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Abstract: This contribution calls out the provisional words used in the TS with the goal of reviewing all provisional words to ensure proper meaning as per TR 21.801.
When someone reads a 3GPP standard the person does so with no knowledge of any of the activities that have occurred during its creation.  Therefore unless there is a STANDARD way of writing and reading the 3GPP TS or TR, anything goes.  Since 3GPP does not want ANYTHING GOES, it created TR 21.801.  Besides containing a predefined “boiler plate” / template to give TRs and TSs a consistent look, it, more importantly, defines provisional words and when to use them and what their meanings are.

The TS 22.179 contains a number of violations of these provisional words.

For example, there are provisional words uses in the defnitions and introductory and overview texts.  The alternative, wrongly used provisional terms as requirements, is also done.

There is no reason for contributors to be missusing the provisional words.  The TR 21.801 has existed for some time now and I have stated a number of times already to curb this bad behavior.
The rapporteur has no opportunity left (being that this is the last meeting) and with ~250 contributions it is not possible for me to reveiw and these comments.

Therefore 

I ask that 
1) The group agree that no contribution for SA1#67bis and SA1#68 will be accepted for inclusion into the TS 22.179, unless it uses the provional terms according to TR 21.801.

a. That is a contribution will not be accepted if it uses provisional words in any clause or subclause except those defining requirements.
i. This means no provisional words in the introduction, scope, definitions, overviews clauses or subclauses, service description clauses or subclauses, or any informative annex.

2) The minutes of this meeting record this agreed procedure for SA1#67bis and SA1#68.

Failure to agree to this means that this group does not want anybody outside this group to be able to understand what is and is not a requirement or where to find any information necessary to use what it contains.  It is no wonder that SA2 never seems to understand what SA1 does.  Leaving understanding to others to give their opinion on what was meant just means that SA1 isn’t doing its job.
TR 21.801

“6.6.1
Verbal forms for the expression of provisions

A 3GPP TS does not in itself impose any obligation upon anyone to follow it. However, such an obligation may be imposed, for example, by legislation or by a contract. In order to be able to claim compliance with a 3GPP TS, the user needs to be able to identify the requirements that are obligatory. The user also needs to be able to distinguish these requirements from other provisions where there is a certain freedom of choice.

Clear rules for the use of verbal forms (including modal auxiliaries) are therefore essential. Annex E gives, in the first column of each table, the verbal form that shall be used to express each kind of provision. The equivalent expressions given in the second column shall be used only in exceptional cases when the form given in the first column cannot be used for linguistic reasons.”
The rest of this contribution attempts to point out the wrongly used provisonal words in TS 22.179 in hopes that they all can be fixed at these two meetings.

Use of provisional words 
must (4)
Table E.1 Requirement
Not an alternative acceptable form for SHALL

shall (488)
Table E.1 Requirement
6.2.1.1 shall optionally?,  6.4.7 shall allow?,  6.10.6.3.2 shall allow?,  6.15.2 shall allow?,  6.18.2.2 shall be allowed?,  6.18.2.3 shall be allowed?,  7.3.3 shall be allowed?
Is to (6)
Table E.1 Requirement
equivalent expression of SHALL

4.2 (-to be), 5.17.2 (protects), 6.7.1 (rewrite), 6.16.1.2 (ensures), 6.17.2.1 (allows), and 6.17.3.1 (allows).
----
should (14)
Table E.2 Recommendation

Most are correctly used, but three are not: 1) Note in 4.2 changed verb to present tense, 2) 6.4.1 Editor’s note, and 3) 7.3.3 Unknown

----
may (42); 
is allowed (9)

Table E.3 Permission

3.1,  4.6.2,  5.14,  6.2.3.2,  7.3.2

is permitted (1)
Table E.3 Permission



6.2.2 “is permitted” to “continues”

Possible (5)

Table E.3 Permisison



6.17.2.2, 7.0 Editor’s note 

May not (1)

Table E.3 Permission



6.15.2

----
can (64)
Table E.4 Possibility and capability 
(27) cans prior to clause 5,  some in informative text, concern is when can appears within requirement.

be able to (33)
Table E.4 equivalent expression of CAN

Is able to (10)
Table E.4 equivalent expression of CAN

are able to (2) 
Table E.4 equivalent expression of CAN

able to (1) 
Table E.4 equivalent expression of CAN

----
will (34)
Table E.5
Use to express behaviour of equipment or systems outside the scope of the document.
Delete will and make verb into present tense form

A copy of the entire TS 22.179 V 1.0.0 contains the proposed changes and the comments that still need to be addressed.
Changes between S1-144229 and S1-144592 are highlighted
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