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Introduction
RAN discussed and approved new projects for the Rel-19 RAN4 package in RAN#103. In preparation for the Rel-19 RAN4 specifications later this calendar year, RAN requested RAN4 to look for ways to improve the quality of their specifications, specifically 38.133, 38.101-1, 38.101-2 and 38.101-3. The way forward for this RAN task is reproduced below [1].
· The RAN4 Rel-19 specifications are expected to be available by December 2024.
· RAN4 will organize the discussions for improving the specifications in Q2 and Q3 2024 in RAN4 meeting(s), and report to RAN#104 and RAN#105
· Focus on 38.133 and 38.101-1/38.101-2/38.101-3, not covering other specifications in this RAN task
· Motivation of the work:
· Try to improve the above specifications for Rel-19 for 5G in the short term
· Try to conclude on guidance including the structure, drafting rule to ensure the quality of specifications for UE RF and RRM.
· Set up one dedicated agenda to collect the input from companies for specification improvement
· Companies are expected to point out the key issues and also provide the concrete solutions.
· No corresponding CR is expected before September
· Schedule the specific time slot for the single discussions on the specification improvement in RAN4 main session starting from April
· Identify the key issues and root reasons behind
· Summarize the candidate solutions for the next action
· Further discuss and decide how to capture the outcome of this RAN task in RAN#105


RAN4 started discussing improvements to the RRM specification in RAN4#110bis. The output of the discussion was captured in a WF [2].
In this contribution we provide our views and proposals on CR process improvements.

 

Discussion
The WF from RAN4#110bis captured the following agreement on CR process improvements [2].
Agreement:
· Further discuss on how to improve the process for CR review and approval in RAN4#111. 
· Based on the discussion in RAN4#110bis, the following candidates of potential improvements can be further discussed
· Approve CRs only when proper use of formulas is adopted, e.g. with no FFS
· Adopt running CR approach as in other WG
· Appoint big CR/section/WI editor 
· Improve coordination of maintenance CRs for on-going WIs to avoid overlap between CRs submitted by multiple companies


Several companies expressed the need to improve RAN4 processes for CR editing, review and approval. It is widely acknowledged that more time should be spent reviewing proposed specification changes before they are approved and incorporated into the specification document.
One practice used effectively by other RAN WGs (e.g. RAN2) is the use of running CRs. Just like Big CRs, which are now commonly used in RAN4, the scope of a Running CR is to capture specification impact associated with one WI. However, there are key differences between them. The following are highlights of how Running CRs are managed:
· One company, typically the rapporteur, is responsible for capturing agreements in the CR.
· Companies review and suggest revisions to the CR after the WG meeting ends.
· The latest version of the CR is endorsed at the start of the next WG meeting.
· The CR is started well before the completion of the WI and is submitted to plenary for approval towards to the end of the WI.
In our view, Running CRs offer several advantages over Big CRs. Having a single editor prepare the initial draft for new requirements should result in a more uniform specification, with less effort overall. Currently, draft CRs prepared by individual companies in RAN4 can be quite different even if the requirements they attempt to capture should be identical or similar in principle. If having a single editor proves to be too burdensome, RAN4 could consider sharing the role between two companies. Another advantage of Running CRs vs. Big CR is simply having a single document to review instead of multiple draft CRs from different companies.
The most important advantage is giving more time for companies to review proposed changes and improve them over multiple iterations of the Running CR. New changes to a Running CR are reviewed after the WG meeting, after new WI agreements are settled. With the current process in RAN4, companies have to review/edit draft CRs during the WG meeting while open issues are being discussed and agreements are still in flux. As a result, companies have very little time for companies to edit/review draftCRs. Also, starting the running CR relatively early during the WI should provide more time for companies to think about how to best capture new requirements in the specification.


	Activity/role
	Running CR
	Big CR/draftCR

	Editor
	One company is responsible for drafting requirements according to WI agreements.
	Individual companies submit draft CRs according to the work split. One company merges draft CRs into one Big CR.

	Revisions
	Interested companies propose revisions after the WG meeting, after new agreements are settled.
	Interested companies make revisions to the individual draft CRs during the WG meeting, while issues are being discussed.

	Endorsement/agreement
	New CR version is endorsed at the start of the next WG
	Draft CRs feeding into the Big CR are endorsed at the end of the current WG meeting.

	Approval
	CR lifetime can be multiple plenary cycles
	CR lifetime is one plenary cycle


Table 1: Comparison between Big CRs and Running CRs
Proposal 1: RAN4 to adopt a running-CR approach for Rel-19 WI (and beyond), with the following principles:
· One company (or two at most), the editor(s), would be responsible for preparing the initial draft of the Running CR, capturing specification impact according to WI agreements obtained in previous WG meetings.
· The editor(s) publish an updated version of the Running CR after each WG meeting. Interested companies review and suggest revisions to the CR during a pre-defined time period between the WG meetings.
· The updated version of the Running CR is endorsed at the start of the next WG meeting.
· The start time of the Running CR is left at the discretion of the WI rapporteur. RAN4 guideline would be to start at least two quarters (two plenary cycles) before submitting the formal CR for approval. 
· FFS whether to maintain separate Running CRs for the core and performance parts of a WI.
Process improvements for handling RRM maintenance issues would also be beneficial to reduce the workload and improve the quality of the RRM specification. In our view, one important goal should be to reduce the amount of overlap between maintenance CRs, which is currently a significant issue. 
Proposal 2: Starting with Rel-19, RAN4 to leverage the Running CR approach for RRM maintenance for on-going or recently closed WIs.
Proposal 3: RAN4 to further discuss process improvements for handling RRM maintenance for pre-Rel-19 WIs.




Conclusion
Proposal 1: RAN4 to adopt a running-CR approach for Rel-19 WI (and beyond), with the following principles:
· One company (or two at most), the editor(s), would be responsible for preparing the initial draft of the Running CR, capturing specification impact according to WI agreements obtained in previous WG meetings.
· The editor(s) publish an updated version of the Running CR after each WG meeting. Interested companies review and suggest revisions to the CR during a pre-defined time period between the WG meetings.
· The updated version of the Running CR is endorsed at the start of the next WG meeting.
· The start time of the Running CR is left at the discretion of the WI rapporteur. RAN4 guideline would be to start at least two quarters (two plenary cycles) before submitting the formal CR for approval. 
· FFS whether to maintain separate Running CRs for the core and performance parts of a WI.
Proposal 2: Starting with Rel-19, RAN4 to leverage the Running CR approach for RRM maintenance for on-going or recently closed WIs.
Proposal 3: RAN4 to further discuss process improvements for handling RRM maintenance for pre-Rel-19 WIs.
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