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1	Introduction
At RAN#91 the discussion on Inclusive Language continued. Some companies argued that making the ASN.1 conform to the guidelines for inclusive language (as implied by the endorsed CRs from RAN2) would be prohibitively expensive. No conclusion was made at that meeting. In this contribution we argue that the language in ASN.1 must indeed be inclusive.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
The moderator's summary of the discussion at RAN#91 can be found in RP-210831. The summary was noted, but the RAN chair noted that the CRs will be formally approved in March 2022 (when Rel-17 is completed). 
ASN.1 is the programmatic language used in RRC specifications (36.331 for LTE and 38.331 for NR) to describe the messages of the protocol. Messages are broken up into information elements and fields. All of them have a descriptive name, which is a text string. It is important to note that the names of fields, information elements, and messages are not transmitted over the air. Thus, the names can be changed without compromising the backwards compatibility. The names are only used in specifications and typically in implementations of the protocol, i.e. in UE and gNB/eNB in the case of RRC. 
At RAN#90 RP-202179 was endorsed. One of the requirements in the process of updating specifications was that "The changes shall only be done if they are of purely editorial nature and does not lead to any backward incompatibility." As shown above changes to names in ASN.1 do not lead to backwards incompatibility which means that endorsed CRs which update ASN.1 do not violate the requirements in RP-202179. In the specifications the ASN.1 names are used in descriptions of procedures. Everyone seems to agree that procedures should be updated which means that some form of translation table between inclusive text in the procedures and non-inclusive terms in ASN.1 would have to be added, should the ASN.1 names not be correspondingly updated. We think this creates unnecessary complexity and the specification would still contain non-inclusive language.
At RAN#91 some companies argued that updating ASN.1 would impact implementations unnecessarily. This includes both UE/RAN implementations as well as 3rd party software on top, e.g. OAM and cell planning tools. It is correct that this change incurs a cost. In case of a typical gNB implementation there is a cost every time a new release of RRC/ASN.1 is implemented. As there will be numerous other changes between Rel-16 and Rel-17 the extra cost of Inclusive Language is not substantial.
Regarding 3rd party software we expect that companies over time refine whatever APIs and interfaces they expose to be more inclusive, which will affect developers of 3rd party software. There will be a cost associated with this, but current paradigms in software development prescribes a continuous development. It can therefore be questioned if the cost is unfeasible. Additionally, the developers of the software may refrain from using interfaces felt non-inclusive. 
At the end of the day 3GPP does not standardize these interfaces and as the cost of implementing the updates from inclusive language is not prohibitive, we propose to go forward with the CRs which update ASN.1 to be more inclusive. 
[bookmark: _Toc73698473]RAN to include ASN.1 names when updating specifications to use more inclusive language.
3	Conclusion
Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	RAN to include ASN.1 names when updating specifications to use more inclusive language.
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