	
3GPP TSG-RAN WG2#107 bis meeting	Tdoc R2-1914211	Comment by Explanation of field: 
 Document numbers are allocated by the Working Group Secretary.  
Chongqing, China, 14– 18 October 2019
Agenda Item:		5.4.1.3.11
Souce:	Samsung
Title:	Offline discussion #20 regarding when to apply UE assistance principles
Document for:		Discussion and decision
Introduction
RAN2 discussed the following contribution:
R2-1913586	Remaining issues regarding UE assistance information	Samsung, Ericsson	discussion	Rel-15	NR_newRAT-Core

Based on this contribution, RAN2 agreed the following general principles:
At least for NR, Prohibit mechanisms are feature specific, e.g. prohibit timer handling 
At least for NR, For UE assistance reporting features use delta as the general approach.
At least for NR, specify that UE repeats UE assistance reported within 1 second prior to change of PCell
For LTE, the intention is to apply this to new features (rel-16 and later)

The offline mainly discusses from when to apply these general principles and for now focusses on trying to agree a CR to NR RRC (LTE CR to be handled at the next meeting).
Discussion
As indicated in the previous, RAN2 agreed that:
1) Prohibit timers should be independent i.e. a need to report UE assistance feature 1 should not trigger restart of the prohibit timer of another unrelated feature 2
2) When there is a change for one or more UE assistance features, the UE only reports information concerning the feature(s) for which there was a change (i.e. that to avoid that UE also signals for e.g. 9 other features the same unchanged status). I.e. reporting is for the individual feature than for the full set of features.
3) UE should repeat UE assistance reported within 1 second prior to change of PCell.
The main unresolved issue is from when to apply these general principles. For this we think the following options should be considered for NR:
a) Use general principles from REL-15 i.e. correct to have a clean start in NR
b) Use general principles from REL-16 (i.e. avoid late change)
c) Use general principles only for features introduced in NR from REL-16 (regardless whether they existed in earlier LTE releases)
d) Use general principles only for new features only (i.e. not for features that existed in earlier LTE releases) 
Q.1: Companies are invited to express their opinion regarding which option they prefer regarding when to apply the general principles in NR:
	Company
	Option
	Remarks

	Samsung
	a)
	We think it is preferable to have a clean start in NR.

	Intel
	a)
	In Rel-15 NR, there is only 2 information defined and the corresponding change looks simple/straight forward.

	MediaTek
	a)
	UE assistance is not yet deployed, so we support to have a clean start from R-15.

	OPPO
	a)
	

	Vivo
	a)
	We prefer a clean start from the first release of NR, as it has not been deployed or used. 

	Ericsson
	a)
	

	Nokia
	b) or a)
	We believe these general principles have been always the intention, and the Initiation section of the procedure states that. Thus, the intended behavior should be like described.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	b)
	Considering backward compatibility, we prefer change from R-16.

	CATT
	a)
	

	Qcom
	a)
	



Althoug initial aim is to agree a CR for NR, it would also be good to understand the company preferences regarding LTE. It is noted that for LTE item 3 of the general principle is already covered in current specifications so we only need to discuss what to do for item 1 and 2. We also like to note that in REL-15 no new UE assistance features were introduced, so there are no changes related to item 1 that might already be done in REL-15 either. I.e. we only need to decide when to introduce changes related to item 1 i.e. the correction of the timer handling. Altogether we think the following options should be considered (for LTE):
a) Correct the prohibit timer handling Use general principles from REL-15
b) Correct the prohibit timer handlingUse general principles from REL-16 (i.e. avoid late change)
c) Use general principles only for features introduced from REL-16
Note	The change to individual UE assistance information reporting will only be done for features introduced in future i.e. from REL-16.
Q.2: Companies are invited to express their opinion regarding which option they prefer regarding when to apply the general principles in LTE:
	Company
	Option
	Remarks

	Samsung
	a)
	We think it is preferable to correct the timer handling from REL-15. We don’t think this results in interoperability issues.

	[bookmark: _Hlk22196605]Intel
	a)
	For the handling of prohibit timer, we are OK to address it since Rel-15. For the behavior of legacy features (when providing their preference), we also agree that this (i.e. delta behavior) would only be enabled for new UE assistance features while keeping the behaviour of older feature, as explained in the note above Q2.

	MediaTek
	a)
	We support to align the LTE and NR design from the same release.

	OPPO
	a)
	

	Vivo
	a)
	Agree with above. 

	Ericsson
	a)
	 

	Nokia
	b)
	The difference in timers handling will result in different UE behaviors, which impacts NW implementation.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	b)
	The changes for R-15 LTE is not acceptable due to NBC issue.

	CATT
	a)
	

	Qcom
	a)
	



RAN2 also discussed whether the change from full to individual feature reporting may require any changes to the reporting of individual features. E.g. to ensure that with individual reporting it is still possible to indicate the same as represented by absence within a full report. We like to note the following for NR:
· For overheating it is possible to cancel a previously signaled overheating indication by including overheatingAssistance with all subfields absent
· For delay budget reporting, the UE signals delayBudgetReport when it prefers an adjustment of the connected mode DRX. I.e. it does not seem possible to cancel a previously indicated value.
Q.3: Companies are invited to express their opinion regarding whether whether the change to individual reporting will require any changes and if so, which a change are considered to be required:
	Company
	SupportChanges
	Remarks i.e. cases requiring additional value

	Samsung
	No
	We are not aware that the switch to reporting information per individual feature requires changes.

	[bookmark: _Hlk22196629]Intel
	Yes
	The new approach is to define UE assistance reporting features as a delta of previous preference provided by UE while in RRC_CONNECTED.  
With the current approach, when the assistance info is sent without delayBudgetReport, the previous signaled value is released.  
UEAssistanceInformation-IEs ::=     SEQUENCE {
    delayBudgetReport                   DelayBudgetReport                   OPTIONAL,
    lateNonCriticalExtension            OCTET STRING                        OPTIONAL,
    nonCriticalExtension                UEAssistanceInformation-v1540-IEs   OPTIONAL
}
Therefore, with delta signalling, when delayBudgetReport is not included, it means the previously signaled value is retained.  Hence, some change is needed to introduce a mechanism to “release” the previously signaled value.  

	MediaTek
	No
	For each feature, UE provides assistance information when it has to, i.e. as specified in the procedure. We do not see spec change to switch to individual update.

	OPPO
	NO
	We agree the spec should be simple and not changed as much as possible. But we also think there is a requeirement to release the prior reporting. So we think it is better to introduce a timer to control the validty of the reporting.

	vivo
	
	We think the change to individual reporting will not require any change. 
But for the enhancement proposed by Intel, we can aslo accept if companies agree. It can be used to relase the previous value. 

	Ericsson
	No
	
We agree with Intel comment that in case UE supports both delay reporting and overheating, omission of delay report, when overheating change is signaled, would cancel previous delay report. However it is not clear when the UE only supports delay reporting, the UE would initiate UE assistance message without content to cancel previous preference? If that is a correct understanding we do not think there is a need to cancel previous preference when overheating delta is send. 

	Nokia
	Not sure
	We should go case by case, as different features have been defined with different handling of the timers.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	If individual reporting is used, in our view, when delayBudgetReport is not included, it means the previously signaled value is retained. Similarly, if overheating assistance is not included, the previously signaled value is retained as well. The difference is that, there is “release” mechanism for overheating but no such mechanism for delayBudgetReport. But considering there is value 0 for delayBudgetReport, it could be used if the UE is satisfied with current configuration. So we don’t think any changes are required.

	CATT
	No
	The type1 in delayBugetReport can be set to 0ms which means the UE doesn’t want to change the long DRX cycle length with respect to the current configuration.  This can be used to cancel a previously indicated value for delay budget reporting.
	type1
Indicates the preferred amount of increment/decrement to the long DRX cycle length with respect to the current configuration. Value in number of milliseconds. Value ms40 corresponds to 40 milliseconds, msMinus40 corresponds to -40 milliseconds and so on.




	Qcom
	No
	We don’t believe any change is required, maintaining the current behavior is good enough.
We agree with Hawei’s opnion, but we disagree on one point, no need for “0” value to indicate satisfaction of the current configuration. If UE is satisfied with current configuraoitn, no delayBudgetReport will be included. If UE is not satisfied with the current configuration, a delayBudgetReport will be included  intention is to maintain the current understanding. 




Summary of the outcome of the e-mail discussion
· For NR, there seems a clear majority to apply the general principles that we agreed from REL-15
· Some concerns were expressed regarding the need to cancel an earlier provided delay budget value. Given that UE can report ms0, it is not clear if there real is an issue
· There was a concern that this is a NBC change. I understand this concern only relates to the proposal that reporting is for the individual feature than for the full set of features. Given that there seemed to be quite some confusion about the current status, I was assuming this proposal was mainly a clarification (rather than a clear change)
· I.e. the correction of the timer handling merely affects UE and should not result in interoperability issues
Given the majority, and trying to move forward for NR, the following is proposed:

Proposal	Use the earlier agreed general UE assistance principles from REL-15 in NR RRC i.e. by in principle agreeing the CR in R2-1914161

It is proposed to handle the corresponding CR to LTE during the next meeting.
Conclusion & recommendation
This contribution concerns a report of the offline discussion regarding from when to apply the general principles on UE assistance reporting covering both NR and LTE. The document includes the following proposals that RAN2 is requested to discuss and conclude:

Proposal	Use the earlier agreed general UE assistance principles from REL-15 in NR RRC i.e. by in principle agreeing the CR in R2-1914161
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