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1 Introduction

In [1] it is proposed to include ASN.1 IE names when updating specifications to use more inclusive language. This document aims to capture the discussion at RAN #92-e and propose a way forward.
2 Discussion
Inclusive language review in RAN TSG and WGs has been ongoing for several months. The endorsed document [2] states that “the changes shall only be done if they are of purely editorial nature and [do] not lead to any backward incompatibility.”

ASN.1 is used in many 3GPP protocol specifications, including RRC (36.331 for LTE and 38.331 for NR) to describe the actual messages. These are made up up of Information Elements (IEs) and fields with a descriptive name (text string). Names of fields, information elements, and messages are not transmitted over the air (for RRC) or over the network interface (for e.g. RAN3 application protocols. 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. Changes in ASN.1 IE names are then purely editorial.
Indeed, in “normal” specification review activities in RAN2 (and also RAN3), such ASN.1 IE name changes would typically not be done if the reasons are merely aesthetic.

At RAN #91 some companies pointed out that including ASN.1 in the inclusive language review (as implied by the endorsed RAN2 CRs) would be “prohibitively expensive”; no conclusion was made at that meeting. Everyone seems to agree that procedure names should be updated whenever necessary, but if changes to ASN.1 IE names are not made, a sort of “translation table” between inclusive text in the procedures and non-inclusive terms in ASN.1 will be necessary. This seems to actually increase complexity, also in view of future maintenance of the affected specifications. For this reason, it is proposed to “include ASN.1 names when updating specifications to use more inclusive language.” [1] and go forward with the endorsed RAN2 CRs.
2.1 First Round

Do you agree with the proposal?
	Company
	Comment

	Vodafone
	Yes. We also assume that RAN 3 ASN.1 would also be updated in a similar manner, and, similar updates to ASN.1 in SA and CT groups should be made.
We would also prefer that these changes were implemented to Rel 16 in September 2021 as this will DECREASE the rel 17 workload on rapporteurs during the busy autumn and winter period.

	InterDigital
	Yes

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes

	Xiaomi
	Yes and agree with Vodafone that other groups ASN.1 should have the same consideration.

	Deutsche Telekom
	We checked internally what impact the change of ASN.1 NAMES would have on existing external systems and concluded that we do not object the change of ASN.1 names
It shall be done consistently in all 3GPP groups (at least in RAN, here RAN2/3, pot. RAN5) – we can not accept that different groups apply different changes.

It should be notes that some CT WGs (e.g. CT1) have decided to not touch the protocol (ASN.1) NAMES !

The changes shall be applied at the creation of the related Rel-17 Specs, not earlier.

For UMTS and GERAN spec it is doubtful if that effort should be done in 3GPP at the point in time, where they systems are switched off/will be switched off (e.g. UMTS of Vodafone and Telekom on Juni 30th in Germany) !

	Lenovo
	Yes. We prefer to agree on the inclusive language CRs from R17 as originally planned. 

On the potential CRs to UMTS and GERAN specs we do not see a stringent need for doing it since there will be no technical CRs other than for inclusive language.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes

	Intel
	Yes, we support to modify the ASN.1 names in our specifications. 


2.2 Second Round

During the first round, there were no objections to the proposal as formulated. 

We therefore propose RAN to agree to include ASN.1 names when updating specifications to use more inclusive language as formulated in [1], and proceed with the already endorsed RAN2 CRs.

Further observations from the moderator:

1) So far, there seems to be no consensus to include Rel-16 at this time in the inclusive language review. We therefore maintain the current RAN decision to keep this activity within Rel-17 only.

2) As previously agreed by RAN and followed up in the WGs, the necessary CRs for inclusive language are provided by each specification Rapporteur. This ensures consistency and quality, avoiding potential problems.
3) As mentioned during the discussion, ASN.1 review should be consistent at least across RAN WGs, so  we recommend RAN WG Chairs to instruct specification Rapporteurs to include ASN.1 names in the ongoing inclusive language review. (Incidentally, for RAN3 no issues with ASN.1, not even with names, had been identified so far).
The proposals for agreement are copied in Sec. 3 below.
It might be beneficial to liaise SA and CT to communicate our decision to include ASN.1 names, and change them where needed, as part of the inclusive language review.

If agreeable, the Moderator will be happy to draft such an LS. A possible text could be as follows (a draft LS will be uploaded separately, and the related proposal will be added to Sec. 3):
“To: TSG SA, TSG CT

“As part of the ongoing activity on inclusive language review of specifications (see the endorsed RP-202179 for reference), TSG RAN has decided to include ASN.1 IE names, changing them where needed, in the inclusive language review. It has been clarified that ASN.1 IE names can be changed without compromising backwards compatibility of the protocols.

“RAN WG Chairs will recommend specification Rapporteurs to act accordingly when preparing the related Rel-17 CRs.

“Action: TSG RAN respectfully asks TSGs SA and CT to take this into account when planning the respective activity in SA and CT WGs.”

Do you agree to draft and send such an LS?
	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo
	In principle yes. But should we also mention that the RAN WG CRs are only for NR and LTE specs?

	Vodafone
	Agree that sending such an LS to SA and CT would be useful. An alternative is to use the RAN chair’s report to SA. Communicating early to CT (before their plenary closes on Wednesday) would have been useful, so perhaps we should copy any such LS to the CT WGs.

On the Rel 16/17 topic, I don’t see much debate here so reporting that we agree to maintain Rel 17 only seems inappropriate – especially as much of the rest of this RAN plenary is rightly focused on not increasing Rel 17 workload!

	Deutsche Telekom
	Communication via LS (or RAN Chair report) to SA is sufficient. We miss the point in the draft LS that the work should be done in entire 3GPP consistently .. i.e. CT1 should also change the ASN.1 names and not just add the note as already done afaik. This is the responsibility of SA.
On the Release: I can not follow VF argument ?! 
Two companies in the initial round clearly said “at the creation of the related Rel-17 Specs” and “from R17 as originally planned.”, so the draft LS reflects the status correctly.

We should also include in the draft LS that the changes do NOT apply for any GERAN or UTRAN specification in RAN

(I also changed the WF below)

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Fine to send LS (though this could also be done via RAN report to SA, perhaps LS makes the point better). For DT comments, we think consistency between WGs is good to have and expect there may be more discussions on terminology between SA and RAN (see e.g. RAN2#114e for some discussion on this).

	Xiaomi
	We can support the sending of an LS (I made an editorial proposal to the draft).

We also support the clarity regarding these changes being only for LTE and NR specs.

	Moderator (Ericsson)
	The situation with respect to GERAN/UTRAN specifications is as follows:

- [2] (co-signed by all 3GPP Chairs; endorsed) states: “changes shall be applied to 3GPP Technical Specifications and 3GPP Technical Reports” (so, GERAN/UTRAN is not excluded)

- [3] (summary of e-mail discussion at RAN #91-e) lists among the conclusions: “RAN will correct all GSM/UMTS specifications with non-inclusive language if SA and CR also do so for their corresponding specifications. Hence this is pending confirmation with SA and CT.”

- GERAN/UTRAN CRs submitted to RAN #91-e were postponed

- [4] (RAN report to SA #91-e) reflects [3], stating: “It was concluded to also perform changes to legacy RAT specs: 2G and 3G. Some draft CRs already created”

So, GERAN and UTRAN are definitely part of the exercise, and there seems to be no consensus for excluding them at this time.

Everything else seems to be stable, thanks everyone!


2.3 Final Round

The proposed conclusions have been amended according to the status of discussion in the second round.

Concerning GERAN/UTRAN specs, the Moderator proposes to leave it to SA/CT according to the conclusions in [3] (“pending confirmation with SA and CT.”). The draft LS is updated accordingly.
If such an addition cannot be agreed, a formal online passage to attempt changing the current RAN status on this issue seems needed.

Additional comments (if any) for the final round

	Company
	Comment

	Vodafone
	As this email thread has NOT debated the topic properly we object to the conclusion of :
“We therefore maintain the current RAN decision to keep this activity within Rel-17 only.”

	Moderator (Ericsson)
	This e-mail thread was about the proposal to change ASN.1 names, not about release scope.

In any case,  so far 1 company is in favor of doing the changes from Rel-16, and 2 companies stated that they prefer to keep the scope in Rel-17 as originally planned. This seems to qualify for a “no consensus to include Rel-16 at this time”, as mentioned in the previous rounds.
Even if the proposed conclusion is removed, the status quo remains.


3 Conclusions, Proposed Way Forward
We propose RAN to agree the following:

1) Include ASN.1 names when updating specifications to use more inclusive language as formulated in [1].
2) RAN WG Chairs should instruct specification Rapporteurs to include ASN.1 names in the ongoing inclusive language review.
3) Communication to SA via LS.
4) Ask for feedback from SA/CT in the LS, according to the conclusions in [3].
5) Agree LS to SA and CT in RP-211519.

NOTE: No consensus at this time to include Rel-16 specifications in the inclusive language review; status quo is kept.
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