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1   Introduction
This paper discuss the way forward for the F1 specifications, more specifically TS 38470 and TS 38.473 and may apply to other specification to be sent to December TSG for the NR first drop completion. It is proposed that in order to get stable TSs without FFS, we keep only the stable part in the TS and move remaining agreements and FFS to a draft BL CR to be used as Draft CR against the specification approved in December.
We propose to start discussing the principles of TS 38.473. The next step would be to consider whether we should then let TS 38.470 and TS 38.401 follow, by e.g. removing procedures and functionalities removed from TS 38.473. But this paper is focusing on TS 38.473 first.
2   Background

3GPP has the general rule that CRs and specs for approval at RAN shall not have FFS, tbd, editor's notes, empty sections etc. The TS must be an implementable documents. 

RAN made the decision to freeze Non Stand Alone (option 3) in Dec.17 and Stand Alone (SA) in June 18. This means that we will have two different version of the specification but within the same release. 

3   Discussion

In order to solve the problem of (1) removing all FFS and (2) not lose the agreements reached so far (including FFS), we propose to take the TS including any changes during this meeting and remove all SA aspects. We need to consider and also remove the items where it was not possible to finalize the detailed specification. The removed parts can be inserted in a new BL CR which we would use to capture the enhancements after the December freeze. 
Proposal 1: Use the Baseline CRs to capture both all SA aspects and open issues not possible to be resolved at this meeting.
As an output of this meeting, and the following email approval, we will have one TS agreed to be submitted to RAN plenary for approval. But we may have, among the open issues that are for NSA but that are not yet defined by other groups, the possibility that other groups reach an agreement but where this is not possible to capture in this RAN3 meeting e.g. IE pending to RAN2 but not agreed, , The related information would be able to be added in the email discussion after the meeting or in worst case directly by the rapporteur to the plenary with a “corrected version” not agreed by RAN3 but which have circulate on RAN3/RAN reflector.
Proposal 2: For specific identified issues, agreements reached in other groups can be added as a corrected TS submitted to RAN plenary by the rapporteur.

When looking at the possible things to move, it should be noted that for the cases where it is possible to move whole procedures (e.g. Paging and System information) where this procedure is only used in standalone mode, it is probably better to do so, since this will reduce the risk for backward compatibility problems when trying to e.g. add mandatory IEs to an existing message. 

Proposal 3: Move SA specific procedures to the BL CR
On the other hand, for the cases where we cannot remove full procedures, we need to make sure that the IEs that we define for the first freeze will be forward compatible in the next freeze. One example of this is the QoS information include for Option 3 which should be either included as optional (as currently defined) or as a choice so that we can later add a new QoS definition if needed for the standalone case.

Proposal 4: Care should be taken in the IE design so that we later can add SA specific IEs in a backward compatible way

4   Proposed Changes

In this section we will give a bit more detailed proposal for how this can be achieved.
4.1   Procedures
First of all, we can look at the procedures that could be moved. Paging and System information will not be needed in the first freeze. The Initial UL RRC Message Transfer procedure (although very much related to the other RRC transfer procedures) can also be moved to the BL CR.
Proposal 5: Move the Paging, System information delivery command and Initial UL RRC Message Transfer to the BL CR

4.2   Information elements

There are some IEs that will only be needed in standalone. These IE could be moved to the BL CR, but as stated above, care must be taken that the SA related part can later be added in a backward compatible way. 

There are however some IEs which require a clear definition in other groups and where there is a risk that these are not defined at the next meeting. Examples of this is information included in the served cell information, e.g. frequency number and bandwidth. We prefer waiting for a proper definition in other groups rather than adding something that will need to be changed in a non-backward compatible way. But, as also mentioned before, if some of them are considered to be more important, we can have the tentative agreement to include them as corrections to the TS when submitted to RAN in case there are in fact agreements in other groups. But these IEs should be identified in the meeting.
Other examples of IEs that can be moved are:
· DRB QoS profile

· Flow-level QoS profile 

· Flow-to-DRB mapping 
· gNB-DU System Information 
· gNB-CU System Information 
· Number of Antenna Ports 

· PRACH Configuration 
Proposal 6: Move IEs marked with FFS after the meeting to the BL CR

Another example is RRC containers that would be needed in NSA but that may not be fully defined in RAN2 yet (maybe not even the name of the IE). For this case, if the container is essential for NSA (which is probably the case) we propose to capture the container with a general reference to the other specification and where this reference can be enhanced by CRs to the agreed TS during next quarter. One such example is the RRC-Container IE.
Proposal 7: For containers referring to the RRC specifications where the details is not specified in detail, we can use a general reference to 38.331 and further refine later.
Yet another example is the CRNTI. The length of this is not yet defined in RAN2. This is an IE that is very important for the functionality and the only remaining issue is the length. In this case it would be possible to use the length in LTE as a basic assumption but make the IE extendable so that if the length is different (and probably longer) we can increase this in a backward compatible way.

Proposal 8: IEs which are not fully defined but can be made extendable to cover future agreements could remain in the TS
As mentioned earlier, when we remove IEs, we have to take these IEs into account to make it possible to add these in a backward compatible way at a later stage. If we have one set of IEs applicable to NSA and one for SA, these should probably both be added as choice or as optional. 

It will not be straightforward to later add a mandatory IE to the June freeze (although this is possible if we add as optional and add a shall statement in the procedural text) or ignore an IE that is mandatory in the earlier freeze (although we can usually solve this in an ugly way by specifying that the mandatory IE shall be ignored). 
We foresee that this may happen, but we should try to make sure that we minimize these cases already during the discussions in this meeting.
Proposal 9: For each agreed TP in this meeting, discuss the issue of forward compatibility.

4.3   Range of lists

There are some ranges of lists (also discussed in rapporteur update) where there is a relationship between the range and decisions in other groups. These ranges are needed in order to get a working specifications, but the actual value is not defined in other groups.  Here we propose that we set this range to large enough values to enable a working spec while still reduce the risk for non backward compatible change in the future. Examples of this is number of SRB and DRB.

Proposal 10: For list ranges, RAN3 agrees to set a value which is large enough to avoid any non-backward compatible change in the future.
5   Conclusion
Based on the discussion in this paper, we propose the following principles to be used when creating the TS which will be submitted to RAN in December and the BL CR:
Proposal 1:
Use the Baseline CRs to capture both all SA aspects and open issues not possible to be resolved at this meeting.
Proposal 2:
For specific identified issues, agreements reached in other groups can be added as a corrected TS submitted to RAN plenary by the rapporteur.
Proposal 3:
Move SA specific procedures to the BL CR
Proposal 4:
Care should be taken in the IE design so that we later can add SA specific IEs in a backward compatible way
Proposal 5:
Move the Paging, System information delivery command and Initial UL RRC Message Transfer to the BL CR
Proposal 6:
Move IEs marked with FFS after the meeting to the BL CR
Proposal 7:
For containers referring to the RRC specifications where the details is not specified in detail, we can use a general reference to 38.331 and further refine later.
Proposal 8:
IEs which are not fully defined but can be made extendable to cover future agreements could remain in the TS
Proposal 9:
For each agreed TP in this meeting, discuss the issue of forward compatibility.
Proposal 10:
For list ranges, RAN3 agrees to set a value which is large enough to avoid any non-backward compatible change in the future.

In order to be simplify the post-meeting actions, we propose that we during the meeting discuss the above principles. It may for example be useful to have an offline session with all interested parties. 
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