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	S5-195382
	Samsung
	Nokia: terminology is confusing. Align terminology in 28.530 and 28.531 with what we agreed in NRM. Use service profile and slice profile.
Ericsson and Nokia had CRs modifying the terminology and this could be merged with them.

	S5-195536
	Nokia
	Related to the previous contribution. Samsung commented that several network slices could satisfy a particular SLA. Nokia disagreed given that a service could require two determined slices together, hence combining them into another one and expose it. NSSI is a commercial exposure to satisfy the SLA.

Huawei: other groups like SA2 use only SLA. We need to align with them and not to add SLS. Nokia replied that operators understood the use of SLS as a technical term as opposed to SLA, which was a commercial agreement.
ORANGE: check if SLS is defined in TMF forum.

It was finally agreed to merge 382 and 536.

	S5-195290
	Huawei
	Nokia disagreed with the use of NSI ID according to what was done in SA2. NSI ID was used in SA2 only for scaling. Huawei replied that tthis was coming from an LS from SA2 . Nokia asked: What is the use case for a multiple NSI ID? Refer to SA2 text if there is indeed something coming from them.

	S5-195122
	Huawei
	Mirror CR of the previous CR.

	S5-195526
	Ericsson
	Applicable resource configuration overlaps with Nokia changes in 529.

	S5-195539
	Nokia
	Agreed to merge with the above, including the mirrors.

	S5-195077
	Orange
	Ericsson: No NSSI that is IMS today. Nokia replied that this could happen easily in the future and that this was all informative content. Huawei agreed with this.

The document was revised.



	S5-195129
	ORANGE
	Revised to address additional editorial comments from Ericsson

	S5-195548
	ORANGE
	Kept open waiting for comments from Ericsson 

	S5-195130
	ORANGE
	Mirror CR of 129

	S5-195109
	Huawei
	Nokia didn’t agree with the multiple MnF consumers statement in 4.5. Ericsson didn’t understand the figure 4.5.X either.

	S5-195111
	Huawei
	Nokia: Figure 5.X shows that the management functions are outside the management domain. 
Ericsson commented that this was material for rel-16 and not a correction for release 15. MCC agreed with this.

The document was noted and the discussion moved to the Release 16 version.

	S5-195112
	Huawei
	Category changed to B and WID code TEI16.

	S5-195119
	Huawei
	Nokia considered this as unnecessary.This is done since GSM times.
Huawei commented that this was coming from an endorsed discussion paper from last meeting.

Ericsson: this is just an example. There can be other scenarios.

	S5-195519
	Ericsson
	NEC: too premature to remove this. Huawei: it needs to be captured somewhere else.Kept open given that it overlapped with contributions in 6.4.7.

	S5-195181
	Huawei
	Nokia had issues with the second figure; the dotted line had wrong assumptions on the NWDAF. 
Ericsson: I'm missing how entities are managing NWDAF, maybe we can use different colors to improve the figure. 

Nokia: I'd prefer to add this to an informative Annex and prepare something more general in the normative part. 
MCC commented that if cat-B, this should be TEI16 and it may bring problems in SA. Nokia pointed out that this was in fact a correction to be added in Release 15 and then this would become a mirror in release 16. This was agreed and a new document number given for Release 15.

	S5-195104
	Huawei
	It was clarified that this came from an endorsed discussion paper. Nokia suggested to modify the attributes sentence given that this was done similarly in 5 CRs (106,107,108). This had to be taken offline.

	S5-195113
	Huawei
	Nokia found this CR unacceptable. Splitting the definition in two parts and addressing only one. Its breaking all what 28.541 defines. It implies that there is NRCell IuC in our NRM but we don’t.

	S5-195178
	Huawei
	Huawei clarified that this was coming from a query of GSMA in one of their LS. Nokia: just make it mandatory without constraints.
Samsung: the proposed change does not give an answer to the GSMA LS.

	S5-195294
	China Telecom
	Nokia objected. The containment of multiple subnets by the network slice is not direct. Nokia added that there was an agreement to change the figure coming from another CR so this would not be valid.
Ericsson also objected. The document was finally not pursued.

	S5-195521,22
	Ericsson
	Agreed, no comments

	S5-195448
	Ericsson
	Pivotal Commware didn’t find this relevant to the current discussions on the beams and preferred not to endorse this. It is not multiplicity of beams but averaging of multiple beams, which is confusing the concept of what a beam is. Ericsson replied that they were happy to continue offine discussions with Intel and Pivotal.

	S5-195538
	Pivotal Commware
	Left open after receiving numerous comments from Ericsson and Intel

	S5-195094
	China Telecom
	Intel commented that they had a CR making the same change. This was agreed to be merged into a revision of a previous meeting CR. Nokia argued that the technical content had been agreed already and there was no need to 

	S5-195095
	China Telecom
	Intel: it might not be needed since there is a CR with the same content agreed in Sapporo.

	S5-195192
	ZTE
	Nokia: integrity in bullet g) does not fit with the change of title.

	S5-195470
	Ericsson
	Nokia: 28.616 was created earlier than Rel-15. Ir should be corrected from earlier. Do we also maintain legacy IRPs as well?
It was commented that CT plenary complained about non essential corrections being brought for very early releases, so it was probably better to bring it as a correction from release 15.

	S5-195471
	Ericsson
	Huawei: no definition of network resource in 28.622. It was later clarified that this definition appeared in tdoc 478.

	S5-195478
	Ericsson
	Deutsche Telekom didn’t fully agree with the definition of network resource and this had to be taken offline.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


