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Introduction
The spec is unclear with how to handle invalid subframes when incrementing timers for BL UE and UE in enhanced coverage from Release 14 onwards. After bringing up the issue at RAN2 #104 in Spokane, we were able to confirm with companies present that Alt. 1 as presented in [3] seemed to be the common understanding, although one company that previously supported Alt. 2 was unavailable to comment online. As a result, the chair notes for this issue did not capture a consensus between all companies that weighed in on the issue.
[bookmark: _GoBack]In this paper, we briefly go over the issue once more, explain the two understandings Alt. 1 and Alt. 2, and as a result of offline discussions with the one company that previously supported Alt. 2, propose formally capturing Alt. 1 as the common understanding within RAN2.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]Discussion
In May 2018 [1] was agreed, which modified the definition for PDCCH subframes for BL UE and UE in enhanced coverage by adding the following clause, which stipulates that a valid subframe in which a UE monitors MPDCCH represents a PDCCH-subframe:
PDCCH-subframe: Refers to a subframe with PDCCH. This represents the union over PDCCH-subframes for all serving cells excluding cells configured with cross carrier scheduling for both uplink and downlink [8]; except if the UE is not capable of simultaneous reception and transmission in the aggregated cells where this instead represents the PDCCH-subframes of the SpCell.
…
-	For BL UE or UE in enhanced coverage, all subframes in which the UE is required to monitor MPDCCH represent PDCCH-subframes among all valid subframes regardless of whether the subframe is dropped, see subclause 9.1.5 of [2].

In [3], we presented a discussion paper to discuss two alternatives to incrementing a timer for the following scenario:
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Fig. 1
Alternative 1
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Fig. 2: Alternative 1
The rationale behind Alternative 1 is that it follows from the non-DRX case as depicted in [3]. Among the companies who we we were able to talk with at RAN2#104, this was accepted as the common understanding.
Alternative 2
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Fig. 3: Alternative 2
As noted on the chair notes at the eMTC session at RAN2#104, one company still supported the above understanding based on an offline discussion at RAN2#103-bis. However, they were unable to comment online at RAN2#104, leading to the following being captured in the chair notes:

R2-1816284	Discussion on Invalid Subframe Handling for Timer Counting	NTT DOCOMO INC.	discussion	Rel-14	LTE_feMTC-Core
· Huawei thinks the starting time is clearly specified in 36.321.

[CB#401] To check which alternative is the intended mechanism and whether this requires a change in the specifications [DoCoMo]
· DoCoMo reports that in general the understanding is Alternative 1 (based on the comments from those who provided views offlione), except one company which thinks Alternative 2 is the correct interpretation.

Reconciling the Two Alternatives
Although the chair notes above capture Alternative 1 as the perceived correct interpretation among the companies present, because of the one remaining company that still seemed to support Alternative 2, we felt that the above agreement was not conclusive.
As a result, we reached out to the one company between RAN2#104 and RAN2#105 to try and further understand their reasoning behind Alternative 2. After discussions with them, they concluded that Alternative 1 was the correct understanding, and that they were in support to have Alternative 1 captured as the common understanding in RAN2.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to confirm that Alt. 1 is the correct behaviour and understanding. 
Proposal 2: The above to be captured in the chair notes for future reference.
 Conclusion
Proposal 1: RAN2 to confirm that Alt. 1 is the correct behaviour and understanding. 
Proposal 2: The above to be captured in the chair notes for future reference.
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