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1	Introduction
In this document, we propose that RAN2 should send LS to RAN1, to make them update the Layer 1 parameter names in their specifications with IE and field names used in RRC ASN.1.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
Now, at the end of Rel-16, we are executing the ASN.1 review activity to ensure that Rel-16 features are introduced into RRC specifications consistently and in line with to our specification principles. Typically, during RAN2 WI development, the parameters (fields and IEs) get names that are better tailored with the RRC signalling and design guidelines. 
We would like to remind that IE/and field names should follow the RRC principles and guidelines, (see TS38.331, A.3.1.2 “ASN.1 identifier naming conventions”). E.g. 
Identifiers, other than PDU identifiers, longer than 25 characters should be avoided where possible. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Some ASN.1 review RILs (e.g. N025, E257, see App A) indicate concerns with too long names. We ask RAN2 to confirm that parameter names should follow the RRC guidelines.
In their parameter lists, RAN1 already prepared for RAN2 indicate the selected names. In the LTE and NR parameter lists, there are empty columns where (per Layer 1 parameter), the actual ASN.1 field/IE names can be filled in (see App B). The updated parameter lists should be sent in LS to RAN1, and RAN1 can update their specifications. 
Consequently, we ask RAN2 to start an activity, e.g. in the form of an email discussion, to fill in the RAN1 parameter lists (for NR and LTE) and send LS to RAN1. Our ambition should be to have this in place for the upcoming ITU submission. Therefore, we suggest getting a first result and send LS with updated parameter list to RAN1 on Friday June 5th, to allow RAN1 to get their specifications updated.
3	Conclusion
In this document, we have discussed how to make RAN1 update their specifications to use the ASN.1 names on IEs and fields. We ask RAN2 to agree on the following:
RAN2 to asses that IE and field names follow existing naming conventions.
RAN2 to send LS to RAN1 with updated parameter lists for NR and LTE.
We volunteer to co-ordinate this work and to provide draft LS with parameter lists for LTE and NR.
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Appendix A
ASN1 Review RILs, examples

	
N025
	Name should be shortened – this is about QCL relations, not “relationships”. The name doesn’t need to repeat everything that the semantics already cover.
	Use SSB-PositionQCL-r16 as the IE name (needs to be propagated everywhere).



	E257
	The field description is too long and lists all parameters in the field name. “DL-DCI triggered UL” corresponds to DCI format 1-1 and can be aligned with other names in PUCCH-Config which refer to “DCI-Format-1-X”
	change name to “channelAccessConfigListForDCI-Format1-1-r16” or preferably “channelAccessConfigListForDCI-1-1-r16”


- 
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Appendix B
Cut from NR parameter list in [1].
	WI code
	Sub-feature group
	RAN1 specification
	Section
	RAN2 Parant IE
	RAN2 ASN.1 name
	Parameter name in the spec
	New or existing?
	Parameter name in the text
	Description
	Value range
	Default value aspect (see note)
	Per (UE, cell, TRP, …)
	UE-specific or Cell-specific
	Specification
	Comment

	NR_2step_RACH-Core
	RA type selection
	 
	 
	 
	 
	rsrp-Threshold-msgA
	New
	 
	A RSRP-based criterion for RACH type selection, detailed UE behavior to be described by RAN2.
	Determine by RAN2
	 
	RAN2 decide
	 
	 
	 

	NR_2step_RACH-Core
	RA type selection
	 
	 
	 
	 
	msgA-TransMax
	New
	 
	The maximum number of MsgA transmission. The UE switches to 4-step RACH msg1 transmission if the number of MsgA transmission reach this value.
	Determine by RAN2
	 
	RAN2 decide
	 
	 
	 




