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Introduction
In RAN2#79bis, RAN2 had left some FFS about T340 for discussion [1]:
	FFS:

1 RAN2 is requested to discuss reconfiguration scenario identified above and agree on the UE behavior for T340 with the new value upon the reconfiguration while the timer is running. 

2 It is proposed to discuss whether to remove prohibit timer and rely on de-configuring the feature by the network if required to control misbehaving UEs.



In this contribution, we further discuss T340 and provide our proposals.  
Discussion
The necessity of keeping T340
The timer (T340) was introduced in the RAN2#79 meeting for the reason of limiting excessive signaling reporting of UEAssistanceInformation. When the timer is running the UE should be prevented from sending PPI. And there is a rule that T340 is not started in case where UE prefers a configuration that is primarily optimized for power saving while indicating ‘lowPowerConsumption’. Then the UE would not been prohibited from reverting to ‘default’ immediately, and the PPI brings less impact for delay-sensitive applications.
However, in our understanding it is not necessary to introduce T340 for any state transition case, i.e. regardless of which state the UE prefers. The details are described as follows:
For well-behaving UE where PPIs are toggled according to the change of traffic or UE battery status, etc, we don’t see any necessity that PPIs toggle so frequently. Some possible triggers of toggling are analyzed as follows:
· Traffic characteristics. UE knows that which applications are running and could know whether the traffic is delay-sensitive or not to decide whether PPI should be toggled. Or UE detects the APP windows showing to the user or not as well as the screen dormancy to decide whether PPI should be toggled. It is not foreseen that PPI indications would be sent frequently.
· UE battery status. UE detects its battery status to decide whether PPI should be toggled. PPIs would not toggle so frequently for this case.
· User preference for UE power status. User configures the UE to save its power or not to trigger whether PPI should be toggled. PPIs would not toggle so frequently for this case.
To summary, it is not foreseen that PPI indications would be sent frequently for all these above triggers. Besides, the UE is not allowed to send the same preference in consecutive indications. So for normal UE, even if there is no T340, there would not be excessive PPIs initiated. Based on this assumption, we feel that the prohibit timer T340 is not a necessity for normal UE. 
Observation 1: For well-behaving UE, it is not foreseen that PPI indications would be sent frequently.
For misbehaving UE which might frequently report PPI, a smart eNB implementation can easily and quickly discover this kind of misbehaving UE. Then the eNB can de-configure the PPI reporting function of the misbehaving UE. Then the PPI reporting function would not be configured for the misbehaving UE anymore. Then T340 is not necessarily needed for the control of misbehaving UE.
Observation 2: For misbehaving UEs, the network can rely on de-configuring the feature to prohibit excessive PPIs.
Problems induced by T340
If T340 is introduced, RAN2 still needs to solve the following issues:
·   RAN2 is requested to discuss reconfiguration scenario for T340. If the reconfiguration updates the value of T340, should UE reset T340 with the new value upon the reconfiguration while the timer is running? Or should UE continue to use the same timer? Or should UE choose the longer timer or the shorter timer out of the two timers?
·   RAN2 is requested to discuss whether T340 should be stopped or not upon handover. The scenario that UE sends a PPI at handover is quite similar to the above reconfiguration scenario. According to what RAN2 agreed, the UE is allowed to re-send the same preference to the target cell in order to cover the case that the UE updated a PPI after PPI was forwarded. However if T340 is running during and after handover, the UE might not be able to report the PPI to the target cell in time [2]. Especially for the long value of T340, the UE might need to wait for up to about 10 minutes so as to report its PPI after handover.
·   RAN2 is requested to discuss whether T340 should be suspended or not upon RRC connection reestablishment. Should UE release T340 at re-establishment or continue or suspend T340 at re-establishment?
Observation 3: Many issues brought by T340 still needs to be solved or clarified.
Conclusion
According to the discussion in section 2, it is proposed that:
Observation 1: For well-behaving UE, it is not foreseen that PPI indications would be sent frequently.
Observation 2: For misbehaving UEs, the network can rely on de-configuring the feature to prohibit excessive PPIs.
Observation 3: Many issues brought by T340 still needs to be solved or clarified.
Proposal 1: It is proposed to remove T340 and rely on the de-configuration function to control misbehaving UE.
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