)

S: with all the detailed attributes we include today?

E: probably not, and the intent reporting is optional and configurable (may be disabled/not available to non-authorized consumers).

N: the discussion is interesting and important, but unfortunately does not lead in the direction of enabling the progress with this contribution… (e.g. "related intents", "related requirements").
S: concerned with "related network functions"

E: the consumer of intent interface would not be interested in "traditional level of details"

S: we consider that "intent consumer" is also playing other roles (e.g. "resources manager") that may have strong opinion on the impacts to other network functions.

E: intent handler can also play multiple roles and can communicate with the consumer interested in resources details (via separate interface) outside of intents

H: the only controversial part seems to be the scope of impacts - proposes to address it separately (decompose the contribution into agreeable parts)

N: we can capture the issue in a note to be addressed later. E.g. "impact on the network functions requires further discussion"

S: disagree with the proposal

Offline discussion will continue…

	pCRr, TS/TR 28.914 v0.1.0, Rel-19, Cat. 



	S5-242360
	pCR TR 28.914 add use case, requirements and solution for negotiation on the possible outcomes or solutions during the fulfilment phase (ZTE Corporation) (Pengxiang Xie)
H: overlaps with 2332
DOCOMO: how does intent handler know the impact of intent if it's not stated by the MnS consumer?

H: for the solution change "negotiation type" to "recommendation type"
S: on the 3rd bullet (expected impacts)… why…
ZTE: outcome may contain possible impacts… we see the need to report possible impacts…

S: impact implies possible outcomes (the logic is reversed)… will further discuss offline

ZTE: has dependency on the outcome definition

E: we'd like to see better and cleared description of "possible solutions" - some clarifications are necessary… recommending specific ways of fulfilling is not acceptable… 

ZTE: solution is similar to the definition in H's contribution… 

E: the use of the term "recommended" seems to be the problem

N: req 2 - "to allow to negotiate" seems awkward

ZTE: offered a revision of req 2…
Revised to 3157
Breakout session
still on the original contribution 2360:

S: similar concern as with 2332… (S may maintain their objection)
S: conceptually, in the intent work we should assume that consumer does not anything about the network and therefore cannot select the "best" out of multiple offered solutions…
ZTE: but the producer does not know everything about consumer's preferences…

S: but then we have e.g. utility and priority to allow consumer to express what he wants (what is important to him)


	pCRr, TS/TR 28.914 v0.0.0, Rel-19, Cat. 



	WT-4：Intent Utility Function

	S5-242359
	pCR TR 28.914 add use case, requirements and solution for intent degradation based on expectation preference (ZTE Corporation) (Pengxiang Xie)
ZTE: uploaded d1 with removed req 2 and simplified solution

on D1:

E: we saw an opportunity to revise Req 2… now req 1 is unclear… (to express its preference).

ZTE: we accidentally deleted wrong requirement (based on offline request from H)

E and S: requirement 2 is already supported…

S: the difference between "preference" and "priority"?
ZTE: priority is for the intent as a whole, preference is for particular part…

E: according to H's clarification, none of these reqs are necessary

N: agrees with E and H that these requirements are not necessary… so the entire contribution us not needed

ZTE: will try to revise to address all concerns…

E: relation to the already existing ordered expectations list would be necessary…
DOCOMO: offered offline editorial comments
Revised to 3162
Breakout session

On 3162d1:

N: what needs to be enhanced in the report?

ZTE: indication whether the expectation is preferred or not

N: if I express intent and preference, then the one is supported is being reported (no need to enhance report)
ZTE: agrees to remove the enhancement to intent report IOC

d2 is needed
Breakout session
not touched in breakout session
	pCRr, TS/TR 28.914 v0.0.0, Rel-19, Cat. 



	S5-242903
	pCR TR 28.914 Add use case, requirements and potential solutions for IDMS utility function support (Ericsson LM) (Mark Scott)
E: received offline comments from H and plan to address these… also may need to revise the whole proposed solution 1.

N: also provided offline comments
ZTE: provided offline comments… the utility function is unclear (how it works). The business value representation - but what is the usage? Contribution does not address this question.

DOCOMO: solution #3 - why the proposed representation is needed?

E: provided explanation (utility function… decomposition of both intent and the utility function…)

DOCOMO: will need more detailed explanations offline
S: questioned the justification for req 1…

E: explained the logic behind…
S: further discussion is needed (concern with req 3/4/5 - these seem to be prescribing a solution)

N: the motivation for the utility function seems to be missing… (focus on solution instead of justification)

E: it's a mechanism to quantify how well it was fulfilled… perhaps we should express it in a requirement.

H: prefers to see a concrete example of how the utility function can be used
S: how does it relate to the priority that we already have? (needs to be addressed/resolved in a revision)
E: agrees to focus on the expressed concerns

ZTE: sees similarity to ZTE contribution…
Revised to 3163
Breakout session
on the original 2903:

E: would like to better understand the standing concerns… (requirements being discussed one by one)

· req 1: N - on the "advertise" capability… needs clarifications
· E: explained the approach (atomic requirements)

· N: may be OK with initial requirement for producer to accept utility function preference from consumer. (about utility function functionality)

· E: next step is details about kinds of utility functions supported (accepted) by the producer

· N: not comfortable with multiple utility function options… prefers to model "a utility function" allowing consumer to express different variations… May be OK with the next level of requirement as long is it does not mandate solution with multiple utility functions.
· S: will we model the utility function via intent NRM?

· E: depends on the preferred solution (requirement can be solution agnostic)

· S: if it's NRM based, we prefer to not make it explicit
· S: may be OK with the first requirement(s) ONLY if a solution is added stating that the existing functionality (advertise…) can be use to fulfill this new requirement(s).

· req 2: E: req 2 may be acceptable if we remove "business"?

· N: agrees, what about "its requirements" change to "outcomes"?

· E: unnecessary…

· S: is it necessary to mandate "utility function" as the way to express…

· E: yes, as it can be very flexible (more than just priority)

· N: seems to be related to "satisfaction policy"… without using the "policy" term…
E: will try to revise the requirements based on the received feedback…
Breakout session Wednesday Q2:
on 3163d2:

N: concern with the term "advertise" in the requirements (a better term may be possible)
E: "made known" or "information made available" may be alternatives, but this term is already used in other places (including SA5 TSs).

VZ: seems like "broadcast" functionality…

N: remaining concern - when consumer is not willing to disclose/express their utility function… the consumer then should express the outcome of computing such utility function

E: the utility function is optional… and can be used only if consumer is willing to share such information with the producer

ZTE: utility function is a solution - prefers to see requirements without utility functions mentioned

E: offered potential rewording (e.g. by dropping utility function from req 3)

N: we are not happy to focus on consumer exposing the details of their value perception…
E: we cannot say that no consumer would benefit from this

E: N seems to be focusing on a problem where consumer is only expressing whether they are happy(er) or not with offered outcome of their intent. While E focuses on a problem where consumer is willing to provide some details guiding the fulfillment by the producer (not iterating through the alternatives, but letting producer know what is important to the consumer).
N: potential way forward could be to add 4th solution
H: change "intent model" to "intent driven MnS producer"

N: will be happy to co-sign the revision

ZTE: needs to check the next revision

H: needs to check the revision

Revision is expected (potentially with 3 co-signing companies)
	pCRr, TS/TR 28.914 v0.2.0, Rel-19, Cat. 




