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1 Introduction
This document reviews the current structure of the procedural specification of the RRC Stage specification for E-UTRAN (3GPP TS 36.331). 

2 Discussion

The procedural description in TS 36.331 is currently structured as follows:
5.1
General

5.2
High level procedures

5.3
Elementary procedures

5.4
Procedure interactions

5.5
General procedures 

5.6
Generic actions on receipt and absence of an information element

5.7
Generic error handling

5.1 General

The content of "5.1 General" is used at the moment to capture the highlevel agreements reached in the meetings as well as the identified FFSs. Most of this has Stage2 character, some more the intention of a TR. Another aspect reflected is the overview information.
For certain aspects, like the interaction with other protocol entities or other nodes a RRC Stage 3 specification is not appropriate. In 3GPP traditionally these aspects are captured in a Stage 2 specification, where also normative requirements may be defined.
But also in a Stage 3 specification some general information should be given in order to given some overview information on the intention of the procedure, certain side conditions etc.. This information normally has not the strong normative character. Traditionally the focus is on the peer to peer protocol aspects, thus no specific network nodes are mentioned, neither other protocols (like S1 interface). This information should be close to the detailed normative text.

Proposal 1:
It is proposed to review sub-clause 5.1 and classify the content. 
Stage2 specific information should be move to 36.300 (e.g. in TS 36.300 sub-cause "7.5 RRC Procedures"). 
Information needed during the drafting process, which will be obsolete once the work is finalised may be captured in an informative Annex which supposed to be removed in a later stage.
Information reflecting an overview and general information as mention above should be moved to the general sub-clauses as first sub-clause per each procedural description. 

5.2 High level procedures
5.3 Elementary procedures

The difference between "5.2 High level procedures" and "5.3 Elementary procedures" is somehow unclear. As the idea of a very powerful general RRC Reconfiguration procedure is more and more disappearing and it is agreed not to support parallel procedures it seems questionable why such a distinction is needed. 
Nevertheless certain procedures will carry fairly independent aspects within one instance (e.g. bearer configuration and security activation). It would be preferable to clearly separate the corresponding procedural descriptions for the sake of readability and ease of maintenance. If they do not occur in more then one procedure, separate sub-clauses within the procedural description of the specific procedure seem most appropriate. If they would appear in several procedures one could either refer to the corresponding sub-clause of the other procedure, or move the description to section "5.6". 
Proposal 2:
It is proposed to cover all the procedural descriptions within one chapter and consider whether to structure certain aspects in different sub-clauses within this section if appropriate. If certain top level information element occur in several (>2) procedures a sub-cause in chapter "5.6" could be considered. 

5.4 Procedure interactions

In the chapter "5.4 Procedure interactions" it is currently only stated that no parallel procedures are supported. Having an own level-2 chapter for such a definition seem questionable. One possibility could be to move this definition to "5.1".
Proposal 3:
Move the content of sub-clause "5.4" to "5.1 General". 

5.5 General procedures

No comments on "5.5 General procedures".
5.6 Generic actions on receipt and absence of an information element

In "5.6 Generic actions on receipt and absence of an information element" procedural descriptions are given out side the context of a specific procedure. As the mobility management concept from UTRAN is not re-used it seems questionable whether there will be any IEs occurring in several procedures with identical or very similar procedural requirements which are independent from the context in which they are used. If the requirements are specific to the procedural context a "switch-case" distinction will be needed anyhow. 
Proposal 4:
Only top level information elements for which the requirements are mostly independent from the procedural context where they are used should be captured here.

3 Conclusions and proposal
As the RRC protocol for E-UTRAN is significantly less complex (no UTRAN base mobility management procedures, simpler channel model) it seems feasible to also reduce the abstraction level of the specification. The general spirit of the given proposals is to concentrate all requirements for a specific procedure close together in order ease the readability of the specification.
