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1. Introduction
This document discusses "may not" usage in RRC. Our understanding of "may not" usage is "possibility not to do so" and not "not allowed". We propose to have the discussion on the usage of "may not" in RAN2 specification.

2. Discussion

In English, "may not" indicate not to allow to do something. On the other hand, "may not" is also used to indicate the possibility not to do something. 

Annex E in TR 21.801 specifies verbal forms for the expression of provisions. It spefies following:

Do not use "may not" instead "shall not" to express a prohibition.
As the usage for "it is not required that", "need not" is used.

On the other hand, RRC specification uses "may not" in following part. 
Section 5.2.1.3

E-UTRAN may not update systemInfoValueTag upon change of some system information e.g. ETWS information, regularly changing parameters like CDMA2000 system time (see 6.3). Similarly, E-UTRAN may not include the systemInfoModification within the Paging message upon change of some system information.

Section 5.5.1

The UE maintains a single measurement object list, a single reporting configuration list, and a single measurement identities list. The measurement object list includes measurement objects, that are specified per RAT type, possibly including an intra-frequency object (i.e. the object corresponding to the serving frequency), inter-frequency object(s) and inter-RAT objects. Similarly, the reporting configuration list includes E-UTRA and inter-RAT reporting configurations. Any measurement object can be linked to any reporting configuration of the same RAT type. Some reporting configurations may not be linked to a measurement object. Likewise, some measurement objects may not be linked to a reporting configuration.

Section 5.7.2

NOTE
This section applies in case one or more fields is set to a code point not defined in this version of the transfer syntax. In this case, it may not be  possible to reliably detect which field is in the error hence the error handling is at the message level.

Section 7.1
NOTE: 
To facilitate the specification of the UE behavioural requirements, UE variables are represented using ASN.1. Unless explicitly specified otherwise, it is however up to UE implementation how to store the variables. The optionality of the IEs in ASN.1 is used only to indicate that the values may not always be available.

Our understanding is above all cases are used for the meaning of "need not". We would like to check whether our understanding is correct.
If above is correct, as a way forward, we see two appoach.

Aproach 1) To change all "may not" to "need not".

Aproach 2) To make RAN2 internal rule that "may not" means "need not".

"May not" is also used in TS25.331. Our understanding of "may not" here is also "need not". Approach 1 may be cleaner but potentially big impact. We would like hear RAN2 view.
3. Conclusion
This document askes the usage of "may not" in RAN2. Our understanding of "may not" in RAN2 usage is "possibility not to do so". If it is common understanding, we propose to discuss the approach among two.
Aproach 1) To change all "may not" to "need not".

Aproach 2) To make RAN2 internal rule that "may not" means "need not".
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