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Introduction
RAN2#98 discussed the use of Need codes and made the following decisions
Agreements:
1	Add need codes for Specified, Maintain, Release.
FFS whether we also have None or the None behaviour is default

The agreed Need codes correspond to OP, ON (excluding one-shot) and OR of LTE RRC today.
The remaining are FFS.  This document looks further at the remaining cases.
Discussion
LTE used three Need codes OP, ON and OR to cover “Specified”, “No action” and “Release” when an optional field is not received at the UE.  Further, every Optional field had a Need code.  
The use of ON for “No action” described the UE behaviour – that is, UE took no further action when an optional field is not received.  This implies that the UE continues with the previous stored configuration, if any or take no action if there was no stored previous configuration (the so called one-shot fields).  
Further, every optional field had a Need code.  This was decided in LTE primarily to avoid mistakes.  Not defining a Need code for “None” or in other words for so called “one-shot” fields where UE takes no action and there is no stored configuration implies that these fields will not use a Need code. The benefits of every optional field having a Need code are:
1) Makes delegates think about the intended UE behaviour when the field is absent in order to select a Need code.  It may be argued that delegates used ON by default and hence it didn’t help.   While this may or may not have been the case in some instances but in general, one can expect that in most cases, appropriate consideration is given before inserting the Need code.
2) Helps during the ASN.1 review.  When an optional field is identified without a Need code, it can quickly be identified as something that needs to be addressed.  Otherwise, further discussion will be needed, possibly with those who worked on the feature, to check if the Need code was forgotten or it was indeed one-shot.  This doubt about whether it was forgotten or intentional is likely to continue with the product developers even after the specs are frozen.  
Introducing a new Need code for one-shot rather than leave it blank seems to have minimal consequence or complexity apart from having to type a few more characters.  

While it is true that the arguments mentioned above to introduce a new Need code for the one-shot fields are not very strong ones, the consequence of having one seems minimal.  Further, this aspect has been quite successful in LTE.  Hence it proposed:
Proposal #1: Continue with principle adopted in LTE that every optional DL field shall have a Need code and introduce a Need Code for one-shot fields.  
Need codes are not used for the UL as in LTE.
Summary and proposal
This document discussed the FFS from last meeting on whether to define a Need code for the remaining (one-shot) field.  The following proposal was made:
Proposal #1: Continue with principle adopted in LTE that every optional DL field shall have a Need code and introduce a Need Code for one-shot fields.  
Need codes are not used for the UL as in LTE.




3GPP TSG


-


RAN WG2 Meeting #99


 


 


R2


-


1708835


 


Berlin


, 


Germany


, 


21


-


25


 


August


, 201


7 


 


(Resubmission of 


R2


-


1707033


)


 


 


Title:


 


 


Default Need code


 


Source: 


 


Intel Corporation


 


Agenda item:


 


1


0.4.1.2


 


Document for:


 


Discussion and Decision


 


1


 


Introduction


 


RAN2#98 discussed 


the use of Need codes and made the following decisions


 


Agreements:


 


1


 


Add need codes for Specified, Maintain, Release.


 


FFS whether we also have None or the None behaviour is default


 


 


The agreed Need 


codes correspond to OP, ON (excluding one


-


shot) and OR of 


LTE RRC today.


 


The remaining are FFS.  This document looks further at the remaining cases.


 


2


 


Discussion


 


LTE used three Need codes OP, ON and OR to cover “Specified”, “No action” and “Release” when a


n


 


optional field 


is not received at the UE.  Further


,


 


every 


Optional field had a Need code.  


 


The use of ON for “No action” described the UE behaviour 


–


 


that is, UE took no further action when 


an optional field is not received.  This implies that the UE continues with 


the previous stored 


configuration, if any or 


ta


ke no action if there was no stored previous configuration (the so called 


one


-


shot fields).  


 


Further, every optional field had a Need code.  This was decided in LTE primarily to avoid mistakes.  


Not defining a Need code for “None” or in other words for so


 


called “one


-


shot” fields where UE 


takes no action and there is no stored configuration


 


implies that these fields will not use a Need 


code. 


The benefits of every optional field having a Need code are:


 


1) Ma


k


e


s


 


delegates think about the intended UE behaviou


r when the field is absent in order to se


lect 


a Need code.  It may be argued that delegates used ON by default and hence it didn’t help.   While 


this may or may not have been the case in some instances but in general, one can expect 


that in 


most cases, app


ropriate consideration is given before inserting the Need code.


 


2) Helps during the ASN.1 review.  


When an optional 


field is identified 


without a Need code, it can 


quickly be identified as something that needs to be addressed.  Otherwise, further discussio


n will be 


needed, possibly with those who worked 


o


n the feature, to 


check if the Need code was forgotten or 


it was indeed one


-


shot.


  


This doubt about whether it was forgotten or intentional is likely to 


continue with the product developers even after the s


pecs are frozen.  


 


Introducing a new Need code for one


-


shot rather than leave it blank seems to have minimal 


consequence or complexity


 


apart from having to type a few more characters.  


 


 




3GPP TSG - RAN WG2 Meeting #99     R2 - 1708835   Berlin ,  Germany ,  21 - 25   August , 201 7    (Resubmission of  R2 - 1707033 )     Title:     Default Need code   Source:    Intel Corporation   Agenda item:   1 0.4.1.2   Document for:   Discussion and Decision   1   Introduction   RAN2#98 discussed  the use of Need codes and made the following decisions   Agreements:   1   Add need codes for Specified, Maintain, Release.   FFS whether we also have None or the None behaviour is default     The agreed Need  codes correspond to OP, ON (excluding one - shot) and OR of  LTE RRC today.   The remaining are FFS.  This document looks further at the remaining cases.   2   Discussion   LTE used three Need codes OP, ON and OR to cover “Specified”, “No action” and “Release” when a n   optional field  is not received at the UE.  Further ,   every  Optional field had a Need code.     The use of ON for “No action” described the UE behaviour  –   that is, UE took no further action when  an optional field is not received.  This implies that the UE continues with  the previous stored  configuration, if any or  ta ke no action if there was no stored previous configuration (the so called  one - shot fields).     Further, every optional field had a Need code.  This was decided in LTE primarily to avoid mistakes.   Not defining a Need code for “None” or in other words for so   called “one - shot” fields where UE  takes no action and there is no stored configuration   implies that these fields will not use a Need  code.  The benefits of every optional field having a Need code are:   1) Ma k e s   delegates think about the intended UE behaviou r when the field is absent in order to se lect  a Need code.  It may be argued that delegates used ON by default and hence it didn’t help.   While  this may or may not have been the case in some instances but in general, one can expect  that in  most cases, app ropriate consideration is given before inserting the Need code.   2) Helps during the ASN.1 review.   When an optional  field is identified  without a Need code, it can  quickly be identified as something that needs to be addressed.  Otherwise, further discussio n will be  needed, possibly with those who worked  o n the feature, to  check if the Need code was forgotten or  it was indeed one - shot.    This doubt about whether it was forgotten or intentional is likely to  continue with the product developers even after the s pecs are frozen.     Introducing a new Need code for one - shot rather than leave it blank seems to have minimal  consequence or complexity   apart from having to type a few more characters.      

