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Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]When creating test cases for early implementable features and their essential corrections, RAN5 currently gets that information through 3GPP process documents (WI documents), cover pages for applicable CRs, or through the RAN2 meeting minutes in order to ascertain test applicability. During previously exchanged LS’s, RAN5 indicated that if a list of early implementable features and essential corrections along with their earliest possible releases were included in RAN2 specs, then it would be very helpful to them.
During RAN2#103, it seemed agreeable to move forward with adding an additional normative annex to RAN2’s specs in order to capture early implementable features and essential corrections to those features in order to assist RAN5 in developing their test cases. At the comeback Friday morning, it was agreed to move to a one-month email discussion in order to finalize the contents of said annex.
The online notes from RAN2#103 are as follows.

R2-1811029	Reply LS to RAN2 on early implementation (R5-183258; contact: NTT DOCOMO)	RAN5	LS in	Rel-8	To:RAN2	Cc:RAN4
-	MediaTek wonder if it is about features in the feature list if any CR with the magic sentence. DOCOMO explain that CR level makes more sense to RAN5.
-	Qualcomm suggest that this could be on the CR coversheet and would then be in the database.
=>	Offline discussion to conclude how to capture early implementable features and CRs with magic sentence. (Offline discussion 01, DOCOMO)
-	Update from offline: Concluded not to pursue changes to the coversheet but to go for a normative annex in out specs, at least RRC specs but probably not needed for other specs.. 
=>	Draft LS to be provided in R2-1813392
=>	Draft of the annex in R2-1813393

R2-1813392	[DRAFT] Reply LS to RAN5 on early implementation	NTT DOCOMO	LS out	Rel-15			Rel-8		To:RAN5	Cc:RAN
=>	LS can be sent in future when the Annex is finalised

R2-1813393	List of Early Implementable Features by Release	NTT DOCOMO	discussion	Rel-8	TEi8					
[103#43][LTE/NR] Early implementable features/CRs (DOCOMO)
	Progress details of the content of an annex capturing early implementable features or CRs
	Intended outcome: Report to next meeting
	Deadline:  Thursday 2018-09-20

In this email discussion, we discuss current issues with the table that became evident during the offline discussions, along with unresolved procedural questions that were asked. After concluding the discussion, based on the input from companies, we will modify the table accordingly and submit it to RAN2#103-bis for approval. We will also write a reply LS to RAN5 with the finalized table attached asking them to approve the format for use in our specs.
Discussion
The draft annex that was presented at RAN2#103 [1] had the following format, as worked out offline by companies from both RAN2 and RAN5 during the meeting.
The example CR titles and CR numbers have been modified slightly for this email discussion in order to help distinguish them from one another. The correct category for “addition of feature” (B) has also been used (previously we mistakenly used “A”).

List of Early Implementable Features by Release
	[bookmark: _Hlk525053634]CR Title
	CR Number
	CR Category
	TDoc Number
	Feature/Functionality
	WI Code
	Formal Release
	Earliest Release Possible

	Addition of Feature A
	1
	B
	R2-xxxxxxx
	Feature A
	x.yy
	Rel-15
	Rel-14

	Clarifying Behavior for Feature A
	2
	F
	R2-xxxxxxx
	Feature A
	x.yy
	Rel-16
	Rel-14

	Introduction of Features B and C to Spec
	3
	B
	R2-xxxxxxx
	Feature B,C
	x.bc
	Rel-16
	Rel-14

	Introduction of Functionality X
	4
	B
	R2-xxxxxxx
	Functionality X
	x.fx
	Rel-15
	Rel-13



Regarding the example content, CRs 1, 3, and 4 are meant to illustrate the addition of new features or functionalities. CR 3 is also an example of where multiple features are introduced within the same CR, which occurs frequently with our RRC spec. 
CR 2 is meant to illustrate what RAN5 considers an essential correction to the specification. Say for example that feature A was introduced before Rel-15 was frozen. During work in Rel-16, it was discovered that behaviour with Feature A was not properly captured in the initial CR, and so CR 2 was written to correct that behaviour and allow early implementation on Rel-14 and Rel-15 UE. That is reflected in the right-hand columns by matching CR 1’s earliest release possible, but setting the formal release of CR 2 to the release in which it was agreed and adopted into the specification.
Regarding “earliest possible release”, it was proposed during the offline, when the WI code is different to the TEI number, we may take the WI code as the assumed baseline (earliest possible release).
Issues with the Current Table
Title
The proposed title was given in the submitted draft as “List of Early Implementable Features by Release”. For final inclusion into the spec, some companies felt that a more informative title could be used. If there are any suggestions on what could be appropriate, please comment on that below.
Question 1: Is there a more informative title that can be used for the annex? (Highlight changes in red)

	Company Name
	Proposed title
	Comments

	NTT DOCOMO INC.
	List of Early Implementable Features by CR
	Breakdown is by CR. Ideally the list is sorted according to CR number increasing sequentially. CR number gaps would be allowed in order to skip over non-early-implementable CRs.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	List of CRs containing Early Implementable Features
	We are listing the CRs that contain features. Sorting via CR number seems not necessary – better use chronological order to preserve the order of when a change was agreed.

	Ericsson
	
	The proposal from Nokia is perhaps slightly better than the proposal form Docomo.

	Intel
	Prefer Nokia’s title
	We could reuse the format of the existing Change history in the specification by adding the required information as additional column and also removing some redundant information (CR, Rev, Cat)

	Huawei
	We also prefer the title suggested by Nokia
	The idea from Intel at first sight seems interesting, but is not what we need in this case, and will send us back to square one with the table format, so we prefer to start from the DOCOMO draft table. Since the table is “per spec”, CR number and chronological order can coincide.



Discussion on Feature/Functionality Column
During the offline there was some disagreement among companies over whether or not this column was needed. RAN5 emphasized that the essential information that they needed was a) the release where the CR was approved and accepted; b) the earliest release from which a CR is implementable; c) a clear way for them to tie multiple CRs affecting a feature to each other. Some said that CR titles are descriptive enough and that this additional column was not needed, while others said that at times the relation between two or more CRs affecting the same feature is not always clear based on the title alone.

Question 2: Is the Feature/Functionality Column necessary to include in this annex? 
	Company Name
	Yes/No
	Comments

	NTT DOCOMO INC.
	Yes
	We feel that the CR title does not always fully capture the feature that is being added or modified. As such, we think that this column is necessary. In addition, after reviewing the offline discussion mails if “Feature” is the term used by RAN2 and “Functionality” is the term used by RAN5 to refer to the same thing, then we feel it might be best to simply rename this column to “Feature”.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	The information is already contained in the CR cover page - Having this field will just duplicate that information. If some comments are needed, those could be added as an additional column. 
(The content of the colum would likely going be difficult to define, as the subsequent questions show.)

	Ericsson
	Maybe
	We think it may be difficult to assign Feature/Functionality correctly, as the term is not well defined. If the CR title is not very good, we could try to improve the CR title to accurately reflect the feature/functionality.

	Intel
	
	Ideally, the CR title should reflect the relevant feature for the change. If it is not enough, we can also use “Impacted functionality” that should be included in the CR cover page. The most important point for us is not to spend time/effort for this new information additionally after RAN2 completes CR discussion. 

	Huawei
	
	We agree with the comments from Nokia, Ericsson and Intel. This was also Huawei opinion in the previous meeting. Also the “feature” tested by RAN5 are not really easily match-able with CR contents in general, so we should not try to do RAN5 work in RAN2 by finding the right feature name.




Question 3: How do we decide on what to write within Feature/Functionality? 
Option 1) Use the WI name? 
Option 2) Leave it up to the CR author?
Option x) If there may be an alternative way, please add it as Option x).
	Company Name
	Option
	Comments

	NTT DOCOMO INC.
	Option 2
	If an informative description is added when a feature is introduced, and that is copied across all CRs that modify this feature, then the linkage between the introduction of the feature and its associated essential corrections will be obvious.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	None
	See above – this whole problem can be avoided if we simply keep this information within the cover page.

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	The work item is a clear and well defined term to accurately group CRs. However, there is a risk that a bunch of CRs get “TEInn” in which case the purpose of this field is lost.

	Intel
	Option 1 and option 3 
	WI name and Impacted functionality

	Huawei
	Agee with Nokia 
	WI name and Impacted functionality should be understood from the cover sheet. RAN5 mainly needs a list of CRs to go and look for.



Additional Information
If companies feel that additional information should be included in this annex in the form of additional columns, whether it be to help organize the list better for RAN2 or to provide extra assistance to RAN5, please add those suggestions bellows.
Question 4: Are any additional columns necessary? If so, what additional information could be helpful? Please leave details in the Comments box below.
	Company Name
	Yes/No
	Comments

	NTT DOCOMO INC.
	No
	We are happy with the current columns.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Maybe
	A generic “Additional information” might cover any exceptional cases.

	Ericsson
	Maybe
	Agree with Nokia. Might be good with an extra column for special cases. But it should be left empty for normal cases.

	Intel
	Maybe
	Agree with Nokia’s view. 

	Huawei
	Maybe
	Agree with Nokia and Ericsson view.



Extraneous Information
If companies feel that columns in the current table would be better off not being included, please comment below on which columns and why.
Question 5: Are any columns not needed? If so, which columns should be removed? Please indicate the reasons for doing so in the Comments box below.
	Company Name
	Yes/No
	Comments

	NTT DOCOMO INC.
	No
	We are happy with the current columns.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	We should not duplicate all the information in the CR cover page: Just the Tdoc number + title, CR number and the earliest release information seem like good amount of information while keeping the table as simple as possible.

	Ericsson
	
	We can accept the proposal from Nokia, but we think at least WI code can be good to include. The original proposal is fine too.

	Intel
	
	We are ok with the current format provided that all columns are based on the existing information from CRs. 

	Huawei
	
	Once we remove the feature/functionality column we might be able to leave all the rest there, although some are not essential. The minimum set seems the one indicated by Nokia, then comes the WI code, then the rest. On the Tdoc number, we wonder if we should use R2 or RP numbers.



Remaining Procedural Questions from RAN2#103
There were some remaining procedural questions that could not be addressed during the offline discussions at RAN2#103 nor at the online comeback on the final day. As such, we would like to hear from other companies what their thoughts are on the following.
Keeping the Table Up-to-Date
We think it prudent that at the time that an early implementable CR is agreed, the annex must also be updated to include that CR. We would like input from companies on how exactly this should be done (e.g. including the annex change within the CR, leaving it up to RAN plenary when merging the CRs into the spec). 
Question 6: When an early implementable CR is agreed, should the change to the annex be:
Option 1) included within the CR as an additional change?
Option 2) Handled by other means? Please leave details in the Comments below.
	Company Name
	Option
	Comments

	NTT DOCOMO INC.
	1
	We think that the change to the annex should be included within the CR. When a new feature is introduced, we think it best to leave writing the contents of Feature/Functionality up to the CR author, and trust future essential correction CR authors for that feature to use the same wording.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	1
	It’s best to require the CR authors to implement the table entry. Otherwise some changes are just forgotten.
However, since the CRs are only approved at RAN after the RAN2 meeting, this introduces some delay as the table cannot be filled until RAN has finished. Therefore, the table will end up being always updated (at earliest) after the RAN meeting has approved the CRs.
We would also note that having the table in RRC means that e.g. early implementable MAC clarifications will always also require a separate RRC CR to be approved.

	Ericsson
	1
	Including the change of the annex in the CR highlights to RAN2 that the CR is related to early implementable functionality.
The last comment from Nokia is a very good observation. We should avoid CRs to RRC just to update the table, if the actual technical change is for another specification.

	Intel
	1
	We think that it is desirable to update the table with the corresponding CR to avoid separate discussion or effort after CR approval. 

	Huawei
	1
	We are in line with all the comments above



Specs to Add the Annex Into
At the very least, we think that the normative annex should be added to the RRC specs (TS 36.331 and TS 38.331).
Question 7: Do companies think that there are any other specs which we should consider adding the annex into at this time?
	Company Name
	Additional Specs
	Comments

	NTT DOCOMO INC.
	MAC (321)
	We’ve previously had MAC CRs agreed with the magic sentence that fall under essential corrections.
We also feel that perhaps RLC (332) and PDCP (323) may be necessary as well, but we’d like to hear other companies’ thoughts on that.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	It’s better to keep the changes contained within one specification – that’s also easier for RAN5 to check. Spreading the table to multiple specifications will just complicate the task of filling in the information, and make it more likely it is forgotten.
If it’s expected that there would be a lot of early implementable features, then a dedicated specification would be far better place to record these things, as it could also contain a separate subclause for each specification.

	Ericsson
	At least MAC.
	We think it should be in any specification which has one of these CRs agreed. An alternative would be to have one table spanning multiple specifications separate from the specifications, but that may be harder to maintain and the status of that document (compared to a specification) will be unclear.
As stated in the previous question, we should avoid CRs to RRC just to update the table, if the actual technical change is for another specification.

	Intel
	No
	Considering the main need of this process, RRC spec is mainly meaningful to record. 

	Huawei
	At this time we should not create any table. The table gets created with the first CR/spec that requires it. The table has always been thought to be “per specification”, only required in those cases where we have an early implementable CR for a specific spec.
	We agree with Ericsson. Early implementability of CRs in principle should be the exception, not the norm.



How to Proceed with Bundled Category B CRs
Category A (mirror) and Category F (correction) CRs were discussed during the offline discussions at RAN2#103, as these would be the easiest for us to go back over and include when populating the list. Within RAN2, we already have a procedure with how to properly link these CRs together – the magic sentence is included on the cover page, and we’re usually able to easily determine what feature they belong to. 
However, Category B (addition of feature) CRs are usually arranged into a pack containing multiple features or functions. Additionally, features/functions that cannot be separated by UE capability may not be possible to handle separately, and add additional difficulty in deciding whether or not to try and add these Category B CRs to the list individually or as a pack.
Question 8: Should Category B CRs be: 
Option 1) separated by their individual features, or 
Option 2) kept grouped together in packs? 
Option x) If there may be an alternative way, please add it as Option x).
	Company Name
	Option1 / Option 2 / Alternative
	Comments

	NTT DOCOMO INC.
	Option 2
	In the draft annex that we initial proposed, we went with Option 2 as an example. With Option 1, we feel that it would look confusing after separating out individual features to have multiple entries where the CR number remains the same.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Option 2
	Features belonging to the same pack should be contained together. We can separate the actual CRs by CR numbers.

	Ericsson
	Option 2?
	We are not sure about the explanation from the rapporteur, if the CRs are grouped after WI, then there are typically only one Cat.B CR per WI. Additionally, isn’t it typically Cat.F CRs which have magic sentences?
In conclusion we are not sure we need to treat Cat.B CRs any different than other categories.

	Intel
	Option 2
	It is not clear why we need to treat Cat. B CRs differently. 

	Huawei
	?
	We should not change the way we operate with CRs in RAN2 because of this new table. If only part of a cat B (or cat F) CR is early implementable, that has to be clearly captured in the CR cover sheet. We do not need anything else.



Handling Mirror CRs
Sometimes a feature or correction may be introduced with a base CR and then multiple mirror CRs (Category A) across different releases. 
Question 9: When listing applicable mirror CRs, how do companies propose we handle them?
Option 1) List mirror CRs in addition to their base CR.
Option 2) List the base CR only and leave out the mirror CRs.
	Company Name
	Option1 / Option 2
	Comments

	NTT DOCOMO INC.
	Option 2
	If the additional CRs are also listed, then it would make the table look more confusing in our opinion.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Option 2
	We only need to list the earliest release CR – if there are substantial changes in later releases, those could be indicated in the “Additional information”– column.

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	The mirror CRs introduce the same functionality as the base CR, so no need to include them as we focus on the impact from functionalities.

	Intel
	Option 2
	If we agree with mirror CR, we might not need to consider it as early implementable CR because we can have mirror CR from the early release. 

	Huawei
	Option 2
	Of course



Case when a Feature is Introduced Across Multiple CRs
Ideally one CR is responsible for introducing a new feature, but we believe that there are cases where the introduction of one feature or sub-feature is spread across multiple CRs. On top of that, we may indicate that that entire feature or sub-feature itself is early implementable.
During the offline, companies said that in principle the CRs of a feature or sub-feature should be linked together in the cover sheet, but that this may differ in practice. One idea was to mark or group these multiple CRs in some way on the annex.
Question 10: How do companies think that we should properly mark or group multiple CRs when they are all responsible for introducing the same feature?
Option 1) Keep the CRs separate.
Option 2) Choose the most recent CR that “completes” the feature as the only one from the group to list up.
Option X) If there may be an alternative that may work better, please list it below with additional details as Option X.
	Company Name
	Option
	Comments

	NTT DOCOMO INC.
	Option 1
	We feel that we should list up all of the CRs separately but under the same feature.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Option 1
	It’s always best to keep CRs separate. We could bundle all the relevant CRs for a feature in one row, to ensure it’s easy for RAN5 to find what each case means.

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	We have a slight preference for option 1, but are also open to treat this on a case by case basis.

	Intel
	Option 1
	Option 1 seems simpler based on our usual CR process. 

	Huawei
	Option 1
	We should not change the way we work in RAN2 because of this new table.



Additional Comments or Concerns
If there is anything else that companies feel that has not been addressed above, please comment below. These will be addressed on the mail discussion thread along with in-line responses within the table as appropriate.
	Company Name
	Comments

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Guidance: We should make it clear which CRs need to be added to the table: Some instructions as to which CRs are included should also be added to the Annex.
Table format: It would be best to keep the table simple and concise: Hence, we should duplicate as little information as possible compared to the agreed CR cover page.
We have included an example of the proposed table format we have considered below.

	Huawei
	We could try to word the guidance as Nokia proposed, but we feel that it is not so easy. For the table format we commented above with everybody else.

	
	

	
	



Nokia: Below is an example of the Annex in RRC with the simplified table format
Annex X: List of CRs containing Early Implementable Features
	Tdoc number: CR Title
	CR number(s)
	Earliest Implementable Release
	Additional information

	R2-xxxxxxx: Addition of Feature A
	1
	Rel-14
	

	R2-xxxxxxx: Clarifying Behavior for Feature A (RRC)
R2-xxxxxxx: Clarifying Behavior for Feature A (MAC)
	2 (RRC)
4 (MAC)
	Rel-14
	

	R2-xxxxxxx: Introduction of Features B and C to Spec
	4
	Rel-14
	

	R2-xxxxxxx: Introduction of Functionality X
	6
	Rel-13
	



Conclusion
Summary
The rapporteur would like to thank all companies that participated in the discussion. In this email discussion, 5 companies provided their views. The following is a summary of the discussion.
Question 1: Is there a more informative title that can be used for the annex?
The majority of companies preferred to use the title “List of CRs Containing Early Implementable Features” on the basis that the title should reflect the chronological order in which changes are agreed.

Question 2: Is the Feature/Functionality Column necessary to include in this annex?
1 company’s stance was that because CR titles are not always as descriptive as they should be, that the additional column is necessary. However, 4 companies think that the column should be removed for the following reasons: 1) if possible, companies wish to avoid duplicating content from the CR cover page; 2) an agreed format of the content for each CR’s Feature/Functionality field would be difficult to define. 1 company’s proposal included a middle ground where an “Additional Information” column could be added to help resolve certain cases where a CR’s title is unclear.

Observation 1: The majority of companies are in favour of removing Feature/Functionality.

Question 3: How do we decide on what to write within Feature/Functionality?
Based on the responses to Question, Feature/Functionality should be removed, and so the rapporteur feels that a consensus on Question 3 is no longer necessary.

Question 4: Are any additional columns necessary? If so, what additional information could be helpful?
The majority of companies indicated in their response to Question 4 that an “Additional Information” column would be useful.

Observation 2: An “Additional Information” column would be useful when a CR title is unclear or for clarifying anything for readers of the annex.

Question 5: Are any columns not needed? If so, which columns should be removed?
As discussed above, the column for “Feature/Functionality” shall be removed. The majority of companies were happy with the proposed column format proposed by 1 company. 2 companies were in favour of including the WI code as well, while 1 company raised the question of whether we should use RAN2 numbering (R2-xxxxxxx) or RAN plenary numbering (RP-xxxxxxx) for the corresponding TDocs. Numbering is revisited a little further below in Observation 5.

Observation 3: The majority of companies are happy with a simplified format that minimizes duplicating information from the CR cover sheets.

Question 6: When an early implementable CR is agreed, should the change to the annex be:
	Option 1) included within the CR as an additional change?
	Option 2) handled by other means?
All companies were in favour of having the changes to the annex be implemented within the same CR by the CR author (Option 1) in order to help streamline the process and to also emphasize that the CR is early implementable. In addition, 2 companies noted that if a similar annex is also added to the RRC spec, then any additions to the MAC annex would result in additional CRs to add corresponding changes to the RRC annex. Both of these companies wished to avoid that if possible.

Observation 4: All companies were in favour of having CR authors include changes to the annex within their CR when their change is early implementable.

Observation 5: Although it may be easier for CR authors to input their assigned R2-xxxxxxx TDoc number when making the annex change, because some TDocs (especially from ASN.1 review) may only have plenary-assigned TDoc numbers, using RP-xxxxxxx TDoc numbers may be preferable.

Question 7: Do companies think that there are any other specs which we should consider adding the annex into at this time?
While 2 companies thought that adding an annex to the MAC spec should be considered, the majority of companies think that RRC should be sufficient at this time in order to avoid the complications involved in managing multiple annexes across several specifications.

In responding to Questions 6 and 7, some companies noted that it would be preferable to avoid having CRs updating the table if the actual changes are to another specification (e.g. MAC). 2 companies thought that a single separate specification dedicated to a list of early implementable features could also be considered, but at the same time noted the potential difficulties in managing that properly.

The rapporteur also notes that 1 company brings up an especially good point: how should the table be populated in the first place? 

Observation 6: Further discussion is necessary on whether to keep the annex confined to the RRC specification or to separate it out into its own independent specification.

Observation 7: How to begin populating the table in the first place is unclear.

Question 8: Should Category B CRs be:
	Option 1) separate by their individual features, or
	Option 2) kept grouped together in packs?
	Option x) If there may be an alternative way, please add it as Option x)
For entering Category B CRs into the annex, the majority of companies were in favour of keeping the way that we’ve handled these in the past, namely keeping them grouped together in packs (Option 2). If only part of a CR is early implementable, then it is up to the CR author to clearly state that on the cover sheet.

Question 9: When listing applicable mirror CRs, how do companies propose we handle them?
	Option 1) List mirror CRs in addition to their base CR.
	Option 2) List the base CR only and leave out the mirror CRs.
In regards to handling mirror CRs, all companies were in favour of Option 2, as mirror CRs by their nature introduce the same functionality as the base CR.

Observation 8: Mirror CRs should not be listed in addition to their base CR.

Question 10: How do companies think that we should properly mark or group multiple CRs when they are all responsible for introducing the same feature?
	Option 1) Keep the CRs separate.
	Option 2) Choose the most recent CR that “completes” the feature as the only one from the group to list up.
	Option x) If there may be an alternative that may work better, please list it below with additional details as Option x.
All companies were in favour of keeping the CRs separate (Option 1), which is the same way that RAN2 has been treating these kinds of CRs in the past.

Observation 9: When a feature is introduced across multiple CRs, then the CRs should be listed separately.

Additional Comments or Concerns
The table format proposed by 1 company was supported by the majority of companies who participated in the discussion. Additionally, 2 companies thought that concise instructions should be provided in the annex regarding which CRs should be listed up. Based on the agreed points above, a set of instructions should be included in the CR that introduces this normative annex.

Observation 10: The proposed format under Additional Comments or Concerns seems agreeable to a majority of companies.

Observation 11: Guidance should be included with the annex in order to make clear which CRs should be added to the table.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Proposals
Based on the above observations, the rapporteur proposes the following:

Proposal 1: The normative annex shall be named “List of CRs containing Early Implementable Features”.
Proposal 2: The column for Features/Functionality shall be dropped, and in its place a column titled “Additional Information” shall be added to help distinguish between unclear or similar CRs.
Proposal 3: For TDoc numbering, the normative annex shall use RAN plenary TDoc numbers (RP-xxxxxxx).
Proposal 4: Based on the results of the discussion, the normative annex shall use the format proposed under Section 2.3 Additional Comments or Concerns.
Proposal 5: RAN2 to further discuss whether or not the normative annex should be added to the RRC specification or split off into its own specification.
Proposal 6: RAN2 to also further discuss how the normative annex is to be populated in the first place.
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