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1
Introduction
Before the ASN.1 freezing in RAN#52 a general clean-up review of RANAP (TS 25.413) was necessary. This document reports the issues found during such review.
2
List of issues
	Issue #
	Section
	Identified Issue
	Related Action

	General
	all
	Small editorials, typos:
- style sheet corrections;
- some table-column-borders where not aligned between rows (e.g. in 9.1.43);
- proper styles for tables (where visible)
- remove of unnecessary rows in tabular for IEs (especially for those where the IE consists of a single element only);
- trying to align CHOICE notation in tabular (choice tag, presence etc.)
- etc.
	Corrected

	1a
	8.2.2, 
8.7.2,

8.44.2 -,
tabular (9.1.3, 9.1.4, 9.1.10, 9.1.79) & ASN.1
	Related to CR1084r1, re-visiting the sub-section "with a fresh mind" ;-)
1) The RABs To Be Setup Item IE is actually:
 - the RABs To Be Setup Or Modified Item IEs IE in §8.2.2
 - the RABs To Be Setup Item IEs IE in §8.7.2 and 
 - the RABs Setup Item IEs IE in §8.44.2
2) The MSISDN IE is on a different level within the RAB ASSINGMENT/RELOCATION REQUEST message, therefore some re-shuffling of the sentence was done.
3) the end of the last sentence in this bullet says "are only used for the SIPTO at Iu-PS functionality and according to the description in TS 23.060 [21]", 
- "SIPTO at Iu-PS functionality" is a quite unclear term (nowhere defined, not even at [21])
- "only used for ..." should be "only applicable in case ..." (the semantics in the tabular follow this wording, btw).
- "according to the description in ..." should be "as described in ..." 
	Corrected (checked with Huawei)

	1b
	tabular 9.2.1.94, 9.2.1.95
	Still related to CR1084r1, still "with a fresh mind" ;-)
4) tabular:
- §9.2.1.94: 
   - remove "only" in the descriptive sentence (sufficiently handled in procedural text already), and an "as specified in ..." before the TS reference.
   - semantics for the IE removed (sufficiently specified in procedural text already)
   - some rewording for semantics of the remaining IEs: "offload RAB" changed to "RAB to be offloaded" and "as defined ..." changed to "as specified in ..."
   - for both IEs, a reference to 23.060 could be given (but is not necessary, in which case the whole existing semantics descriptions could be deleted tbc)
   - but it seems that, for both IEs, the original intention is to define the coding and give the related references. for the APN, this should be 23.003, for the charging characteristics, this in 29.060.
- §9.2.1.95:
   - same on the descriptive sentence as in the section above editorial in the semantics
- why the reference to 29.060 in the Note (reworded and moved)
	Corrected (checked with Huawei)

	2
	9.1.33,
9.1.34,
9.2.2.5
	Small editorials in relation to CR1086r2
§9.1.33/34: small rewording for semantics
§9.2.2.5: editorials
	Corrected

	3
	3, 9.2.1.96
	small editorials in relation to CR1087r2
1) §3: introduction of abbreviations "RAT" and "IRAT"
§9.2.1.96
2) phrase "asks the target RAT" rephrased to "contain information", as it is actually not an IE, but the node sending a message, which communicates to the peer node (which is in this case the UE - somehow indirectly).
3) "incoming UE" - "incoming" is rather used for messages being received, used for UEs, this should be more clarified, in this case it is not necessary, as the following text clarifies the situation very well.
4) RANAP rather uses "inter-system handover" than "IRAT HO".
5) as the IE does not contain any cell-list, the wording "the cells" might be misleading, at least the configuration wrt actual cells is not performed on RANAP level. 
6) the sentence "It is used by the source RAT to specify the minimum radio quality and the time measurements should last for triggering a HO report for unnecessary HO to another RAT." is missing something . 
7) isn't the target RAT always UTRAN ? and: isn’t the source RAT always E-UTRAN ? shouldn’t this be specified somewhere ? I mean, you can't use this at all for GERAN-UTRAN interworking in later releases.
We checked Stage 2, and it reports:
"-     UE is handed over from E-UTRAN to other RAT (e.g. GERAN or UTRAN) even though quality of the E-UTRAN coverage was sufficient for the service used by the UE. The handover may therefore be considered as unnecessary HO to another RAT (too early IRAT HO without connection failure)."
So if the "other RAT" can be only UMTS, i.e. there no technical option to send the transparent container to GERAN, then probably a CR for 36.300 is needed. 

8) "Timer" semantics reworded
	5) However, as some semantics further down refer to the cells the UE actually come from "source" was introduces to say "the source cells".
6) what about 
"It is used by the source RAT for requesting the RNC to configure the UE for continuing to measure the source cells at a specified minimum radio quality for a specified time duration to be able to report an unnecessary HO to another RAT."?
8) "The duration (in [seconds]) of the UE measuring the source cells in the source RAT after successful IRAT HO in seconds when one or both indicated thresholds criteria are met."

	4
	8.17.2
9.2.1.97, 98, 99, 100
	Small editorials related to CR1094r1
§8.17.2: add "in the XX message" to give "If the yy IE is included in the XX message"
§8.17.2: "MDT Parameters IE" replaced by "MDT Configuration" 
§9.2.1.97: very loveless IE description, what about "The purpose of the MDT Configuration IE is to provide configuration information for the MDT function"?
§9.2.1.98/99: are the terms "M1/M2 Report" invented in RANAP? Can’t think so. Any reference? Yes, 32.422. 
§9.2.1.98: any reference for the "Measurement quantity" available? Yes: 32.422
§9.2.1.100: any reference for the "Report Amount"? Yes: 32.422
§tabular/ASN.1 general: "..." extensions introduced.
	some open items

	5
	9.2.109
	Editorials to CR1096r3
in the semantics, the sentence should rather say "Each bit represents a priority class as specified below. If a bit is set to “1” the signalling traffic of the respective priority class should be reduced.
Bit (0) = Delay Tolerant traffic limited.
Bits (1..7) reserved for future use."
	 Corrected

	6
	9.2.1.6, 9.2.1.10, 9.2.1.26, 9.2.1.27, 9.2.3.38.
	Rewording to align wording of semantics descriptions as in issue#1b.
	Corrected

	7 by Ericsson
	9.3.4
	Missing "-" in ASN.1 comment
	Added missing "-"

	8 by Sam

sung
	9.3.4 
	The ASN.1 code is not aligned with the IEs names in 9.2.1.94.
	Updated variable name in ASN.1 code

	9 by Sam
sung
	9.3.3
	Tagging (comments) introduced for SIPTO is not consistent: "UMTS Macro Network" vs. "UTRAN"
	Used "UTRAN" for all SIPTO related tags

	ref 1
	2
	ref [28] unused
	Voided

	ref 2
	9.2.1.84
	ref [51] was marked as unused in R3-110528, however, 9.2.1.84 (a RANAP indicator on which header is to be expected when MBMS user data is sent via Iu/SYNC) tries to refer to it (actually it refers to 25.415, but that is wrong)
	Corrected

	ref 3
	8.21.1
	A reference to 32.200 is given. This TS was discontinued. The successor 32.240/32.251. Shall we remove the Note? 
	Replaced by 32.240 and added to the ref list

	ref 4
	2
	Wrong bullet list style
	 Corrected


3
Proposal
This paper presented the issues found during the clean-up review of RANAP before ASN.1 freezing in RAN#52. The changes related to references corrections are reported in related CR [1], while other changes are in a more general CR [2].
It is proposed to discuss the content of the CRs contained in [1] and [2] and agree on them.
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