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1 Decision/action requested

Read the text below before reviewing the (resubmitted) contributions S5-047058 and S5-047059
2 Issues of discussion

The contribution herein is a resubmission from SA5#40 (Sanya), since there seems to have been some misunderstandings and lack of knowledge about the status and earlier history of agreements for this contribution, leading to its rejection in Sanya. Possibly this was caused due to lack of time, which is understandable given the busy schedule in Sanya for completion of Rel6, and the author (myself) was not able to be present and explain the situation due to the Leaders’ meeting.

I would therefore like to remind the group about the Agreed conclusion from SA5#39bis (Sophia), from the official CR-CD report (which was approved in Sanya), for Tdoc S5-046655 (Rel-6 NRM IRP object creation/deletion rules):
“

Conclusion:

Consensus that the rules need to be defined.

That the this will be partially done in release 6 fro the obvious ones.

That the difficult ones will be deferred to release 7.
“ <end quote>

Following this agreement, the contributions S5-047058 and S5-047059 were created to Sanya. S5-047058 contains a proposal for the rules in 32.151 and S5-047059 a proposal for the “obvious ones” based on the discussions in Sophia, namely the rules applied to 32.622 (Generic NRM). 

Now, in Sanya, the reason for the rejection of S5-047058 was reported as “RG prefers to examine the application of this CR  on an actual NRM IRP before decision (acceptance/rejection) of this CR”.
That is a misunderstanding for two reasons:

a) It is inconsistent with the agreement from Sophia and

b) The “application of the CR on an actual NRM IRP” which was requested had in fact been done, in S5-047059 which was next on the contribution list for the same CR-CD session, but never treated due to lack of time. In the Sophia contribution S5-046655 there was also a quite extensive example of how this can be applied to UTRAN NRM (32.642). Thus there were two detailed examples of the aspect that was stated as “missing and reason for rejection”.
Therefore, please review both these resubmitted documents together, and also the 32.642 example in S5-046655, in the light of earlier made agreements stated above. If we can agree on S5-047058 and S5-047059, it seems likely that application of these rules to any other NRM IRP than Generic NRM should be deferred to Rel-7.

Best regards,

Thomas Tovinger
