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Rationale

Before each SA5 Ordinary meeting MCC conducts a check on the CRs submitted for each SA5 meeting and provides results on inconsistencies and other quality-related issues. The minimum check that is conducted is a check on the baseline used, the work items and Release numbers, according to the rules specified in [1] and [2].
A comprehensive guide on how to write a CR can also be found in [3].

A total of 121 CRs were checked for this document.

4
Detailed proposal
4.1
CRs with wrong baselines (on cover page)

	Tdoc
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4.2
CRs with incorrect WI codes

	Tdoc
	Specification
	CR
	Rev
	WI on CR
	Correct WI
	Source
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	28.552
	
	
	5G_SLICE_ePA
	
	Huawei
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4.3
CRs with revision marks on cover page

4.4
CRs with no/incorrect Revision field 

S5-191085 (Ericsson): rev "0" is wrong, use the hyphen!
4.5
CRs without CR number
4.6
CRs with wrong or without clauses affected
S5-191155 (Intel): the clauses affected are wrong. Clause 2 is missing from the CR.
S5-191164(Intel): it should be clause 4.3.1.2.

S5-191167 (Intel): 3.1 shouldn’t be there.
S5-191085 (Ericsson): please specify the sub-clause where the change is happening (e.g. 4.3.1.2, not 4.3.1).
S5-191119 (Huawei): no clauses affected.
S5-191228 (Ericsson): no clauses affected.
S5-191240 (Ericsson): writing "5.x (new)" is enough.

4.7
Other issues

S5-191084 (Ericsson): If it's based on a draft CR this is a completely different document. It shouldn’t be rev 2.

S5-191149 (Intel): this is far from a correction, it should be cat-B.
S5-191151 (Intel, Ericsson): cat-D CRs are not allowed anymore in Rel-15. This should have been done just before or after the spec was approved. It can be changed to cat-F (given the change in the note).
S5-191040 (ORANGE): why the renumbering of 3.3? The use of "5.3.x.0" is reserved for corrections of hanging paragraphs.
S5-191075 (Nokia): this is not cat-F. This is cat-B for Rel-15, adding normative content for a frozen release. It should be part of a WID for Rel-16 (e.g. TEI16).
S5-191241(Nokia): same case.
S5-191077 (ZTE): the same as above. We need a Rel-16 WID for NETSLICE (?).
S5-191117,118, 138 (Huawei): same case as above, it should not be cat-F and NETSLICE cannot be used as WID code for Rel-16.
S5-191080(ZTE): new clause A.x title needs to be with revision marks.
S5-191098 (Huawei): it should say "this document" instead of "this specification". The NOTE is not correct, it seems it is giving a recommendation on what the TS should be containing (?).
S5-191101 (Huawei): when crossing on "other specs affected" you need to write not only the specs but also the CR numbers related to this CR.
S5-191105 (Huawei): shouldn’t be normal text instead of a very long NOTE with bullets?
S5-191141 (Huawei): reference ISO 8601:2000(E) is outdated. From the ISO site: " This standard has been revised by ISO 8601:2004".

S5-191207, 209 (Ericsson):The added text for the abbreviation clause is not correct. Please use the default text as shown in the template: " For the purposes of the present document, the abbreviations given in 3GPP TR 21.905 [1] and the following apply. An abbreviation defined in the present document takes precedence over the definition of the same abbreviation, if any, in 3GPP TR 21.905 [1]". All abbreviations should be either here or in 21.905, and you should not point the reader to external to 3GPP documents to find an abbreviation.
S5-191233(Ericsson): it is not correct placing requirements and normative text in the introduction of a clause.
S5-191234 (ETRI): the new clauses should be with revision marks.
S5-191241 (Nokia). The style of the JSON schema is wrong. It should be "pl" as stated in the drafting rules (21.801).
S5-191279 (ETRI): better wording for "in more fine grained level"? More accurately? 
