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1 Introduction

RAN2 has discussed proposals to remove the field warningSecurityInfo in SIB10. This paper includes a more general discussion on the options for removing redundant fields.

2 Discussion

There seem to be two main options when removing a redundant field i.e. the field may be changed to (using terms defined in TS xx.331):

· 
Dummy: the field will never be used (i.e. the field is truly obsolete)
· 
Spare: the field may be used again in future (i.e. the field is reserved for future use)
There are two further dimensions to consider:

· 
Usage: whether or not the field was already sent by some implementation i.e. whether it is possible to prohibit sending of the field

· 
Presence: Whether the field is optional (default) or mandatory

Following the general principle of trying to avoid unnecessary UE requirements, this would result in the following options:

	
	Used (mandatory, optional)
	Not used (optional)

	Dummy
	Receiver shall ignore field
	DL: E-UTRAN does not send the field
UL: E-UTRAN should ignore the field (no need to specify UE requirements)

	Spare
	Not possible
	DL: E-UTRAN does not send the field + UE shall ignore the field

UL: UE shall not send the field + E-UTRAN ignores the field


Note:
It is assumed that mandatory fields belong to category 'used' i.e. it seems impossible to re-use the field in future (unless it can really be confirmed that all senders set it to a specific value while all receives ignore it)

TS 36.331 includes a number of 'spare fields' (e.g. RRCReestablishmentRequest) for which it is specified that these shall not be send, or if this is not possible, set the field to 0s. It is also specified by the generic error handling that the receiver shall ignore the field (treat the rest of the message as if the field was absent), although this is only covered for the DL. 

From the aboe analysis the following approach seems to emerge:

· 
For fields changed to a dummy (i.e. fields not intended to be re-used in future) there seem to be 4 different cases, each resulting in a different set of requirements for UE and/ or E-UTRAN. Thus, when the field is changed into a dummy, the appropriate requirements need to be agreed on a case by case basis.

· 
For (optional) fields changed into a spare fields (i.e. intended to be re-used in future), there is no strong need for further clarification.

If RAN2 considers the above approach to be appropriate, the specification may be extended to clarify the handling of dummy fields (i.e. to outline that there are different cases, each with specific requirements on UE and/ or E-UTRAN).

Proposal
RAN2 is requested to review the proposed approach and to consider the introduction of some general statements on dummy fields at the end of 6.1 as shown in the following text proposal. For completeness, some text may also be added to summarise the handling of spare fields.
Text proposal for dummy fields

Text proposal for spare fields

3 Conclusion & recommendation
This paper includes a general discussion on the options for removing redundant fields. RAN2 is requested to conclude the following proposal:

Proposal
RAN2 is requested to review the proposed approach and to consider the introduction of some general statements on dummy fields at the end of 6.1 as shown in the following text proposal. For completeness, some text may also be added to summarise the handling of spare fields.
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A Existing extension options and associated error handling

There are two basic extension types:

· 
Non critical extensions: these may simply be ignored by a receiver not comprehending

· 
Critical extensions: these have to be comprehended and hence they are sent only if the sender has confirmed receiver support

TS 36.331 includes spare values, which are treated in a similar manner to undefined code points (e.g. value 7 for a field which range is 1..6), unless other handling is specified: assume default value if default is defined, ignored if optional, consider absent if mandatory. For the last case, if the message is exchanged via DCCH or CCCH, the UE ignores the message (invalid network operation) while otherwise the UE is performs the so called nested error handling e.g. ignores the entry of the list.

The general protocol handling as currently specified in TS 36.331 does not really seem to have the notion of a spare/ reserved fields. There are however two such fields, both in uplink
RRCConnectionReestablishmentRequest-r8-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {


ue-Identity






ReestabUE-Identity,


reestablishmentCause



ReestablishmentCause,


spare







BIT STRING (SIZE (2))

}

RRCConnectionRequest-r8-IEs ::=

SEQUENCE {


ue-Identity






InitialUE-Identity,


establishmentCause




EstablishmentCause,


spare







BIT STRING (SIZE (1))

}

It is however specified that the sender shall not include extensions, or if this is not possible, it shall set spare bits to zero (see extract from 8.4).

The following rules apply with respect to the use of protocol extensions:

-
A transmitter compliant with this version of the specification shall, unless explicitly indicated otherwise on a PDU type basis, set the extension part empty. Transmitters compliant with a later version may send non-empty extensions;

-
A transmitter compliant with this version of the specification shall set spare bits to zero;

The behaviour of the receiver of a spare field is covered for the DL by the generic error handling, see the following extracts from 5.7.1 and 5.7.5:

The UE shall consider a field as not comprehended when it is defined:

-
as spare or reserved unless the specification defines specific behaviour that the UE shall apply upon receiving the concerned spare/ reserved field.

The UE shall, when receiving an RRC message on any logical channel:

1>
if the message includes a field that the UE does not comprehend:

2>
treat the rest of the message as if the field was absent;

NOTE:
This section does not apply to the case of an extension to the value range of a field. Such cases are addressed instead by the requirements in section 5.7.3.

Some messages and/or IEs may include dummy fields i.e. fields with name dummy or dummyN. For fields used in DL, the preferred approach is to specify that E-UTRAN does not send the dummy field to the UE. If this is not possible, it shall be specified that the UE shall ignore the dummy field. For fields used in UL, it should in all cases be sufficient to specify that E-UTRAN ignores the dummy field.





Some messages and/or IEs may include spare fields i.e. fields with name spare or spareN. For fields used in DL, the UE behaviour upon reception shall be specified with the default being that the UE ignores the field. For fields used in UL, the UE behaviour should be specified with the default being that the UE does not send the field.
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