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1. Introduction
MCC notes that some of the CT3 specifications do not comply with drafting rules (3GPP TR 21.801) and/or possess drafting inconsistencies within the specification. This tdoc outlines the errors/inconsistencies and asks the CT3 delegates for decision on dealing with these.
NOTE:	Some contents (e.g., boxes) in this tdoc does not follow the drafting rule for reader's convenience
2. Discussion
2.1. Specifications before Release 8
MCC notes that these are left as it is because existing implementations may refer to them as it is and therefore MCC acknowledges that these may need to be unchanged. 
2.1.1. Table/Figure numbering
Table/figure numbering are complicated (see the first line below). Sometimes, there are duplicates (in the second line, the left is under clause X while the right is under clause Y). 
Table 7a.0b: A table
Table 35: Table under X				Table 35: Table under Y
2.1.2. Numbering method mixed within a specification
Numbering complying with drafting rules (left) and numbering following old conventions (right) coexist
Table 7.2.3.1.2.12.1: Table with new rules					Table 7a.0b: Table in old ways
2.2. All specifications
MCC believes that corrections to the errors/inconsistencies described in this clause are feasible. Of course, if there are any error that may affect existing implementation, those can be left unchanged. 
2.2.1. Alphabet in heading numbering
When additional clause(s) is inserted in between existing clause, the alphabet needs to be capitalized. That is, the heading in the left should be avoided and the heading in the right should be adopted
	7.2.3.1.2.5a	a clause						7.2.3.1.2.5A	A Clause

2.2.2. Consistencies in references
References to 3GPP specifications should be done in 3GPP TS xy.abc, but some cite this as TS xy.abc (omitting 3GPP). 
References to RFCs are done in either IETF RFC def or RFC def. However, it should be IETF RFC def.  
2.2.3. Non-breaking spaces 
Non-breaking space (CTRL+SHIFT+SPACE) should be inserted between two words that wrapping needs to be avoided. In addition to 3GPP TS/TR xy.abc, the following are the list of cases that non-breaking spaces should be inserted in:
-	Table/Figure X
-	Clause/Annex Y
2.2.4. Subclauses
While it is not incorrect to use subclause, clause should be used unless there is a hanging paragraph in the cited clause. Although this is mostly common to old specifications, it can also be found in new specifications. 
2.2.5. Table layout
Table borders need to be ¾pt. See below for example (left does not comply, right does) 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



Furthermore, the table header rows need to take color #D9D9D9, but some do not. 
2.2.6. Change history
There are instances where change history does not follow the 3GPP TS/TR template. For example, the date is written as MM/YYYY instead of YYYY-MM, or the headings do not match. 
Another example for specifications under change control is that it takes CT3 meetings & tdoc number instead of the CT Plenary meeting tdoc numbers.
2.2.7. Attribute length
Length of attributes are described as "Length: n" or "Length=n" There is no guidance in 3GPP TR 21.801 so only consistency matters. 
2.2.8. Title
The TS/TR title should be exactly the same as the one in the specification server. For example, the title may end with "abcd; stage 3". In this case, the semicolon ";" should not be omitted. 
2.2.9. Auto-numbering
All bullet/numbered lists should not be word's auto-bulleted/numbered list. That is, you should apply Bn (where n is 1,2,3,4,5), type the number or dash, and then tab to fill in the contents. If you have an issue with this, please let the MCC know so that MCC can identify where to revise rather than having to browse through the whole document.  
3. Conclusion
It is proposed for the CT3 group to take one of the following actions, whose pros and cons are listed in Table 1 after the bullet list: 
NOTE 1:	the actions below indicate only the errors/inconsistencies mentioned in this tdoc will be corrected (except action 4)
NOTE 2:	delegates are free to provide additional actions. For example, action 2 for specifications initially planned after Release 15 or action 1 without applying changes in clause 2.2. 
1)	Modify all the CT3 specifications to comply with the drafting rule
2)	Modify only the CT3 specifications that were initially planned after Release 8 and apply the drafting rule for all of the future CRs and new specifications/reports
3)	Leave the current CT3 specifications as it is and apply the drafting rule for all of the future CRs and new specifications/reports
4)	Do not make any changes to CT3 specifications and future CRs
Table 1: Pros and Cons of proposed actions
	
	Action 1
	Action 2
	Action 3
	Action 4

	Pros
	Consistency across all specifications
	Consistency across recent specifications and avoid possible implementation issues
	Consistency for future changes and specifications and less resource than action 2 required
	No resource required

	Cons
	May affect existing implementations and extensive resource required
	Not all specifications are compliant with drafting rules and some resource required
	Not all specifications are compliant with drafting rules
	Inconsistencies remain


NOTE 3:	resource is meant as "additional time" required by MCC to correct 
