3GPP TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting #83
R4-1704796
Hangzhou, China, 15 – 19 May, 2017
Agenda Item:
10.6.1
Source: 

Ericsson

Title: 


Specification structure for NR RRM
Document for:
Discussion
1 Introduction
In RAN4#82bis the NR work item started and first discussions took place on the specification structure for NR RRM. In this contribution we provide further consideration on the possible structure for including RRM requirements. In the beginning while the requirements are still unknown or to be developed, our view is that it is risky to make final decisions on low level detail since this may result in a cumbersome specification. On the other hand, some discussion of structure is necessary before companies can start to submit pCRs and proposals for specification text both to understand the scope of different sections, and also to ensure a reasonable consistency of style between pCRs which will be developed by many different authors and companies. In the beginning of the work, we think it is reasonable to maintain a degree of flexibility; even if a TS skeleton is agreed it does not mean it cannot be revisited if it turns out not to be the optimal structure. As text starts to be agreed it will become more difficult to make updates but nevertheless there are still possibilities eg to insert a new top level chapter or even to change the top level structure by moving all the existing text down a level. Only when the specification goes under formal change control (agreed in plenary as v15.x.x) does it become more difficult to make heavy structural modification as the existing section numbering is not supposed to be changed. Additions have to be done within the existing structure, although “Void” sections can still be used to move content elsewhere if needed for readability reasons.
Observation 1 : It would be beneficial to keep a degree of flexibility in any agreements on specification structure as release 15 NR RRM requirements are developed.
2 Discussion

In RAN4#83 one main discussion was about the separation of RRM requirements at top level between different use cases eg eMBB, URLLC etc. In general, we think that it is likely (subject to confirmation, as no working group has started detailed URLLC work yet) that basic synchronisation and measurement signals will be the same for both use cases. While some UE measurement requirements could well be different (eg minimum measurement bandwidth, which could lead to different accuracy requirements for instance), one of the key differences will be in interruption requirements. While some autonomous interruptions are acceptable in the context of eMBB, they need to be considered much more carefully in the context of URLLC. Hence, we speculate that there will be a considerable degree of commonality in the end between eMBB and URLLC, such that it seems likely to be beneficial to use the same framework for both. Another benefit of using the same requirements framework is that it makes it more straightforward to see differences between the requirements, whereas if the sections are duplicated with a large amount of copied text the differences become hidden. Since network nodes may support different types of devices, and UE implementations for different use cases likely share some common software and hardware, it will often be of importance to designers outside of RAN4 to see how the requirements for different use cases are different from each other.
It was discussed that where a section contains identical contents eg in the URLLC specification, it could refer to the eMBB requirement. While we agree that this approach can be useful we should also keep in mind that ultimately it can lead to a specification which takes a long time to read through and extract useful information; we also need to be rather careful when updating sections in standardisation work in this case that we do not inadvertently modify the requirements for a different use case.

The issues with referencing sections are especially true if the reference is not simply “requirements in section x also apply to this use case” but rather “requirements in section x apply to this use case with the following modifications …” then the reader is forced to do a lot of jumping around and clarity is lost.).
As this is speculative, and in light of observation 1, we think that at any rate the decision on splitting between eMBB and URLLC at top level should not be made at this point.
Proposal 1 : The decision on splitting between eMBB and URLLC at top level should not be made at this point.
Generally, considering the top level chapter headings in 36.133, we think this structure has served the 3GPP community and wider industry well and in view of the short time to develop NR products, it would be good to keep to a similar structure at top level for 38.133 as well. However, 36.133 has become a very verbose specification as it has evolved to keep up with the introduction of new UE categories, features and so on, with a large amount of rather similar but non identical sections. So we think that detailed consideration of the structure of lower levels can be beneficial to make a more concise and readable specification; likely as NR evolves in ways which were not at first anticipated the RRM specification will again become larger and less readable, but the objective in the beginning should be to develop a concise and clear specification with the text necessary to fully specify the agreed requirements.

Proposal 2 : Top level section headings from 36.133 are adapted for use in the 38.133 top level skeleton.

Another aspect which needs to be discussed and planned is the NR changes to 36.133 to include interRAT measurements of NR. In this case, there is much less freedom to modify the general structure of 36.133 as it is an already existing specification. The main changes can be anticipated to be in chapter 7 (interruptions etc), chapter 8 (NR cell identification etc) and chapter 9 (NR measurement accuracy). 
Proposal 3 : RAN4 also discusses changes fitting within the existing structure for 36.133 to introduce interRAT NR requirements

Finally, we think that it could be useful to develop a “template” for requirements to ensure consistency of style. Of course there can be no hard and fast rules about what is or is not included but a template could provide guidance on how to ensure that lower level details are handled in a consistent way. Greater use of tables for requirement values is also, in our view, beneficial to ensure the readability of the specification. One way to develop a template in parallel to the discussion on NR is to consider how an LTE requirement might be “ideally” reworded to make it as concise and readable as possible while not impacting the technical content of the requirement. 

Proposal 4 : RAN4 develops a template, potentially based on LTE specifications which can later be used as a style guide for NR RRM
3 Conclusions

Observation 1 : It would be beneficial to keep a degree of flexibility in any agreements on specification structure as release 15 NR RRM requirements are developed.
Proposal 1 : The decision on splitting between eMBB and URLLC at top level should not be made at this point.
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