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1. Introduction
In RAN4 #110bis, the RRM specification improvement was initially discussed, the topic summary is provided in [1] and the way forward is approved in [2]. This contribution presents our views on RRM CR handling.
2. [bookmark: _GoBack]Discussion
In RAN4 #110bis meeting, several issues and potential solutions on TS 38.133 CR handling were proposed and discussed. We think the following principles are needed when discussing the improved CR handling approach:
· Not considerably increase the workload.
· Clear on how to implement.
Proposal 1: Generic principles on the CR handling improvement approach:
· Not considerably increase the workload.
· Clear on how to implement.

Considering the running CR as in other WG, there are two main differences between the RAN2 running CR and RAN4 big CR approaches:
1) Without or with individual small CRs. In RAN2, there is one or few running CRs per specification per WI drafted by one or few companies. In RAN4, a set of small CRs are firstly drafted by different companies according to the work split and then merged into one big CR for each specification in each WI.
2) Capture the agreements in (small/running) CR during the meeting or during the post-meeting process. For RAN2 running CR, the initial version capturing the agreements made in the previous meetings is discussed and endorsed during the meeting week, and the updated version capturing the agreements made in the current meeting is discussed and endorsed in the post-meeting process and submitted to next meeting for further update. In RAN4, the small CRs capturing the agreements made in previous and/or current meeting(s) are endorsed during the meeting week, and the big CR merging the small CRs is provided in the post-meeting process.
For the difference #1, RAN4 can discuss whether to adopt the RAN2 running CR approach, i.e., only one or few companies responsible for one or few CRs per specification per WI.
For the difference #2, we are not supportive of providing and discussing the running/big CR in RAN4 post-meeting process. Usually, the time interval between two RAN4 meetings or between the RAN4 and RAN plenary meetings is very short. Opening the door of arranging technical discussion in the RAN4 post-meeting week will increase our workload and shorten the time to prepare for the next RAN4/RAN meeting. 
Observation 1: One main difference between the RAN2 running CR and RAN4 big CR approaches is without or with individual small CRs.
Proposal 2: RAN4 can discuss whether to adopt the RAN2 running CR approach on only one or few companies responsible for one or few CRs per specification per WI, i.e., without individual small CRs prepared by multiple companies.
Observation 2: Another main difference between the RAN2 running CR and RAN4 big CR approaches is to capture the agreements in (small/running) CR during the meeting week or during the post-meeting process. 
Proposal 3: Given the short interval between meetings, it is not preferred to capture the agreements made in the meeting into CR in RAN4 post-meeting process.

For CR handling, one more aspect for further consideration is how to give more time to prepare and review the CRs. As we expected, the CR quality can be improved if more time is given. We have restriction on the time to start and complete the CRs, i.e., the maturity of RAN4/1/2 agreements and the WI core & performance completion deadlines respectively. So, we need to discuss the feasible ways of leaving more time on CRs given that the restrictions on the start and completion time still applies in Rel-19 and onwards.
If the discussion on CR is started earlier, and there is no sufficient/stable agreements to be captured in the CR at that time, RAN4 can first discuss the CR structure, use of example CR for similar changes to different sections, addition of abbreviation and potential interaction among different WIs.
For the meeting when the WI core or performance part is closed, the CRs need to be updated based on the agreements reached in the meeting, and typically each delegate covers multiple topics and multiple CRs. So no much time can be given on each of the CRs. One way for consideration is that the big CR editor and the delegates to identify and discuss the CR related issues even if the issues are not raised in any discussion papers.
Observation 3: There are restrictions on the time to start and complete the RAN4 CRs, i.e., the maturity of RAN4/1/2 agreements and the WI core & performance completion deadlines respectively.
Proposal 4: RAN4 to discuss feasible ways of leaving more time on CRs given that the restrictions on the start and completion time still applies in Rel-19 and onwards. For example:
· When there is no sufficient/stable agreements to be captured in the CR at earlier phase, RAN4 can first discuss the CR structure, use of example CR for similar changes to different sections, addition of abbreviation and potential interaction among different WIs.
· For the meeting when the WI core or performance part is closed, identify and discuss the CR related issues even if the issues are not raised in any discussion papers.
3. Conclusion
The contribution presented our views on RRM CR handling towards Rel-19, and made the following observations and proposals:
Proposal 1: Generic principles on the CR handling improvement approach:
· Not considerably increase the workload.
· Clear on how to implement.
Observation 1: One main difference between the RAN2 running CR and RAN4 big CR approaches is without or with individual small CRs.
Proposal 2: RAN4 can discuss whether to adopt the RAN2 running CR approach on only one or few companies responsible for one or few CRs per specification per WI, i.e., without individual small CRs prepared by multiple companies.
Observation 2: Another main difference between the RAN2 running CR and RAN4 big CR approaches is to capture the agreements in (small/running) CR during the meeting week or during the post-meeting process. 
Proposal 3: Given the short interval between meetings, it is not preferred to capture the agreements made in the meeting into CR in RAN4 post-meeting process.
Observation 3: There are restrictions on the time to start and complete the RAN4 CRs, i.e., the maturity of RAN4/1/2 agreements and the WI core & performance completion deadlines respectively.
Proposal 4: RAN4 to discuss feasible ways of leaving more time on CRs given that the restrictions on the start and completion time still applies in Rel-19 and onwards. For example:
· When there is no sufficient/stable agreements to be captured in the CR at earlier phase, RAN4 can first discuss the CR structure, use of example CR for similar changes to different sections, addition of abbreviation and potential interaction among different WIs.
· For the meeting when the WI core or performance part is closed, identify and discuss the CR related issues even if the issues are not raised in any discussion papers.
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