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1
Introduction
Before the ASN.1 freezing in RAN#52 a general clean-up review of S1AP (TS 36.413) was necessary. This document reports the issues found during such review.
2
List of issues

	Issue #
	Section
	Identified Issue
	Related Action
	Separate CR?

	General
	All
	align terminology, abbreviations, message names in upper-case, articles, typos etc.
	 
	no

	1 (ref)
	2
	Reference [7] and [29] no more used. Editorials in reference section.
	Void [7] and [29]
	no

	2 (ref)
	9.3.0
	Missing reference to [6]
	Added reference in procedural text.
	no

	3 (includes comments from E//)
	8.2.1.2, 8.3.1.2,
	"The E-RAB SETUP REQUEST message shall include the Correlation ID IE for the E-RAB established towards the eNB with L-GW function for LIPA operation."
Reading this sentence, the Correlation ID appears mandatory, while it is optional.
Similar issue for the INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST
	As suggested by Gino, added the Correlation ID IE to the list of IEs that may be included in the E-RAB to be Setup Item IE (in 8.3.1.2).
Similar approach taken for 8.2.1.2.
	no

	4 (includes comments from Ericsson)
	8.2.1.2, 8.2.2.2, 8.2.3.2
	The procedural text refers at the behavior for the IEs with "shall", but E-RAB Failed to Setup/Modify/Release List IE are optional (see related tabulars: 9.1.3.2, 9.1.3.4, 9.1.3.6)
	After Elena’s comment: use "if any" and minimize the change (as done in X2AP)
	no

	6
	8.3.1.2, 8.4.2.2, 
	From the original text "If the Trace Activation IE is included in the INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message which includes the MDT Activation IE set to […] " the nesting of IEs is not understandable (MDT Configuration IE is missing)
Similarly for HANDOVER REQUEST
	Replace the orginal text with "If the Trace Activation IE includes the MDT Configuration IE with the MDT Activation IE set to […]"
	no

	8
	9.1.4.2
	subclause 9.1.4.2 is missing.
	add 9.1.4.2 with "void"?
	no

	9
	8.3.4.1
	Not understandable the following sentece "The purpose of the UE Context Modification procedure is to modify the established UE Context partly"
	Rewording: replace with "The purpose of the UE Context Modification procedure is to partly modify the established UE Context"
	no

	11
	8.4.1.2
	missing reference to 48.018 [18] in the description of the preparation of the Source to Target Transparent Container
	adding reference
	no

	12
	8.4.1.2, 9.1.5.2
	On the procedural text on the SRVCC HO indicator, there is a series of conditions that makes the presence of Target To Source Transparent Container IE optional, while the IE is mandatory
	Rewording with emphasis on the "encoding" of the infor rather than the "inclusion" of the IE in the message.
Possible improvements (still open):
1) Think about restructuring the section in order to "collect" the common points
2) GERAN w/o DTM HO support: currently this case is not covered. Should we describe it in the spec? Should we leave it open? Any solution? Ask for feedback
	maybe

	13 (includes comments from E//)
	End of 8.4.1.2 
	Last two sentences before "Interaction with E-RAB Management procedures" not clear and English to be improved. Also, "shall" is missing the behavior description
	Rewording
	no

	14
	8.4.1.3
	are we allowed to talk about "closed access mode cells" in Stage 3?
	Original text in between brakets and added "CSG"
	no

	15
	8.4.2.2 - 5th paragraph and 10th-last
	in "If the SRVCC Operation Possible IE is included in the HANDOVER REQUEST message, the target eNB shall store the received SRVCC operation possible in the UE context and, if supported, use it as defined in TS 23.216 [9]." what does "store the received SRVCC operation possible" mean? Similarly for SPID
	replaced with "[…] store the content of the SRVCC Operation Possible IE in the […]"
	no

	17
	8.4.2.2
	"After all necessary resources for the admitted E-RABs have been allocated, the target eNB generates " --> "shall" is missing
	Rewording
	no

	18
	8.4.2.2
	"After all necessary resources for the admitted E-RABs have been allocated, the target eNB shall generate the HANDOVER REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message[...]" --> from the procedural text, the E-RABs Failed to Setup List IE seems mandatory, while it is optional in 9.1.5.5
	rewording - see solution for issue#4
	no

	19
	8.4.2.2 
	sentence in bad english and "shall" is missing
	Rewording - see issue #13
	no

	22
	8.4.2.4
	This sentence includes a note: "If the Subscriber Profile ID for RAT/Frequency priority IE is not contained in the Source eNB to Target eNB Transparent Container IE whereas available in the source eNB, the target eNB shall trigger a local error handling (Note that it is assumed that the information needed to verify this condition is visible within the system, see subclause 4.1)."  + "whereas" wrongly used?
	Note out of the paragraph with proper Style
	no

	23
	9.3.0
	Similar to issue#22: the note should be out of the paragraph
	Move note AFTER the bullet list and change style.
Also change to B1 for the bullet list.
	no

	24
	8.4.3.3, 8.4.6.4
	Empty subclause
	added "Not applicable"
	no

	25
	end of 8.4.4.3
	". In this case, the eNB is expected to decide its subsequent actions and the MME to behave as described in TS 23.401 [11].": is it not described by using the proper Stage 3 terminology (i.e., shall, should, may, etc.)
	Step 6 of Fig. 5.5.1.1.2-1 of 23.401

Replaced "expected to" with "should
	maybe

	27
	8.4.5.2
	"The HANDOVER CANCEL message shall indicate the reason for cancelling the handover by the appropriate value of the Cause IE "
	"The HANDOVER CANCEL message shall indicate the reason for cancelling the handover with the appropriate value of the Cause IE "
	no

	31
	8.4.7.2
	"For each bearer within the E-RABs Subject to Status Transfer List IE within the eNB Status Transfer Transparent Container IE for which the UL COUNT value IE is received in the MME STATUS TRANSFER message, the target eNB shall use it and not deliver any uplink packet which has a PDCP- SN lower than the value contained in the PDCP-SN IE of this IE."

	what is "it"? The UL COUNT value? And what is "this IE"? The UL COUNT value IE? 

Rewording The target eNB shall apply the contained information and shall not delivery any UL packet.
	no

	32
	8.6.2.2 - first paragraph
	Sentence badly written:
"By the reception of MME UE S1AP ID IE in eNB the UE-associated logical S1-connection is established."
	rewording + correction of grammar
	no

	33
	8.4.7.2 
	"[..] in a Status Report message sent to the UE over the radio."
	"[..] in a Status Report message sent to the UE over the radio interface."
	no

	34
	9.2.1.69 8.5.2, 8.8.2.2, 9.1.9.2, 
	EUTRAN instead of E-UTRAN
	replaced EUTRAN with E-UTRAN
	no

	36
	8.6.2.4
	"When the eNB decides to not start the delivery of a NAS message "
	"If the eNB decides not to start the delivery of a NAS message "
- if - because it's more generic
- not to - because it's grammatically correct
	no

	38
	8.7.1.2.1, 8.1.7.2.2 
	"If the RESET message is received, any other ongoing procedure (except another Reset procedure) […]"
	"If the RESET message is received, any other ongoing procedure (except for another Reset procedure) […]"
	no

	39
	8.7.2.1
	"The Error Indication procedure is initiated by a node to report detected errors in one incoming message, provided they cannot be reported by an appropriate failure message”
	“The Error Indication procedure is initiated by a node reporting detected errors in one incoming message, provided they cannot be reported by an appropriate failure message”
	no

	41
	8.7.6.2
	"If the Overload Action IE in the OVERLOAD START message is set to " --> nesting of IEs is not clear
	"If the Overload Action IE in the Overload Response IE within OVERLOAD START message is set to "
	no

	42 (partially by Ericsson)
	8.8.2.1
	not nice how they refer to the UE…
"shall be" instead of "is"
	Rewording
	no

	44
	8.8.2.2
	"When the eNB has received from the radio interface a CDMA2000 message to be forwarded to the MME to which a UE-associated logical S1-connection for the UE exists, "
	bad english, maybe this is better? "When the eNB has received from the radio interface a CDMA2000 message to be forwarded to the MME in which a UE-associated logical S1-connection for a given UE exists, "
	no

	46
	3.3, 8.17 (Abbreviations)
	E-CID, CID, E-SMLC and OTDOA missing in both 36.413 abbreviation and 21.905. 
Some Abbreviation not in alphabetical order.
	add E-CID, CID, OTDOA to the list of abbreviation. Also, add reference to 36.455
	 

	47
	8.10.1.2 - 2nd & 3rd senten.
	similar to issue#6 (but worse): not only the nesting of the IEs is not reported, but procedural text reports Trace Activation IE as optional, while it is mandatory (see 9.1.11.1)
	Rewording
	no

	48
	8.10.4
	Figure with non consistent node names
	Updated figure
	no

	49
	8.11.2.2
	sentence with grammar/syntax mistakes
	rewording + fixing typos
	no

	50
	8.12.1.2
	Primary and Secondary notification never defined in the Spec
	add it to the list of definitions?
	 

	51
	8.13.2.1
	Nesting of the IEs is missing in the procedural text (see 9.1.14)
	Rewording
	no

	52
	8.16.2.1
	3rd sentence includes "may, if supported" --> does it make sense?
	"if supported" is removed
	no

	54 (ref) by Ericsson
	9.2.1.22
	In equivalent PLMN in HO Restriction List, reference to 24.008 is wrong, should be 24.301 - by Elena
	update reference in the procedural text
	no

	55 (KDDI)
	8.7.6.2, 8.7.7.3, 9.2.1.3a9.2.3.209.3.4
	Alignment of RRC Cause description to 36.331 - comments from Natsuko
	change "delay tolerant" to "delayTolerantAccess", also in ASN.1
	no

	56 (Qua comm)
	8.6.2.1
	"PLMN ID" part instead of "PLMN ID IE"
	"PLMN ID" replaced with "PLMN ID IE"
	no

	57 (Qua comm)
	9.2.1.6, 9.2.3.1,
9.2.3.9
	alignment of the GUMMEI tabular to other tabular (see TAI for example) as well as with ASN.1 (reference to PLMN Identity instead of full description)
	removed text in tabular and put reference to 9.2.3.8
	no

	58 (Qua comm)
	9.3.4
	some elements are not in alphabetical order
	do we need to have this?
	maybe

	59 (ref)
	2, 8.17
	missing reference to LPPa (36.455)
	Added reference in procedural text and in reference list
	no

	60 (NTT)
	 
	ETWS
	open to discussion
	maybe

	61
	9.1, 9.2, B.1.2, B.1.13
	tabular descriptions alignment
	Style of "IE type and reference" column set to TAL
	no

	62 (E//)
	8.2.3.3
	wrong name of IEs
	Rewording
	no

	63 (E//)
	8.3.4.4
	"requests" to be replaced with "IEs"
	Rewording
	no

	64 (Moto)
	8.4.2.3, 8.4.2.4
	replace "eNB" with "target eNB"
	Rewording
	no

	65 (Huawei)
	9.2.1.469.2.1.549.2.1.70 
	Misalignment between IE names in tabular and ASN.1 code
	renaming of the IE names in tabular description
	no

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	ref 1
	
	 see Issue#1
	 
	 

	ref 2
	
	 see Issue#2
	 
	 

	ref 3
	
	 see Issue#11
	 
	 

	ref 4
	
	 see Issue#54
	 
	 

	ref 5
	
	 see Issue#59
	 
	 


3
Proposal
This paper presented the issues found during the clean-up review of S1AP 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.
4
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