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Decision/action requested

Minutes of CR session for information.
2
Minutes
S5-163058,59,60 (Ericsson): Nokia commented: you import name space but you don't use it. Revised to 284,85,86.

S5-163061,62,63 (Ericsson): Huawei proposed a rewording in the cover page, summary of change, saying "do not use the existing definition" for the hoppingsequencelist. It is defined already but it is not used in the table. They agreed with the table. Revised to 287,88,89.
S5-163071 : Cisco commented that the reasoning behind these CRs is that despite the TR being closed already, many tables were left empty. MCC commented offline that cat B CRs cannot be presented for a TR in Rel-14 since a WID for Rel-14 would be needed to introduce new features. It was clarified that the table performs a gap analysis but it doesn't introduce new features.
Nokia wondered if it was a signalling or management mechanism that was explained in the answer. They also disagreed with SA5 speaking on behalf of 3GPP like it appears in this case. Why are we giving a non OAM answer here? Cisco said that this grey area had already been agreed before. Nokia commented: replace the red text saying that there are no SA5 specs affected and that it falls in the scope of the RAN groups. Cisco clarified that this answer is in a TR and not to be sent anywhere. Nokia: answers given here must be limited to our expertise. Nokia objected to this CR for this reason.
Huawei: we had some flexibility in the past (in going a bit beyond OAM). We don't give statements on RAN work, although what is given here is for information.
MCC commented that it would be more appropiate to create a Cat F CR followed by a mirror in Rel-14.
The CR was revised and a new mirror added.

S5-163072 (Cisco): Nokia gave the same comment as in the previous contribution. CR was revised and a mirror added.

S5-163073 (Cisco): same as before.

S5-163074 (Cisco): same comments from Nokia; it's out of scope of SA5 to give such comments. An LS to RAN groups can provide with answers.

Nokia commented that if there is content out of scope of SA5 in this TR, companies should be encouraged to bring CRs to remove this content. An action item was recorded in the OAM action list. Christian (Huawei) commented that there was no need to do this in a TR, it wasn't priority work. Nokia was concerned that the content of this TR might be used as a baseline for a new WID and therefore the content considered as valid. Nokia asked about the intention of having this TR, what the use was. Christian replied that this was just a gap analysis, also normative parts based on these gaps. Work Items were not discarded as presented in the Study item. The TR could be used to propose some WIDs or CRs for normative specs. Any company can bring a WID, but the TR is not a justification by itself and this WID would have to be agreed firstly in the group. Nokia asked to be minuted that the content of this TR cannot be considered as a baseline for future WIDs, the content is not intentionally considered as justification for any WIDs that can be brought.
S5-163117 - S5-163218: several corrections on the cover pages of the CRs that were to be made later for SA preparation.
S5-163219 (Ericsson):  Nokia asked when this CR was planned to be approved. Ericsson commented that there was no rush, a few meetings could pass so ITU-T could be informed about this.
