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1 Introduction

This is the drafted summary report for RAN2 email discussion [79#33] [LTE/IDC] IDC Open issues.
The scope and intended outcome of this email discussion are as follows:

-
Discuss at least … 


-
the Details of the IDC-Indication prohibit timer (preferably a simple solution).


-
the Need to capture the time after which the UE should terminate phase 2 


-
the detailed UE behaviour in this phase (how much UL/DL LTE denial is allowed)


-
how the denial rate is determined (static window / moving window…). 


-
whether the DL “denial” is limited e.g. in certain phases or during Active Time. 

-
Can discuss how to reflect possible agreement in specifications (draft CRs)

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion report to RAN2-79Bis and CRs.
Also, during the previous meetings [1], some values and ranges of the newly introduced parameters remain FFS, e.g. some parameters in the assistance information are still marked FFS. The rapporteur assumes it would be beneficial to collect the companies’ views on these aspects.
Besides, some additional open issues were identified during the email discussion [79#15] and [79#16] [2][3], we may further discuss these issues.
As usual, the rapporteur would suggest companies try to clearly state their opinion on each discussed item and clarify whether each discussed item would have an impact on the RRC specification, if applicable, since it might be helpful for the corresponding CR works.
The deadline for this email discussion is Thursday, 2012-09-27, 23:59 Pacific Time.
2 Open issues related to the IDC indication prohibit timer
Regarding the IDC indication prohibit timer, we probably need to think this mechanism in a whole picture with a more systemic and comprehensive view. 
RAN2 originally agreed that this prohibit mechanism is used to restrict the interval at which the UE may send IDC indications. The intention was to avoid the possible abuse of the IDC indication and reduce the signaling overhead. 
The rapporteur assumes that it is very clear that the UE cannot repeatedly send the same IDC indication to the network. However, it is not clear whether this mechanism is also applied to the case that the UE send an IDC indication update to the network (e.g. IDC over or assistance information changes) while the IDC indication prohibit timer is still running. Will the prohibit timer prevent UE from sending updates on time?
Besides, it is not clear whether the UE can repeatedly send the same IDC indication (i.e. with same contents as that in the last transmitted message) upon the expiry of the IDC indication prohibit timer.
Therefore, the rapporteur would like to invite companies to think more on the usage of this prohibit timer mechanism, e.g. it is used to limit the repeated IDC indications or it should have a general limitation irrespective of the exact purpose of the IDC indications? And then we can think more on the possible values and ranges (so far we have not yet discussed the potentially appropriate values and/or ranges).
In this section, we need also to discuss whether this IDC indication prohibit timer is fixed or configurable. 
Finally, it is not so clear how to handle the IDC prohibit timer during a particular procedure, e.g. upon a handover or re-establishment. Also there is a NOTE in the previous RRC CR that it is FFS how the IDC indication prohibit timer is captured.
Note during the online discussion it was indicated that a simple timer solution is preferable.
IDC indication update when IDC indication prohibit timer is running
Currently it is clear that UE can send the IDC indications to the network under the following conditions:

1. (initial) IDC indication with assistance information

2. IDC indication with updated assistance information

3. IDC indication in case that the IDC problem is no longer existing

As abovementioned, in case an IDC indication update is necessary, e.g. an update of the assistance information or the IDC problem over, it might be prevented by the IDC indication prohibit timer and hence a timely update might not be possible. Then the question here is whether the IDC indication prohibit timer should also be applied to prevent such IDC indication update?
Companies are invited to provide inputs on this issue into the below Table 1. Please provide the detailed views or arguments in the column “comments”, if applicable.
Table 1: applicability of the prohibit timer to IDC indication update 
	Company name
	Whether should the prohibit timer be applied to IDC indication update case or not?
(Yes or No)
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Depends on prohibit timer value
	If the prohibit timer value is large (>200ms), then prohibit mechanism should not apply to IDC problem over or IDC update indications. Otherwise, there would be discontinuity in IDC solution when conditions change at the UE and unnecessary loss when IDC problem is over.  However, if the prohibit timer value is around 200ms, then the prohibit mechansim can remain simple and be applied to all IDC indications. This is our preferred option.

	Panasonic
	Yes
	The prohibit timer should be applied to all IDC indications messages. The assumption is that the prohibit timer and its duration is configurable and the network can control its use to avoid any delay in reporting if it deems necessary.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	Yes
	We view the prohibit mechanism mainly for the IDC indication update. There is no need of the prohibit mechanism for the same IDC indication since the UE shall not repeatedly send the same IDC indication. 

	ZTE
	Yes
	It’s helpful especially for stupid UE, which may frequently send the updated IDC indication messages corresponding to a minor condition change.

	Samsung
	Yes
	It should be uniform behaviour. For keeping it simple value of 200ms can be supported. 

	LGE
	Yes
	We cannot see a big impact due to applying the prohibit timer to update indication. 
In case of unusable frequency update including no interference, the impact due to the delayed update indication such as performance loss seems to be minimal.
In case of TDM pattern update, we are not sure whether there is a case for the urgent change of the pattern on the fly.

	InterDigital
	Yes
	The prohibit mechanism should be kept simple and be applied to all IDC indications. The network should be able to control the tradeoff between potential delay and frequency of update indications.

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	The prohibit timer can avoid the frequent transmission of IDC indication, especially for the case that the IDC problem cannot be detected properly by UE (e.g., the small change on LTE/ISM radio can result in IDC indication update).

	Nokia & NSN
	Yes
	The role of the prohibit timer is to protect the network from too frequent signalling and it should apply to all cases (similarly as already done for PHR, SR…). 

	Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	The purpose of the prohibit timer is to prevent frequent IDC indications. We assume that a reasonable value will be used for the prohibit timer (i.e., not too long). If the IDC condition is changing on a shorter time scale than the timer, we do not see a major issue with suppressing the IDC indications even if they are updates. This seems to be the simpler approach (otherwise we would need to discuss exactly when an IDC indication can be considered an update).

	NEC
	Yes
	The prohibit timer should be applied to all IDC indications messages otherwise the handling in the UE would be less trivial.

	Intel
	Yes
	We prefer to apply prohibit timer to all IDC indications. 

	Sharp
	Yes
	In light of no other need not to do so, then the most simplistic approach is desirable.

	MediaTek
	Depends on prohibit timer value
	If the timer is quite long, there may be negative impact if eNB cannot learn latest UE status update in time. Maybe we could leave this to smart UE implementation and not to restrict IDC indication update.

	New Postcom
	Yes 
	From the purpose of this timer, it is used to avoid IDC indication misuse and signalling saving. So it should be applicable to all IDC indications.

From workload, it will involve e.g. more complex prohibit mechanism, exact definition of “updated” if the prohibit timer is not applicable to updated IDC indication.

	Pantech
	Yes
	The purpose of prohibit-timer is to prevent too many assistance information signaling. It is not needed to discrete the usage of prohibit-timer. In othe words, whole prevention cases are simply treated by prohibit timer, e.g. redundant transmission by stupid UE, updated information transmission, or so on.

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Yes
	The prohibit time can be applied to prohibit all type of messages. By this way signaling load is avoided in the case some values in assistance information are changed frequently.

	Renesas
	Yes
	It’s simple and mainly where it’ll be used to anyway.

	RIM
	Partially Yes
	If the prohibit timer is set to relatively longer, IDC update and IDC over indication can possibly happen during the running of prohibit timer. And also QoS may not be supported due to delayed IDC indication to the eNB. So if we have counter for update/IDC over/QoS support before timer is enabled, it could be solved easily and simply using counter and timer. And then (counter expired) they will be restricted by prohibit timer.

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	To prohibit all updated IDC indication is simple, but excluding IDC over could be further considered.

	CMCC
	Yes
	To keep the mechanism simple, both initial IDC indication and update should follow the prohibit mechanism. 
Furthermore, if the value of prohibit timer is limited to the order of hundreds of milliseconds, UE doesn’t need to wait too long, while frequent update due to, e.g. bursty condition change, can be avoided as well.

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	Yes
	It is simple and we do not see a big gain to distinguish the difference cases.


Rapporteur’s summary of section 2.1:

As a summary of this particular discussion regarding the applicability of the prohibit timer, the rapporteur concluded the following observations:

· Absolute majority of companies (23 companies, i.e. Panasonic, ALU, ZTE, Samsung, LGE, InterDigital, Fujitsu, Nokia, NSN, MotM, NEC, Intel, Sharp, NPC, Pantech, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas, RIM, ASUSTeK, CMCC, Huawei, HiSilicon) support that the IDC indication prohibit timer should be applied to all IDC indications messages.
· 2 companies (Qualcomm, MediaTek) think it depends on prohibit timer value, i.e. in case a rather larger timer value is used then the prohibit timer should not be applied to the IDC indication update.
Based on the above observations and majority views, the rapporteur proposes:

· Proposal 1: If configured, the IDC indication prohibit timer should be applied to all IDC indications messages.
IDC indication repetition upon the expiry of IDC indication prohibit timer
During the email discussion [79#15] and [79#16], it was discussed whether the UE is allowed to repeatedly send the IDC indication to the network. To be clear, the question here is whether the UE is allowed to repeatedly send the (same) IDC indication as its last transmitted to the network upon expiry of the prohibit timer? One of the considerations behind is that the Enb might not provide any solution to the UE or the solution might no resolve the IDC problem. 
Note during the study item phase RAN2 already agreed that the UE can send the IDC indication update to the network when the IDC interference changes significantly. 
Companies are invited to provide inputs on this issue into the below Table 2. Please provide the detailed views or arguments in the column “comments”, if any.
Table 2: IDC indication repetition
	Company name
	Whether is the UE allowed to repeatedly send the IDC indication or not?
(Yes or No)
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	No
	Under the assumption that Enb can store the IDC context, it may not be necessary to repeatedly send the same indication.

	Panasonic
	Yes
	The network may have alternate solutions if the present one does not help for IDC alleviation. In absence of any feedback the network cannot decide if it needs to try a different (e.g. frequency, DRX pattern) solution. So, repetition of IDC indication (abided by the prohibit time) indicates that the last solution does not work.

From network’s perspective, if it stops receiving the IDC indication then it can assume 2 things if repetitions are not allowed:

1) No new (or significantly changed) assistance information with the UE and that’s why I don’t receive any IDC indication

2) The last solution provided to the UE resolved the IDC problem.

If specification allows repetition then case 1) above is eliminated and network knows if the solution was helpful (by the absence of IDC indications) or not and it concludes that it should rather apply a different solution if the present one does not help.
Interestingly, if the network provided a solution then most likely it would have “some” effect and the content of IDC indication might change (e.g. some new assistance information). Therefore, practically the UE will never repeat the same IDC indication but the possibility of repeat (or absence) of IDC indication can help network to see what is really going on.



	Alcatel-Lucent
	No
	Once the Enb receives the indication, it will store the information. Hence there is no benefit of sending the same IDC indication repeatedly. 

In the case where Enb does not provide any solution, it is most likely that Enb has other priority and sending the indication does not help and may only incur signalling overhead.

In the case where the solution might not resolve the IDC problem, Enb always provides the right resolution to the UE indication.

	ZTE
	Yes
	We see no reason to explicitly define the limitation. The procedure of “proximity indication” could be followed.

	Samsung
	No
	We agree with Qualcomm and ALU

	LGE
	No
	If the previous IDC indication message is successfully transmitted to the network, the same indication does not make any difference in resolving the IDC problem. The retransmission only results in resource wastage.

	InterDigital
	No
	We do not see any benefit in repeatly signalling information the eNB already knows. Following an eNB reconfiguration (e.g frequency, DRX pattern) the UE will indicate the interference has changed or ended, otherwise the eNB can assume the reconfiguration has not affected the IDC situation. Additionally if the UE is allowed to repeatedly send unchanged IDC indications setting of short prohibit timer would not be practical which would result in unnecessary IDC indication delays.

	Fujitsu
	No
	In our understanding, the case that the solution might not resolve the IDC problem only occurs when the configured DRX is different from the suggested one. In this case, the UE needn’t send the same indication since the eNB can realize that the DRX different from the suggested one is not a good one.

	Nokia and NSN
	No.
	Repeating the same IDC indication would only increase UL overhead. In our understanding current baseline (RP-121423) already precludes repeating the same information. Only when something changes a new indication is sent.

	Motorola Mobility
	Limiting IDC indications is already done by prohibit timer...
	The prohibit timer already limits transmission of repeat IDC indications. It does not seem necessary to place additional requirements on suppressing IDC indications.

	NEC
	No
	We see no reason to send repeatedly the same indication upon timer expiry since the eNB has stored there is an IDC problem but can not do better to resolve it.

	Intel
	No
	Since eNB has received previous IDC indication, it can take action (using FDM or TDM solution) at suitable time. Sending same IDC indication from UE causes unnecessary signaling overhead. 

	Sharp
	No
	If there is no change, then (re)sending the same information is redundant to the information that the eNB already has.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	If eNB does not want to receive frequent IDC indication, it could set prohibit timer longer. Further restricting UE behavior after prohibit timer expiration will result in the confusion of the why bother there is a timer. It is unnecessary to have additional solution to resolve this problem.

	New Postcom
	No
	UE sends IDC indication only if eNB has confirmed to UE. It could mean eNB can deal with IDC problem by FDM/TDM solution. Else, eNB could not allow UE to send any IDC indication. So there is no case where the same IDC indication is needed to be repeated.

	Pantech
	Yes. (Explicit expression for this is not required.)
	In our understanding, based on current triggering condition, repeated assistance information would not be transmitted to eNB since updated situation or IDC over only can trigger IDC assistance information. However, if it is possible that suggested assistance information is not available in eNB side and so rejected by network, another approach on IDC assistance information should be considered as mentioned by Panasonic. So, we propose no explicit expression for repeated signalling now. Even though no explicit expression, current standard would not allow the redundancy so far.

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	No
	Repeating the same message would not bring any new information to the eNB because the eNB cannot know the reason for repetition.

	Renesas
	No
	For the identical IDC indication; so we agree with Qualcomm and ALU.

	RIM
	Yes
	Prohibit timer is already applied to the limitation of IDC indication whether it has whatever contents (update, the same, over etc.). So it does not need to restrict the IDC indication with the same message. And there could be some problems to be resolved if it does not allowed. 

1) It is possible that the eNB understands the IDC issues has been resolved and may not provide a solution or has to request something to check the current status of the UE (e.g. are there still problem?)
2) The UE does not know why the eNB does not send any response (solution) even though it has sent an IDC indication (e.g. lost, other facts etc.), therefore, it could have additional options or diverse behaviour at the UE for “Why”
3) Just waiting since the UE sent an initial IDC indication, even though prohibit timer is expired, would be vague operation at the UE
As an another solution, adding IDC rejection message from the eNB would be helpful to resolve this kind of vague operation at the UE

	ASUSTeK
	No
	We think the eNB could be able to handle it well, so currently we don’t see any possible situation the UE needs to send the same IDC indication.

	CMCC
	No
	We assume that eNB can choose a suitable solution based on the indication as well as other factors, e.g. load, QoS. On the other hand, repeating the indication cannot provide additional information for eNB to adopt a better solution.

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	No
	We assume the eNB already tries it best to providing the most appropriate IDC solution. Repeatedly sending the same indication does not make much sense from eNB perspective.


Rapporteur’s summary of section 2.2:

As a summary of this particular discussion regarding the IDC indication repetition, the rapporteur concluded the following observations:

· A large majority of companies (19 companies, i.e. Qualcomm, ALU, Samsung, LGE, InterDigital, Fujitsu, Nokia, NSN, NEC, Intel, Sharp, NPC, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas, ASUSTeK, CMCC, Huawei, HiSilicon) think that the UE should not repeatedly send the same IDC indication message to the network..

· 6 companies (Panasonic, ZTE, MotM, MediaTek, Pantech, RIM) think no additional or explicit restriction is needed.
Based on the above observations and majority views, the rapporteur proposes:

· Proposal 2: The UE should not repeatedly send the same IDC indication message to the network.
Fixed or configurable timer
This issue was actually discussed after RAN#78 and the rapporteur noticed that during email discussion [78#49] all companies were fine with the working assumption that this IDC indication prohibit timer should be configured by the network through the dedicated RRC signalling. Unfortunately, this consensus was not agreed either at or after the RAN2#79 meeting [79#16]. 
Companies are invited to provide inputs on this issue into the below Table 3. Please provide the detailed views or arguments in the column “comments”, if any.
Table 3: fixed or configurable timer
	Company name
	Which kind of IDC indication prohibit timer is preferred, fixed or configurable one?
	In case a configurable timer is preferred, whether to introduce a T3xx timer?
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Configurable
	Yes
	

	Panasonic
	Configurable
	No strong opinion; either way looks ok.
	Unlike the Prohibit timer for proximity indication, here the network will have some other reasons to decide the length of the timer (assistance data from the UE/ type/ source/ severity of problem, available solutions etc.)

	Alcatel-Lucent
	Configurable
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Fixed
	
	It’s simple and workable.

	Samsung
	Fixed
	No strong preference
	

	LGE
	Fixed
	
	One small value that may not delay the update too much seems to be enough. Even with the small value, the UE will be careful in sending the IDC indication since the network can release the idc-config. 
Compared to the above behavior, the benefit owing to configuring the timer seems to be minimal. In addition, we wonder how the network determines the necessity of adjusting the timer value.
Lastly, fixed timer seems to be the simplest solution while restricting the frequent transmission of the indication. 
For your information, at [78#49], there was no option for the fixed timer.

	InterDigital
	Configurable
	Yes
	The trade-off between IDC indication frequency and delay should be under network control.

	Fujitsu
	We prefer to a fixed value.
	
	

	Nokia and NSN
	Configurable
	
	We do not think it is feasible to agree on a single value.

	Motorola Mobility
	Fixed
	We think it may not really be necessary to have a defined timer. A simple statement such as “Upon transmission of an IDC indication, the UE shall not transmit another IDC indication for T ms” may be adequate.
	We cannot see a motivation for having a configurable timer.

	NEC
	Configurable
	No strong opinion
	We agree wit Panasonic “the network will have some other reasons to decide the length of the timer”.

	Intel
	Fixed
	
	

	Sharp
	Configurable
	No preference
	

	MediaTek
	Configurable
	Yes
	

	New Postcom
	Configurable 
	No stong opinion
	We agree with Panasonic and InterDigital.

	Pantech
	Configurable
	No. We do not think the timer require start, stop, and expire. Simple timer operation would be sufficient comparing to T3XY.
	Configurable value would have benefit on network side, which could configure different value of prohibit timer according to various network situation, e.g. load of data and signalling on an eNB. Additionally, we are not sure which value is appropriate for the prohibit timer currently.

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Configurable
	No strong preference.
	It is hard to find a single value being suitable for all network implementations.

	Renesas
	Configurable
	
	Given that it does not cause any separate configuration to be sent by the eNB but can be provided in IDC-Config-r11 IE, the configurable value could be applied.

	RIM
	Fixed
	
	It is hard to define the proper timer value if it is configurable. If the timer is longer, IDC indication could be delayed; otherwise, frequent IDC indication will happen. So if using a concept of prohibit counter before enabling of timer, it would be very efficient operation. The counter value would give flexibility to the UE manufactures with IDC triggering condition.

	ASUSTeK
	Fixed 
	
	The purpose of the prohibition mechanism is to restrict sending IDC indication frequently. A fixed prohibit timer is enough to achieve this. 

	CMCC
	Configurable
	Yes
	

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	Configurable
	Yes
	We think it is flexible and beneficial for the network to have a configurable timers for different scenarios.


Rapporteur’s summary of section 2.3:

As a summary of this particular discussion regarding the fixed or configurable IDC prohibit timer, the rapporteur concluded the following observations:

· A majority of companies (17 companies, i.e. Qualcomm, Panasonic, ALU, InterDigital, Nokia, NSN, NEC, Sharp, MediaTek, NPC, Pantech, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas, CMCC, Huawei, HiSilicon) support a configurable IDC indication prohibit timer.

· In case a configurable IDC indication prohibit timer is adopted, introducing a T3xx timer is slightly preferred. 
· 8 companies (ZTE, Samsung, Fujitsu, LGE, MotM, Intel, RIM, ASUSTeK) think a fixed value of the IDC indication prohibit timer is sufficient.
Based on the above observations and majority views, the rapporteur proposes:

· Proposal 3: As a starting point to move on, a configurable IDC indication prohibit timer is adopted.
Values and ranges of the IDC indication prohibit timer
Regardless of a fixed or configurable timer, we need to consider the possible value and/or ranges of this IDC indication prohibit timer.
Companies are invited to provide inputs on this issue into the below Table 4. Please provide the detailed views or arguments in the column “comments”, if applicable.
Table 4: values and/or range of IDC indication prohibit timer
	Company name
	Proposed values and/or range of IDC indication prohibit timer
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	100-200ms
	This is to keep the prohibit mechansim simple so that it can be applied to all IDC indications (as mentioned in our response in Section 2.1)

	Panasonic
	
	It should be a consequence of many factors including denial rate, assistance data from the UE- available solutions / interferer type/ severity of problem, etc.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	500ms, 1000ms, 2000ms, 5000ms
	

	Samsung
	200ms
	We can start with a small value (200ms) so that the mechanism is simple. We are open to 100 ms as well if there is a real need for it. For the time being 200ms seems fine.

	LGE
	One fixed value between 100 – 500ms
	We have no strong opinion about the value. If it needs a more study, the value can be written as [TBD] at this point of time.

	InterDigital
	100-500ms
	Relatively short values are important to allow the network to choose a fast reacting mode of operation.

	Fujitsu
	Not larger than 500ms
	In order to update the IDC assistant information timely, the timer value cannot be set too large.

	NEC
	Hundreds of msecs upto few secs
	

	Intel
	One fixed value between 100 – 500 ms
	We have no strong opinion on the exact value as long as it is within the range.

	MediaTek
	
	Maybe we could set one value first and leave the remaining be spare at this moment. It requires more experiments to determine the exact values.

	New Postcom
	200ms, 500ms, 1s, 2s, 5s
	Using 200ms as the default value of the prohibit timer. If network provide IDC solution while more different radio are still on, the larger value(s) could be configured.

	Pantech
	200ms,500ms, spare, spare
	As default value, 200ms seems to be fine.

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	200ms, 500ms, 1000ms, 5000ms
	Can be discussed further in RAN2#79bis meeting.

	Renesas
	A few hundreds of msecs
	

	RIM
	Relatively longer value (500ms – several seconds) 
	It could be set to relatively longer value if the counter is applied with

	CMCC
	[100, 200, 300, 400, 500]ms
	

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	100ms, 200ms, 300ms, 400ms, 500ms, 1000ms, 5000ms
	We prefer to leave sufficient flexibility to the eNB for such a configurable parameter. We can set these values as the staring points.


Rapporteur’s summary of section 2.4:

As a summary of this particular discussion regarding the values and/or range of the IDC indication prohibit timer, the rapporteur concluded the following observations:

· In case a configurable IDC indication prohibit timer is adopted, several values e.g. 100ms, 200ms, 300ms, 400ms, 500ms, 1000ms, 5000ms, are preferred.
· In case a fixed IDC indication prohibit timer is adopted, a single value between 100 – 500ms, e.g. 200ms, is acceptable to many companies.
Based on the above observations and majority views, the rapporteur proposes:

· Proposal 4: As a staring point, some initial values, e.g. 100ms, 200ms, 300ms, 400ms, 500ms, 1000ms, 5000ms for a configurable IDC indication prohibit timer can be adopted.
When to stop/reset the prohibit timer and IDC configuration? Upon HO and re-establishment?
We agreed to introduce the IDC indication prohibit timer, while it seems not so clear when to stop/reset the prohibit timer as well as the IDC configuration. Especially, for the IDC indication prohibit timer, so far we have not yet specified any UE behaviour in stage-3 specification. 
In order to make the UE behaviour clear enough, we need to discuss how to handle the prohibit timer and the IDC configuration upon the handover and re-establishment, e.g., whether to release idc-Config and clear the associated IDC indication prohibit timer?
(1) In case of handover, regarding the handling of idc-config upon handover, please note in the Big RRC CR, it is already specified in sections 5.3.5.4 and 5.4.2.3.as follows:
1>
if the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes the idc-Config:

2>
perform the In-device coexistence indication procedure as specified in 5.6.X;
Also, during the email discussion [79#16] we discussed whether to release the idc-config and clear the associated timer upon the reception of an RRCConnectionReconfiguration including the mobilityControlInfo by the UE (handover), but no consensus was achieved.
(2) In case of re-establishment, so far we have not yet discussed any details on the behaviour.
Companies are invited to provide inputs on this issue into the below Table 5/6/7/8. 
Table 5: how to handle the IDC indication prohibit timer upon intra-LTE handover
	Company name
	How to handle the IDC indication prohibit timer upon intra-LTE handover

	Qualcomm
	Clear the IDC indication prohibit timer

	Panasonic
	Agree with QC

	Alcatel-Lucent
	We see some benefits of stopping the prohibit timer upon intra-LTE handover depending on how the UE sends the contents of the IDC Indication

	ZTE
	Clear the IDC indication prohibit timer.

	Samsung
	We don’t see a big gain in clearing the timer upon HO. As there might not be any change in the interference condition upon HO, so UE anyway will not send Indication. Even if there is change in interference condition just after HO we don’t see this as a different case compared to interference condition change during normal operation. So no special treatment required for HO case.

	LGE
	Nothing to specify. 
Since IDC related information is forwarded to the target Enb, we cannot see a benefit for enabling the UE to send the indication right after the handover with clearing the timer. From our view, the UE will behave as follows. According to the current version of 36.331, the UE will not release the configuration for the HO unless the target Enb de-configures the configuration through release/full configuration, because idc-config is specified as “ON”. If the UE does not release the configuration for the HO, the prohibit timer will continue to run after HO, if running. Of course, if the UE releases the configuration for the HO upon reception of release/full configuration in idc-config, the prohibit timer should be stopped. Such UE behavior is same as what UE performs upon reception of the reconfiguration not including MCI while the UE is staying in the cell.

	InterDigital
	Clear the IDC indication prohibit timer

	Fujitsu
	We prefer to clear it.
The prohibit timer is used to limit the frequent transmission of IDC indication in one cell due to, e.g., frequent change of IDC problem or UE’s misbehaviour. If the cell is changed, the overhead of IDC indication generated in the previous cell can be ignored.
Moreover, after entering a new cell, clearing the prohibit timer can guarantee the timely transmission of IDC indication.

	Nokia & NSN
	For inter-frequency handover, there is some benefit in stopping the prohibit timer as receiver configuration changes and updated info needs to be sent ASAP. For intra-frequency handover however, the timer can be kept running as the target needs to understand/translate the TDM info to configure DRX anyway.

	Motorola Mobility
	Clear the prohibit timer and any associated configuration. We would prefer to follow the same principles as those applied to the proximity indication.

	NEC
	Clear the IDC indication prohibit timer.

	Intel
	The prohibit time can be cleared.

	Sharp
	Clear the IDC prohibit timer, and any other associated configuration.

	New Postcom
	We agree with LGE.

	Pantech
	We prefere to clear it. We agree to the intention of Fujitsu.

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Clear the IDC indication prohibit timer.

	Renesas
	Clear the timer

	RIM
	The main purpose of the limitation of IDC indication using prohibit timer is to avoid resource waste/signaling overhead due to undesirable signaling transmission to “that cell”. Thus, it is the cell-specific operation. Accordingly, if the cell has been changed with HO, a prohibit timer needs also to be clear.

	ASUSTeK
	Clear it.

It is not necessary to keep the prohibit timer running to restrict sending IDC indication on the new serving cell. 

	CMCC
	Clear the IDC indication prohibit timer.

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	Clear the IDC indication prohibit timer.


Table 6: how to handle the IDC indication prohibit timer upon re-establishment
	Company name
	How to handle the IDC indication prohibit timer upon re-establishment

	Qualcomm
	Clear the IDC indication prohibit timer due to any connection failure

	Panasonic
	Agree with QC

	Alcatel-Lucent
	Similar to the handover case, we see some benefits of stopping the prohibit timer as in the case of intra-LTE handover.

	ZTE
	Clear the IDC indication prohibit timer.

	Samsung
	At re-establishment we should release all configurations. if we clear the configuration, it is also clear that the prohibit timer is no longer applicable

	LGE
	Clearing the associated timer and releasing the idc-config is preferred.
At re-establishment, the UE usually releases additional functions and starts with a default configuration. There seems to be no reason for IDC behaviour not to adhere to this.

	InterDigital
	Clear the IDC indication prohibit timer

	Fujitsu
	We prefer to clear it.  
The UE can send IDC indication after successful re-establishment as long as it is allowed.

	Nokia & NSN
	Same handling as for HO.

	Motorola Mobility
	Clear the timer.

	NEC
	Clear the IDC indication prohibit timer.

	Intel
	The prohibit time can be cleared.

	Sharp
	Clear the IDC prohibit timer.

	New Postcom
	Clear the IDC indication prohibit timer.

	Pantech
	Same reasoning as Samsung and LGE

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Clear the IDC indication prohibit timer.

	Renesas
	Clear the timer.

	RIM 
	Pre-configured parameters will not be longer applicable after re-establishment. Accordingly, the prohibit timer should be clear

	ASUSTeK
	Clear it

Based on our opinion in Table8, if the idc-config is released, of course, the related timer should be also cleared.

	CMCC
	Clear the IDC indication prohibit timer.

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	Clear the IDC indication prohibit timer.


Table 7: how to handle the idc-config upon intra-LTE handover
	Company name
	What is the UE behaviour concerning the idc-config upon a handover

	Qualcomm
	The IDC context is forwarded to neighbor eNB during intra-frequency handover. Also, the radio resource configuration to be used at the target eNB can be sent in the handover message from the source eNB. So, whether the UE releases or keeps the idc-Config depends on what is contained in the handover message. We probably don’t need to mention anything more.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	Idc-config shouldn’t be released during handover since RAN 2 agreed to forward the assistance information.

	ZTE
	UE should clear idc-config upon a handover. 

idc-config is noted as “ON” in ASN.1, which means UE would use saved configuration when no new configuration is set up. Hence if the target eNB doesn’t support IDC, UE would function with the old “idc-config”, which is wrong.

Please note that for proximity indication feature, upon handover, UE also should “release reportProximityConfig and clear any associated proximity status reporting timer;”.

	Samsung
	No need to release the idc-config upon HO

	LGE
	Nothing to specify. UE behavior is clear according to the current version of 36.331. See table 5.

	InterDigital
	idc-config should be maintained upon handover, if the target eNB decides that the existing idc-config is not appropriate then it may either remove the configuration or change it in the reconfiguration message.

	Fujitsu
	Not release it.
The idc-config is included in OtherConfig, which is forwarded from the source eNB to the target eNB during inter-eNB handover. So delta configuration can be applied to this idc-config if the UE keeps it upon handover.

	Nokia & NSN
	Agree with Alcatel-Lucent.

	Motorola Mobility
	Following the approach of proximity indications, UE should release the idc-config at handover.

	NEC
	We agree with Qualcomm. Upon handover, if RAN does not include any idc-Config then the UE should clear any ongoing idc-Config.

	Intel
	There is no need to release idc-config.

	Sharp
	Clear the idc-config at HO, for the reasons explained by ZTE.

	New Postcom
	We need specify nothing here.

	Pantech
	No strong opinion. We don’t see any problem whether idc-config release during handover or not. In our understanding, the approach of proximity indication would have benefit of simple approach. Meanwhile, no release approach would have the benefit of enabling delta signalling between eNBs.

	Renesas
	We agree with Alcatel-Lucent.

	RIM
	idc-config does not need to be release. After HO, the UE may update its IDC situation if necessary, but idc-config is till useful with the new update 

	ASUSTeK
	Not release it

If idc-config is released upon intra-frequency handover, there is no meaning of forwarding the IDC context from source cell to target cell.

	CMCC
	UE should clear idc-config upon a handover. For example, if the target eNB does not support IDC, UE should release idc-config instead of continuing to use it.

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	Clear the idc-config. We prefer to follow the approach of proximity indications, and we also agree with the ZTE’s reasoning.


Table 8: how to handle the idc-config upon re-establishment
	Company name
	What is the UE behaviour concerning the idc-config upon re-establishment

	Qualcomm
	There shouldn’t be any difference between handover and re-establishment behaviour 

	Alcatel-Lucent
	No difference to handover except that the UE should not send the IDC Indication until the first reconfiguration message.

	ZTE
	UE should clear idc-config upon re-establishment.
Same reason as handover case.

	Samsung
	Release the configuration 

	LGE
	Releasing the idc-config is preferred. See table 6

	InterDigital
	Same as for the handover case

	Fujitsu
	Release it. 
In our understanding, one purpose of the idc-config is to control the on-off of IDC indication transmission. This means that after (re)establishing the RRC connection in a new cell, the UE can send the IDC indication only after receiving the command to enable the IDC indication transmission from the eNB. 
After re-establishment in a new cell, if the eNB doesn’t support the IDC indication transmission, the first signalling that can be used to disabled it is the first RRCConnectionReconfiguration message after successful completion of the RRC Connection Re-establishment procedure. 
If the UE keeps the idc-config upon re-establishment, the UE may transmit the IDC indication during the period from the completion of re-establishment to the receiving of the first RRCConnectionReconfiguration, even though the eNB doesn’t support the IDC indication transmission. This is a strange behaviour. To avoid this, the idc-config should be released upon re-establishment.

	Nokia & NSN
	Agree with Alcatel-Lucent.

	Motorola Mobility
	Release idc-config

	NEC
	Since there is no idc-Config in the Reestablishment message we do not think the UE has to do any specific action regarding idc-Config upon reestablishment.

	Intel
	UE should release idc-config upon re-establishment.

	Sharp
	Clear the idc-config at re-establishment, for the reasons explained by ZTE.

	New Postcom
	There is no difference with handover case.

	Pantech
	We agree with LGE and Fujitsu.

	Renesas
	We agree with Alcatel-Lucent.

	RIM
	Re-establishment is a kind of new setting, so idc-config needs to be released

	ASUSTeK
	Release it
A UE may connect to a new cell and doesn’t suffer IDC problem after finished the reestablishment. If idc-config is released upon reestablishment, the non-IDC issue UE doesn’t need to send IDC over indication. Even if the UE still suffer IDC problem after reestablishment, the IDC-capable eNB can always provide idc-config to let the UE send IDC indication.

	CMCC
	Same with handover.

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	Clear the idc-config.


Rapporteur’s summary of section 2.5:

As a summary of this particular discussion regarding the handling of the idc-Config and IDC indication prohibit timer, the rapporteur concluded the following observations:

· Absolute majority of companies think the UE should clear the IDC indication prohibit timer in case of intra-LTE handover and reestablishment if it was configured.

· A simple majority of companies think the UE should release the idc-Config upon reestablishment if it was configured.
· There are difference views on whether to release the idc-Config upon intra-LTE handover. 

· Some companies think the UE should release the idc-Config upon intra-LTE handover, if it was configured, given that the target eNB may not support IDC functionality.
· Some companies think the UE should continue the idc-Config, if configured, given that a delta signalling configuration could be supported.

· Some companies think there is no need to specify anything in the specification.

Based on the above observations and majority views, the rapporteur proposes:

· Proposal 5a: If configured, the UE should clear the IDC indication prohibit timer in case of intra-LTE handover and reestablishment.
· Proposal 5b: If configured, the UE should release the idc-Config upon reestablishment.

· Proposal 5c: RAN2 is request to discuss whether the UE should release the idc-Config if configured, upon intra-LTE handover.
3 Open issues related to the E-UTRAN UL carrier frequency
We touched this issue during the email discussion [78#49] and [79#16]. 
The related agreements are as follows:

	Agreements
2
The network indicates by dedicated signalling for which frequencies the UE may report IDC problems. 

3
If the network explicitly configured IDC indications, the UE may only send IDC indications for carriers (UL/DL) for which a Measurement Object is configured. (We assume that a NW that intends to use IDC would configure measurement objects for potential target frequencies before handing over the UE to such target. This will then allow the UE to trigger an IDC indication for that frequency).



During the email discussion [79#16], there was discussion on whether there is any issue related to the LTE UL regarding to the sending of the InDeviceCoexIndication message and the report of the affected E-UTRAN carrier frequencies. According to the received comments, the potential problem could be elaborated as follows: 
Since there cannot be any measurement setup on UL, i.e. no Measurement Object is configured for a UL carrier frequency, and then it cannot be directly used as either a sufficient condition for IDC message to be sent or criteria to report the problematic frequencies.

Actually, it is not so clear whether there would be any problem that is related to the LTE UL frequency and needs to be addressed. Note we agreed to use the MeasObjectID to indicate the affected frequency. We may assume the IDC problem reporting would still be related to DL frequencies (i.e. measurement objects) and the direction of interference will be set to “other” (i.e. clarifying clear the LTE UL is causing the problem), then the eNB can derive the affected UL frequency by the combination of the interfered direction and the corresponding DL frequency reported. E.g., if a UL frequency in band 7 is affecting the ISM radio, then the UE still reports the corresponding DL frequency (for which a measurement object is configured) and the interference direction (other i.e. ISM affected), consequently the eNB can derive the exact UL frequency that is interfering the ISM radio.
Anyway, the rapporteur thinks it is beneficial to clarify this point.
Companies are invited to provide inputs on this issue into the below Table 9. 
Table 9: E-UTRAN UL carrier frequency
	Company name
	Whether is there any problem related to the UL carrier frequency (or what is the exact problem)?

	Qualcomm
	No, we don’t see any issues with current mechanism. 

	Panasonic
	We agree with the rapporteur’s reasoning (nothing new needs to be done for this case).

	Alcatel-Lucent
	We do not see any problem with using only the measObjectID which contains the DL carrier frequency to indicate the corresponding UL carrier frequency.

	ZTE
	No.

	Samsung
	We don’t see any issue with current mechanism

	LGE
	With measurement object identity and direction for indicating the uplink carrier frequency as suggested by the rapportuer, there seems to be no problem.

	InterDigital
	We also do not see a problem that needs to be addressed

	Fujitsu
	No problem. 
The problematic UL carrier frequency can be deduced through the measurement object and the interference direction. However, the description in the stage-3 CR should be clarified for this case since the DL carrier frequency corresponding to the problematic UL carrier frequency is not configured in measObjectEUTRA.

	Nokia & NSN
	We agree with the explanations but it should however be noted that with variable RX-TX frequency separation (as currently hinted as a possible evolution in 36.101), this mechanism will have to be updated.

	Motorola Mobility
	No other problems related to the UL freq that we can see.

	NEC
	No we do not see any problem.

	Intel
	No ,we don’t think there is problem in current mechanism.

	Sharp
	We see no problem.

	New Postcom
	No, there is no problem related to UL carrier frequency.

	Pantech
	We could understand the intention of explanations. In our understanding, this problem may occur for FDD and neighbour cells (neighbour frequencies). For TDD or FDD on serving cells (serving frequencies), we also think there is no problem since UL frequencies could be deduced. Thus, we preferred more discussion about this issue limited on FDD on neighbour cells (neighbour frequencies).

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	The current mechanism is sufficient for UL only problems.

	Renesas
	No.

	RIM
	We don’t see any problem at all

	CMCC
	Agree with the rapporteur. 

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	The current mechanism is sufficient in Rel-11.


Rapporteur’s summary of section 3:

As a summary of this particular discussion regarding the E-UTRAN UL carrier frequency, the rapporteur concluded the following observations:

· All companies agree there is no essential issue with the E-UTRAN UL carrier frequency with the current mechanism in Rel-11.
· One company (Fujitsu) thinks additional clarification in stage-3 specification is needed.

· Two (Nokia & NSN) company indicates that the current mechanism will have to be updated in a later release.
Based on the above observations and majority views, the rapporteur proposes:

· Proposal 6: With respect to the E-UTRAN UL carrier frequency, the current mechanism is sufficient and no additional mechanism is needed in Rel-11.
4 The need to capture the time after which the UE should terminate phase 2
In the last RAN2#78 meeting, the RLM measurement was discussed and subsequently an agreement was achieved for the Phase 2 as follows:
Phase 2:

The UE should attempt to maintain connectivity to LTE (e.g. by ISM denials; not necessarily and not necessarily continuously), in order to be able to send the IDC indication and to receive the corresponding RRCConnectionReconfiguration expected to resolve the IDC issue for the UE. During this phase, RAN4 RLM measurement requirements still apply.
If no solution is provided within a time pre-configured by the network, the UE may need to declare RLF or it may continuously deny the ISM UL transmission.
However, it is not clear whether this “pre-configured time” needs to be specified or should be left to UE implementation. Furthermore, in case specifying this pre-configured time is preferred, what is the detailed UE behaviour and how should it be captured in the standard? E.g. how is this pre-configured time signalled to the UE, by dedicated RRC signalling or broadcast or some default/constant value? When to start counting such a pre-configured time? Is there any relation between this pre-configured time and the RLF timer T310? On the contrary, in case this “pre-configured time” is left to UE implementation, when should the UE terminate the Phase 2 if no solution is provided by the network? Whether and how to specify any UE behaviour?
Companies are invited to provide inputs on this issue into the below Table 10. Please provide the detailed views or descriptions in the column “comments”, if any.
Table 10: pre-configured time
	Company name
	Whether is there a need to capture the pre-configured time, or it should be left to UE implementation?
	Comments (including the detailed mechanism and/or UE behaviour)

	Qualcomm
	A default/constant value could be used
	Normal connection maintenance and RLF due to channel variations should not be affected by this timer

	Panasonic
	No
	There are essentially 2 questions:

On pre-configured time: We should have a least complex solution that still solves the purpose. From the UE perspective there is no benefit for it to pre-pone (terminate LTE and still use BT handset!) or postpone (LTE Vs WiFi) the RLF detection as long as it can meet the RAN4 requirements on RLM. So, a sane UE will not harm itself.

Now the remaining question is when would phase 2 stop (and consequently phase 3 starts). Our understanding is that the phase 2 should continue until the UE receives a solution from the network that solves the problem (since the UE implementation should attempt to maintain connectivity to LTE in phase 2). Also, the UE may only be able to tell that the problem is solved/ not solved but may not always be able to distinguish between the reconfiguration for solution from a ‘general’ reconfiguration.


	Alcatel-Lucent
	Yes
	This only happens when the serving frequency is one of the unusable frequencies in the IDC Indication. When this happens, the UE should start the timer after sending the IDC Indication. It is stopped when UE receives inter-frequency or inter-RAT handover command or when the TDM solution/DRX configuration solves the IDC problem. When it expires, it is left to the UE to declare RLF (if whatever DRX configuration does not solve the IDC problem).

We prefer the timer’s value to be configurable rather than fixed.

	ZTE
	Left to UE implementation
	Simple and workable. A smart UE can make a proper decision on the value.

	Samsung
	Timer should be based on value suggested by UE, as UE is in better position to determine how long it can maintain LTE link in phase 2 by denying ISM. 
	

	LGE
	UE implementation is preferred
	We think that how long ISM denies UL transmission during phase 2 depends on UE’s decision since the UE is the best position for knowing QoS information of both LTE and ISM. In addition, forcing the ISM to deny during preconfigured time seems to be out of scope of 3GPP. Thus, there seems to be nothing more to specify. The UE only needs to comply with RLM requirement.

	InterDigital
	Yes
	The network should know how long it has to correct the IDC situation. Therefore the period in which the UE attempts to maintain connectivity (e.g. by ISM denials) should be clearly specified and not left to implementation.

We have the same view as Alcatel-Lucent: the timer should be set upon sending the IDC indication (entering Phase 2) and cleared upon receiving the network reconfiguration correcting the IDC situation (entering Phase 3). The timer should also be configurable to allow the network to control the amount of time allowed before correcting the IDC situation. Once the timer expires the UE should resume normal LTE/ISM operation.

	Fujitsu
	Can capture the time.
	We think it is enough to specify a default/constant value in the standard. Such timer is started when the IDC indication is successfully sent. After the timer expires, the UE can declare RLF due to IDC problem.

	Nokia & NSN
	No
	We do not see a need for a timer, especially when it seems very unclear what the related UE behavior is.

	Motorola Mobility
	No strong opinion (either leaving it to UE implementation or having a fixed value would be fine).
	

	NEC
	Reference to RLF timer
	For the sake of simplicity and not add another preconfigured timer, RLF timer should be used during Phase2. Then the network would know that it should respond within this time before UE declares RLF.

	Intel
	No
	We prefer to leave it to UE implementation.

	Sharp
	We agree with Samsung
	

	New Postcom
	Yes 
	The network know the time will be consumed by IDC resolution more clearly.

	Pantech
	No
	Similar intention with Panasonic. Further, if preconfigured timer is used, after the timer, RLF due to IDC affection may be allowed. Then, the RLF is different from legacy RLF.

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Left to UE implementation
	Similar view as Panasonic that the UE does not have motivation to trigger RLF too early. Postponing RLF over a very long period is not expected either.

	Renesas
	Yes.
	We agree with Alcatel-Lucent but the timer could simply be stopped when the UE receives a response from eNB.

	RIM
	No
	It is totally implementation. But to prevent vague operation at the UE, the eNB needs to send any response (e.g. rejection) with its first message to the UE so that it could help the UE to take any action (e.g. RLF, denial etc.) quickly

	CMCC
	No, left to UE implementation
	It’s beneficial to have a timer so that UE has a guideline on the duration of phase 2. But it seems hard to specify clear UE behavior before and after the timer is expired, especially in stage 3 specification.

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	Left to UE implementation.
	We think it is UE implementation to handle this case, and also it is difficult to specify the exact UE behavior w.r.t this timer.


In case companies think there is a need to standardize the pre-configured time mechanism (instead of leaving to UE implementation), please also indicated the possible values and/or ranges of this pre-configured time into the below Table 11 as a working assumption, if any. 
Table 11: values and/or range of the pre-configured time
	Company name
	values and/or range of the pre-configured time

	Qualcomm
	Constant value of 20ms

	InterDigital
	Configured value, 20-200ms. The amount of time should allow sufficient time to allow the network to correct the IDC situation and should be configurable to allow for different eNB implementations.

	Fujitsu
	This value cannot be too long, e.g., tens of milliseconds.

	New Postcom
	Configured value, e.g., 20ms, 30ms,…


Rapporteur’s summary of section 4:

As a summary of this particular discussion regarding the pre-configured time, the rapporteur concluded the following observations:
· A majority of companies (15 companies, i.e. Panasonic, ZTE, Samsung, LGE, Nokia, NSN, Intel, Sharp, Pantech, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, RIM, CMCC, Huawei, HiSilicon) think there is no need to specify such a pre-configured time for phase 2 and it could be left to UE implementation.

· 7 companies (Qualcomm, ALU, InterDigital, Fujitsu, NEC, NPC, Renesas) think either a default/constant value or the existing RLF timer could be used as the pre-configured time in phase 2.
· One company (MotM) has no strong opinion on either way. 
Based on the above observations and majority views, the rapporteur proposes:

· Proposal 7: There is no need to specify a pre-configured time for phase 2 and it could be left to UE implementation in Rel-11.
5 Open issues related to autonomous denials
As listed above, there are three main issues needed to be discussed, as follows:

-
the detailed UE behaviour in this phase (how much UL/DL LTE denial is allowed)


-
how the denial rate is determined (static window / moving window…). 


-
whether the DL “denial” is limited e.g. in certain phases or during Active Time
While LTE UL autonomous denial is very clear in RAN2, we have not any strict definition of the LTE DL autonomous denial [4]. In order to help clarify this issue and get a starting point, a typical understanding (and/or assumption) on LTE DL autonomous denial could be elaborated as follows: 
When ISM transmission by the UE occurs, it may not be possible to receive LTE DL signal simultaneously (similar to being unable to receive ISM when LTE UL transmission occurs). So, when the UE transmits ISM, it is effectively denying LTE DL reception, if there is an LTE DL signal transmitted to the UE at that time. This denial of LTE DL could have an impact on link adaptation much the same way that LTE UL denial does. 
With this understanding, what we need to discuss is whether we will limit such LTE DL autonomous denials or not, and if we do limit it, how we do it. E.g. one could take the approach that this can be left to the UE (UE gets to decide if and when LTE DL subframes are "denied"), but in any case that is what needs to be discussed.
Applicability of LTE UL autonomous denials
It is specified that the network may configure a long-term denial rate by dedicated RRC signalling to limit the amount of LTE autonomous denials. Otherwise, the UE shall not perform any autonomous denials. However, so far we discussed the UE behaviour on LTE autonomous denial specifically for phase 2, it is not clarified whether the LTE autonomous denial is applied to phase 1 and phase 3. Also it may be further discussed whether the LTE UL autonomous denial should be limited in certain phases or in general in the Active Time. It seems helpful to clarify this issue firstly before discussing the LTE UL/DL autonomous denial.
Companies are invited to provide input on this issue into the below Table 12. 
Table 12: applicability of LTE UL autonomous denials
	Company name
	Comments on the applicability of LTE autonomous denials

	Qualcomm
	Once LTE UL autonomous denial rate is configured by eNB, it is applicable for all phases. 

	Panasonic
	For a simple behavior and since the UE is not obliged to use autonomous denials we agree with QC.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	LTE UL autonomous denial should be used in the active time of Phase 1 and Phase 3. As on active time of Phase 2, the UE may need to send the measurement report for FDM solution and allowing LTE UL autonomous denial may delay the eNB from providing the IDC solution.

	ZTE
	It’s applicable for all phases.

	Samsung
	Autonomous denial is applicable only after UE has indicated it has IDC issue i.e. phase 2 and phase 3 only. 

	LGE
	Usually, configured function/feature can be used right after the configuration. Same philosophy also seems to apply to the denial. Thus, it is preferred that the denial can be used right after the configuration of the rate.

	InterDigital
	For the DL phase, we have decided it is important to properly allow the reception of the DL reconfiguration message by giving priority to LTE (e.g. denying ISM transmission) during phase 1 and 2.  Similar to this, in phase 1 when the IDC indication is transmitted, we should give priority to LTE transmission in order to send the IDC indication successfully.  If we follow this reasoning we should refrain from performing UL denials in phase 1.

	Fujitsu
	The autonomous denial should be limited in active time rather than a certain phase. 
In our understanding, the impact of the autonomous denial can be limited through the configured denial rate. Thus, the autonomous denial can be applied at any phase as long as its impact is limited.

	Nokia & NSN
	Autonomous should remain autonomous: applicable to all phases.

	Motorola Mobility
	Agree with QC (the denial rate limit applies immediately upon configuration by eNB, regardless of what phase the UE is in).

	NEC
	It’s applicable for all phases.

	Intel
	We think that the LTE UL autonomous denial limitation is applicable for all phases.

	Sharp
	LTE UL autonomous denials are applicable once configured by eNB (i.e. All phases).

	New Postcom
	We agree with QC.

	Pantech
	We agree with the intention of ALU.

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Agree with Qualcomm.

	Renesas
	We agree with Qualcomm.

	RIM
	Autonomous denial based on denial rate configured by the network should be taken into account once getting any situation due to IDC 

	CMCC
	We share the view with Qualcomm.

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	We agree with Qualcomm since it is a simple mechanism of LTE UL autonomous denial.


Rapporteur’s summary of section 5.1:

As a summary of this particular discussion regarding the applicability of LTE UL autonomous denials, the rapporteur concluded the following observations:

· Absolute majority of companies (20 companies, i.e. Qualcomm, Panasonic, ZTE, LGE, InterDigital, Fujitsu, Nokia, NSN, MotM, NEC, Intel, Sharp, NPC, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas, RIM, CMCC, Huawei, HiSilicon) think that once LTE UL autonomous denial rate is configured by the eNB, it is applicable for all phases.
· 3 companies (ALU, Samsung, Pantech) think LTE UL autonomous denial should be used either in the active time of Phase 1 and Phase 3 or the phase 2 and phase 3 only.
Based on the above observations and majority views, the rapporteur proposes:

· Proposal 8: Once LTE UL autonomous denial rate is configured by the eNB, it is applicable for all phases.
The need to specify the LTE DL autonomous denial
As mentioned above, the ISM interference to LTE DL might have impact on the reception of the PDCCH/PHICH/PDSCH, limiting the amount of ISM interference on LTE DL will limit this impact. It is not clear whether we need to limit the LTE DL autonomous denials or whether the LTE autonomous denial rate applies to LTE DL also. Note limiting the LTE DL denial may imply a limitation on the ISM transmission in the ISM side within the UE.
Companies are invited to provide input on this issue into the below Table 13. 
Table 13: the need of LTE DL autonomous denials
	Company name
	Whether to specify the LTE DL autonomous denials?
(Yes or No)
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	No
	On LTE DL, ISM interference appears just as any other interference in the system. We cannot impose a limit on ISM tranmissions. While it is true that a DRX solution is designed for coexistence so that ISM can use the LTE inactive times, it is up to a smart UE implementation to ensure that ISM does not transmit in the active time. Similarly, there is no need to specify LTE DL denial limit for any other phase.

	Panasonic
	No
	It is outside the scope of 3GPP to limit ISM transmissions.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	No
	In Phase 1, the ISM transmissions will reflect just as interference and if this interference is high, the UE will send the Indication. In Phase 2, UE has to ensure that LTE DL is received in order to get the IDC solution and it is more IDC denial. In Phase 3, the UE should use the inactive time for IDC transmissions/receptions.

	ZTE
	Yes
	DL denial rate can help eNB to perform downlink link adaptation. Different impact would be brought to eNB by DL denial due to ISM transmission or by normal downlink reception failure, since DL denial should not be taken into account when eNB perform downlink link adaptation.

	Samsung
	Denial rate is combined UL + DL denial
	

	LGE
	No
	As the rapporteur pointed out, DL denial rate involve the limitation of ISM transmission. It seems that specifying any limitation that restricts ISM uplink transmission is out of scope of 3GPP.
In addition, without the DL denial rate, sending the timely IDC indication will limit the impact on the LTE reception.

	InterDigital
	No
	In phase 1 and phase 2 until the pre-configured time ISM transmissions should be denied to maintain LTE connectivity and allow the network to correct the problem. And in phase 3 the problem should corrected. Therefore DL denials should be relatively rare and there is not much motivation to specify.

Additionally, ISM transmissions will just appear as interference to DL reception.  There will be cases where we just can’t decode the DL data, without necessarily denying the DL transmissions. The loss of DL reception can be due to ISM or due to other normal PHY reasons. Plus given HARQ combining we may be capable of successfully receiving the data in the next TTI, so we don’t see a reason why DL denials should be specified.

	Fujitsu
	No
	In our understanding, compared to no DL reception caused by DL autonomous denial, the UE may have chance to successfully receive DL data even if ISM interference exists. Thus, we think it is unnecessary to specify DL autonomous denial and it can be left to UE implementation.

	Nokia & NSN
	No
	

	Motorola Mobility
	Agree with Samsung. Denial rate is combined limit for UL and DL. 

However, if we decide to apply denial rate limit for LTE UL only, then it should be recognized that there can be some LTE DL transmissions that are lost due to some unavoidable ISM/BT transmissions (e.g., WiFi beacon transmissions by device functioning as an AP).
	

	NEC
	No
	We share the opinion of Alcatel-Lucent.

	Intel
	No
	We also think such DL denial is to restrict ISM transmission, which is out of 3GPP scope.

	Sharp
	No
	

	New Postcom
	No 
	Specifying ISM behaviour is out of 3GPP scope. 

	Pantech
	No
	This is UE implementation issue. If a UE do an autonomous denial somehow, it should expect and endure the performance degradation due to the denial rate since the decision is UE implementation.

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	No
	In Stage-2 it was agreed to focus on LTE UL denials with this feature.

	Renesas
	No
	

	RIM
	No
	It is implementation and out of scope of RAN2 for regulating ISM device

	CMCC
	No
	We suppose not to specify a restriction on non-3GPP technology.

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	No
	We don't see a big problem.


In case companies think there is a need to specify the LTE DL autonomous denials (instead of leaving to UE implementation), it is not clear how to do it. There was a view that the existing long term LTE denial rate should include both uplink and downlink autonomous denials, or there should be independent denial rates for uplink and downlink autonomous denials) [4].please also indicated in the below Table-14 on how to specify it, if any. 
Table 14: how to specify the LTE DL autonomous denials
	Company name
	how to specify the LTE DL autonomous denials 

	ZTE
	It could be simply done by respectively defining “DL autonomous denial rate” and “UL autonomous denial rate”.

	Samsung
	Combined denial rate for UL and DL

	
	


In case companies think there is a need to specify the LTE DL autonomous denials (instead of leaving to UE implementation), it is not clear whether the DL “denial” is limited e.g. in certain phases or in general in the Active Time. Please also indicated in the below Table-15 on this applicability of LTE UL autonomous denials. 
Table 15: applicability of LTE DL autonomous denials
	Company name
	Comments on the applicability of LTE autonomous denials

	ZTE
	It’s applicable for all phases.

	Samsung
	Autonomous denial is applicable only after UE has indicated it has IDC issue i.e. phase 2 and phase 3 only.

	
	


Rapporteur’s summary of section 5.2:

As a summary of this particular discussion regarding the LTE DL autonomous denials, the rapporteur concluded the following observations:

· Absolute majority of companies (20 companies, i.e. Qualcomm, Panasonic, ALU, LGE, InterDigital, Fujitsu, Nokia, NSN, NEC, Intel, Sharp, NPC, Pantech, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas, RIM, CMCC, Huawei, HiSilicon) think there is no need to specify the LTE DL autonomous denials.
· 3 companies (ZTE, Samsung, MotM) think there is a need to specify the LTE DL autonomous denial by defining the LTE autonomous denial rate as a combined limit for both LTE UL and DL autonomous denial.
Based on the above observations and majority views, the rapporteur proposes:

· Proposal 9: There is no need to specify the LTE DL autonomous denials.
Time window for counting autonomous denials
In order for the LTE autonomous denial rate limit to be correctly implemented, it seems necessary to clearly specify the circumstances under which the UE can autonomously deny a LTE UL transmission (and DL reception in terms of DL denial) event. The issue is how to specify the start and end of the time validity period over which the autonomous denial subframes shall be counted. Static window refers to counting denials over fixed time windows. Moving windows refers to keeping track of denials over the last window duration [R2-124092].
Companies are invited to provide input on this issue into the below Table 16. 
Table 16: Time window for counting autonomous denials
	Company name
	how is the denial rate determined (static window / moving window…)

	Qualcomm
	Moving window over the past (only LTE UL denials are applicable). To be specific, a UE can deny a particular UL subframe if over a duration of validity period from this subframe in the past, the denial rate limit will not be exceeded

	Alcatel-Lucent
	Moving window seems to be the only way if no further specification of the starting/ending time is specified.

	ZTE
	Moving window.

	Samsung
	We Agree with Qualcomm and ALU

	LGE
	Moving window is preferred since the UE needs to satisfy the configured rate restriction at any period.

	InterDigital
	Moving Window

	Fujitsu
	We prefer to the moving window.
By this method, the rate of autonomous denial can be continuously restricted. However, if we apply static window, the denial rate cross two windows may be high.

	Nokia & NSN
	Moving window (are there other alternatives?)

	Motorola Mobility
	Moving window

	NEC
	We agree with Qualcomm’s reasoning.

	Intel
	Moving window.

	Sharp
	Moving window

	New Postcom
	Moving window.

	Pantech
	Moving window seems to be more matchable to denial rate intention.

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Moving window.

	Renesas
	The window could be synchronized between UE and network to make it more usable feature also from the network point of view.

	RIM
	Moving window

	CMCC
	Moving window. Static window has the problem that for a period spanning two consecutive static windows, the autonomous denial rate may exceed the configured value.

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	Moving window


Rapporteur’s summary of section 5.3:

As a summary of this particular discussion regarding the time window for counting autonomous denials, the rapporteur concluded the following observations:

· All companies prefer a moving window for the autonomous denial validity period.
Based on the above observations and majority views, the rapporteur proposes:

· Proposal 10: A moving window is used to specify the start and end of the time validity period over which the autonomous denial subframes shall be counted.
6 Values and/or ranges of the IDC assistance information
We already specify the signalling for the InDeviceCoexIndication message, while there are still some values of parameters (i.e. drx-CycleLength-r11, drx-Offset-r11 drx-ActiveTime-r11, maxFreqIDC-r11 and maxSubframePatternIDC-r11) are FFS and need to be discussed and determined.
Companies are invited to provide input on this issue into the below Table 17/18/19/20/21. Please provide the detailed views in the column “comments”, if applicable.
Table 17: values and/or range of drx-CycleLength-r11
	Company name
	Proposed values/ranges of drx-CycleLength-r11
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	40,64,80,128,160, 256 subframes
	

	Panasonic
	Agree with the above range.
	

	Alcatel-Lucent
	[40, 64, 80, 128, 160, 256]
	Based on the TR, the values of scheduled/unscheduled period are between 20-100

	Samsung
	Agree with Qualcomm and ALU
	

	LGE
	Maximum sf256
	We propose the lowest cycle length in the specification that satisfies the guideline for scheduling/unscheduled period captured in TR36.816 for the scenarios

	Fujitsu
	The values/ranges of drx-CycleLength-r11 can be the combination of shortDRX-Cycle and longDRX-Cycle in DRX-config-r11
	If a range of values (e.g., 2 to 2560 subframes) are applied, the IDC indication may be sent frequently due to small changes (e.g., 1ms).

	Intel
	Agree with Qualcomm and ALU.
	

	Pantech
	Agree with QC, ALU, and Samsung
	

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Agree with Qualcomm proposal.
	

	Renesas
	Agree with Qualcomm.
	

	CMCC
	[20, 32, 40, 64, 80, 128, 160, 256] subframes
	According to TR36.816, scheduling/unscheduled period are typically not more than 100ms. Therefore, the values of LongDRX-Cycle below 256 can be reused. But the very small value, i.e. 10ms, seems unnecessary.

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	Agree with Qualcomm and ALU.
	


Table 18: values and/or range of drx-Offset-r11
	Company name
	Proposed values/ranges of drx-Offset-r11
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	0-255 
	To support the largest value of drx-CycleLength-r11 . The starting subframe needs to be defined clearly, e.g. by saying it corresponds to subframe x where x mod drx-CycleLength-r11 = drxOffset-r11.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	
	Depending on the drx-CycleLength-r11

	LGE
	Maximum sf255
	Since this value is necessary for the beacon interval, the maximum beacon interval (i.e. 65536 TU (1TU = 1024us)) has to be taken into account. We propose maximum offset value less than above drx-cycleLength while being less than the maximum beacon interval

	Fujitsu
	Same as drxStartOffset in DRX-config-r11
	

	Intel
	Agree with Qualcomm
	

	Pantech
	Agree with QC
	

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	0-255
	Similar coding as for the legacy Long DRX cycles can be used.

	Renesas
	We agree with Qualcomm.
	

	CMCC
	0-255
	

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	Agree with Qualcomm.
	


Table 19: values and/or range of drx-ActiveTime-r11
	Company name
	Proposed values/ranges of drx-ActiveTime-r11
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	20,30,40,50,60,80,100,200
	

	Panasonic
	Agree with the above range.
	

	Alcatel-Lucent
	[20,40,60,80,100]
	Based on the TR, the values of scheduled period are between 20-100

	LGE
	Maximum psf100
	We propose the lowest onDuration length in the specification that satisfies the guideline for scheduling period captured in TR36.816 for the scenarios,

	Fujitsu
	Same as onDurationTimer in DRX-config-r11
	If a range of values (e.g., 1 to 200 PDCCH sub-frames) are applied, the IDC indication may be sent frequently due to small changes (e.g., 1ms).

	Pantech
	[20,40,60,80,100,spare,spare,spare]
	

	Renesas
	Agree with Qualcomm.
	We assume the drx-ActiveTime-r11 corresnponds to onDurationTimer value configurable by the network.

	CMCC
	[10, 20, 40, 60, 80,100]
	The values are set according to drx cycle length

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	[20,30, 40,60,80,100]
	


Table 20: values and/or range of maxFreqIDC-r11
	Company name
	Proposed values/ranges of maxFreqIDC-r11
	Comments
(note currently we initially put the value 32 in the RRC CR)

	Qualcomm
	32
	Current value is fine. It is same as maxObjectID for maximum number of measurement objects

	Panasonic
	32
	

	Alcatel-Lucent
	
	Current value in the RRC CR is fine with us

	ZTE
	
	Current value in the CR is fine.

	Samsung
	
	Current value in the RRC CR is fine with us

	LGE
	32
	Since the UE only reports affected frequency among the frequencies configured with measurement object, the same number with maximum number (i.e. 32) of measurement object seems to be reasonable

	Fujitsu
	It can be set to the same value as maxObjectId, i.e., 32, since it is determined by the maximum number of frequencies in measurement object.
	

	Intel
	32
	Current value in the CR is fine.

	Pantech
	32
	Current value in the CR is fine.

	Renesas
	32
	

	CMCC
	32
	The value in the CR is fine

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	32
	


Table 21: values and/or range of maxSubframePatternIDC-r11
	Company name
	Proposed values/ranges of maxSubframePatternIDC-r11
	Comments
(note currently we initially put the value 8 in the RRC CR)

	Qualcomm
	8
	Current value is fine

	Panasonic
	8.
	

	ZTE
	
	Current value is fine.

	Samsung
	
	Current value in the RRC CR is fine with us

	LGE
	8
	Current value is fine

	Fujitsu
	The value 8 is OK.
	

	Intel
	8
	Current value in the CR is fine.

	Pantech
	8
	Current value is fine.

	Renesas
	8
	

	CMCC
	8
	8 is sufficient

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	8
	


Rapporteur’s summary of section 6:

As a summary of this particular discussion regarding the values and ranges of the IDC assistance information, the rapporteur concluded the following observations:

· Values and/or range of drx-CycleLength-r11: 40, 64, 80, 128, 160, 256 subframes are preferred.
· Values and/or range of drx-Offset-r11: 0-255 are preferred.
· Values and/or range of drx-ActiveTime-r11: [20, 30, 40, 60, 80,100]psf are preferred.
· Values and/or range of maxFreqIDC-r11: 32 is preferred.
· Values and/or range of maxSubframePatternIDC-r11: 8 is preferred.
Based on the above observations and majority views, the rapporteur proposes:

· Proposal 11: Introduce the following values for the IDC assistance information:
· Values and/or range of drx-CycleLength-r11: 40, 64, 80, 128, 160, 256 subframes.

· Values and/or range of drx-Offset-r11: 0-255.
· Values and/or range of drx-ActiveTime-r11: [20, 30, 40, 60, 80, 100]psf.
· Values and/or range of maxFreqIDC-r11: 32.

· Values and/or range of maxSubframePatternIDC-r11: 8.
7 Applicability of the new values introduced in DRX-config-r11
During the email discussion [79#16], it was discussed whether the new values introduced in DRX-config-r11 (i.e. drx-RetransmissionTimer = 0 psf, shortDRXCycle = 4 sf and LongDRXCycleStartOffset = 60 sf) should only be used for IDC-capable UEs or can they also be used for other Rel-11 UEs. Consequently, the following NOTE was added in the CR: 
NOTE 1: It is FFS whether the new values introduced in DRX-config-r11 are applicable for non-IDC UEs.

Companies are invited to provide input on this issue into the below Table 22. Please provide the detailed views in the column “comments”, if applicable.
Table 22: applicability of the new values introduced in DRX-config-r11
	Company name
	whether the new values introduced in DRX-config-r11 are applicable for Rel-11 non-IDC UEs
(Yes or No)
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	Panasonic
	No
	

	Alcatel-Lucent#1
	Yes
	DRX-config-r11 is extended to all Rel-11 UEs

	ZTE
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	New values are only for IDC capable UEs

	LGE
	Yes
	Additional value gives the network more flexibility for non-IDC UE.

	InterDigital
	No
	

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	

	Nokia & NSN
	No.
	

	Motorola Mobility
	No
	

	Intel
	No
	

	New Postcom
	No 
	We don’t see the need to extend the new values to Rel-11 non-IDC UEs.

	Pantech
	Yes
	We wonder how to discriminate corresponding values between IDC and non-IDC UEs.

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	No
	If use cases for these new parameters can be found, then those could be applicable to all UE. So far use cases have not been identified.

	Renesas
	No
	

	RIM
	No
	New values are IDC UE specific values

	CMCC
	No
	

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	No
	It is not necessarily required for the non-IDC UE to support these values.


Rapporteur’s summary of section 7:

As a summary of this particular discussion regarding the applicability of the new values introduced in DRX-config-r11, the rapporteur concluded the following observations:

· Absolute majority of companies (17 companies, i.e. Qualcomm, Panasonic, ZTE, Samsung, InterDigital, Nokia, NSN, MotM, Intel, NPC, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas, RIM, CMCC, Huawei, HiSilicon) think the new values introduced in DRX-config-r11 should not be applicable for non-IDC UEs.
· 4 companies (ALU, LGE, Fujitsu, Pantech) think the DRX-config-r11 should be extended to all Rel-11 UEs.
Based on the above observations and majority views, the rapporteur proposes:

· Proposal 12: The new values introduced in DRX-config-r11 are not applicable for non-IDC UEs.
8 IDC capability signalling
During the email discussion [79#20], it was discussed whether the LTE autonomous denial should be grouped or separate from FDM/TDM based solutions as reported in R2-124265. Some companies thought an IDC capable UEs should support both FDM+TDM solutions and LTE autonomous denial because all these sub-features are necessary components of the whole IDC solution to resolve different scenarios and use cases. This means one IDC capability bit is sufficient for all these three sub-features. On the contrary, there was also view that it is not clear that all the sub-features within IDC are required for successful operation in all scenarios and hence they could be split into separate 2 groups (FDM+TDM solutions and LTE autonomous denial solution, respectively). This means the autonomous denial functionality would have a separate capability bit that is independent of the capability bit for FDM+TDM solution. 
There was no consensus on either way. Consequently, the following comment was mentioned in the cover page of the agreed CR1058 in R2-124314 [5]: 
It is FFS whether capability signalling for IDC autonomous denial is needed (SPIA_IDC_LTE-Core).
Note in the agreed CR1000 RP-121423 it was assumed that a feature group (including FDM, TDM and autonomous denial) is sufficient.
Companies are invited to provide input on this issue into the below Table 23. Please simply indicate your preference in either the second or third columns and provide the detailed views in the column “comments”, if any.
Table 23: UE capability bit
	Company name
	One feature group for both FDM+TDM and LTE autonomous denial 
(Yes or No)
	Two feature groups for FDM+TDM and LTE autonomous denial, respectively
(Yes or No)
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	No
	Autonomous denials are necessary sub-feature for IDC capable UEs 

	Panasonic
	Yes
	No
	Autonomous denial is integral part of the IDC solution.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	Yes
	No
	We do not see strong benefit of separating them.

	ZTE
	Yes
	
	We see no reason to separate them.

	Samsung
	Yes
	No
	Autonomous denial is more of a concession provided for UE; rather than capability. UE is not forced to use it even if it is configured.

	LGE
	Yes
	No
	From our view, LTE denial is an inevitable function for protecting crucial signalling of ISM. Without denial, TDM does not work well.

	InterDigital
	Yes
	No
	Also in our view these features are not mutually exclusive. It is important that both features are supported for IDC capable UEs.

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	No
	

	NSN
	Yes
	No
	There is no need to split the two.

	Nokia
	No
	Yes
	Autonomous denial feature may not be used in some networks and may not be needed in all UE implementations. Thus mandating usage of that does not make sense.

	Motorola Mobility
	
	
	This needs some further discussion. There are some scenarios where an FDM or TDM solution may be needed but autonomous denials are not needed (e.g., when only the ISM side is impacted).

	NEC
	Yes
	No
	We see no reason to separate them.

	Intel
	Yes
	No
	We do not see strong benefit of separating the two features.

	Sharp
	Yes
	No
	No need to split them.

	New Postcom
	
	
	One feature group for UE capability while two feature groups for eNB capability.

	Pantech
	Yes
	No
	We see no reason for split.

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Yes
	No
	One feature group is sufficient. If additional group for autonomous denials is introduced, then this can be supported only if FDM/TDM solutions are supported.

	Renesas
	Yes
	No
	There seems to be no reason to separate them.

	RIM
	Yes
	No
	Autonomous denial would be a supplemental solution and can be selectively used

	CMCC
	Yes
	No
	We think that one feature group is sufficient. The whole picture of IDC solutions consists of FDM/TDM and autonomous denial. Different solutions apply to different scenarios, but we think that all the three solutions are needed if the UE support the IDC functionality.

	Huawei & HiSilicon
	Yes
	No
	We share the view with CMCC.


Rapporteur’s summary of section 8:

As a summary of this particular discussion regarding the feature group for UE IDC capability, the rapporteur concluded the following observations:

· Absolute majority of companies (20 companies, i.e. Qualcomm, Panasonic, ALU, ZTE, Samsung, LGE, InterDigital, Fujitsu, NSN, NEC, Intel, Sharp, Pantech, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Renesas, RIM, CMCC, Huawei, HiSilicon) support one feature group for both FDM+TDM and LTE autonomous denial.
· One company (Nokia) supports two feature groups for FDM+TDM and LTE autonomous denial, respectively.
· One company (MotM) thinks more discussion is needed.
· One company (NPC) support one feature group for UE capability while two feature groups for eNB capability.
Based on the above observations and majority views, the rapporteur proposes:

· Proposal 13: One feature group for both FDM+TDM and LTE autonomous denial is sufficient in Rel-11.
9 Conclusions

Based on the above inputs and rapporteur’s summary following each question in every particular sub-clause in this report document, the rapporteur proposes the way forward as follows:
· Proposal 1: If configured, the IDC indication prohibit timer should be applied to all IDC indications messages.
· Proposal 2: The UE should not repeatedly send the same IDC indication message to the network.
· Proposal 3: As a starting point to move on, a configurable IDC indication prohibit timer is adopted.
· Proposal 4: As a staring point, some initial values, e.g. 100ms, 200ms, 300ms, 400ms, 500ms, 1000ms, 5000ms for a configurable IDC indication prohibit timer can be adopted.
· Proposal 5a: If configured, the UE should clear the IDC indication prohibit timer in case of intra-LTE handover and reestablishment.
· Proposal 5b: If configured, the UE should release the idc-Config upon reestablishment.

· Proposal 5c: RAN2 is request to discuss whether the UE should release the idc-Config, if configured, upon intra-LTE handover.
· Proposal 6: With respect to the E-UTRAN UL carrier frequency, the current mechanism is sufficient and no additional mechanism is needed in Rel-11.
· Proposal 7: There is no need to specify a pre-configured time for phase 2 and it could be left to UE implementation in Rel-11.
· Proposal 8: Once LTE UL autonomous denial rate is configured by the eNB, it is applicable for all phases.

· Proposal 9: There is no need to specify the LTE DL autonomous denials.

· Proposal 10: A moving window is used to specify the start and end of the time validity period over which the autonomous denial subframes shall be counted.
· Proposal 11: Introduce the following values for the IDC assistance information:
· Values and/or range of drx-CycleLength-r11: 40, 64, 80, 128, 160, 256 subframes.

· Values and/or range of drx-Offset-r11: 0-255.
· Values and/or range of drx-ActiveTime-r11: [20, 30, 40, 60, 80, 100]psf.
· Values and/or range of maxFreqIDC-r11: 32.

· Values and/or range of maxSubframePatternIDC-r11: 8.
· Proposal 12: The new values introduced in DRX-config-r11 are not applicable for non-IDC UEs.
· Proposal 13: One feature group for both FDM+TDM and LTE autonomous denial is sufficient in Rel-11.
The corresponding stage-2 and stage-3 CRs are provided in R2-124405 and R2-124406, respectively [6][7]. 
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