3GPP TSG-RAN2 Meeting #80
(
R2-125720
New Orleans, Louisiana (US), 12 – 16 November 2012
Agenda item:
7.2.1 (Rel-11 LTE EDDA) 
Source:
NEC, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE, Nokia Corporation
Title:
Prohibit timer FFS for LTE EDDA
Document for:
Discussion and decision
Abstract: it is proposed to discuss on the prohibit timer open issue in the context of Enhancements to Diverse Data Applications.
1. Introduction
In the context of the EDDA WI in 1[]
, last RAN2 meeting (#79bis October12 Bratislava) mentioned the following related to the Power Preference Indication (PPI). 


Agreements
The following are FFS:

[…]

9
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.

We propose hereby to discuss pros/cons of usage of the prohibit timer regarding related documents provided at the last meeting and provide a way forward.
2. Discussion
2.1 Question 1: is it possible for a UE implementation to send PPI (low/normalPowerConsumption) indications frequently?
RAN2 decided to leave to UE implementation the trigger for sending the PPI indications. 
Such trigger can be based on:

1)UE battery status. When it is low, the UE can send lowPowerConsumption. When it is back above a certain threshold (after power supply of the UE battery), then the UE can send normalPowerConsumption. 
=>It is not foreseen that PPI indications would be sent frequently in this case.
2)User preference for UE power status. When the user configures the UE to save its power as much as possible, the UE can send lowPowerConsumption. Should the user notice some degradation in service quality, the user could revert back to the previous UE power saving preference if the user thinks that the service quality degradation is due to the setting of UE power saving. Then the UE can send normalPowerConsumption. 

=>It is not foreseen that PPI indications would be sent frequently in this case.

3)UE application(s) status. When the UE does not have anymore data to send, then UE can send lowPowerConsumption. When the UE has again data to send then the UE can send normalPowerConsumption beforehand. 
=>It can be foreseen that PPI indications would be sent frequently in this case. The sending of PPI indications would even be more frequent depending on the number of ongoing active/unactive applications. However we do not see this as “misbehaving” UE because this is due to the fact that there is no RRC controller function checking whether it would be relevant to update the PPI indication (e.g. by not sending lowPowerConsumption in knowing that some application would send data few seconds later). Since RAN2 decided that the trigger for sending the PPI indications is UE implementation dependent then it can not be mandated for a UE to implement such an RRC controller function for PPI.

Observation 1: Frequent sending of PPI indications is possible and is not incorrect behaviour and de-configuring the feature as suggested in [2] from the correctly behaving UE is not reasonable. As a consequence such UE behaviour has to be handled by means of a prohibit timer.
2.2 Question 2: what are the benefits of prohibit timer?

First benefit is basically to avoid the updating of PPI due to intermittent state transition in between the time the UE has sent normalPowerConsumption until it actually needs to send lowPowerConsumption once the prohibit timer has expired.
Another benefit is given in Proposal 3 in [ REF Ref3 \h 
3 REF Ref3 \h 
] which says that the prohibit timer is used to adjust the RRC connection release timer for intermittent traffic and state transition e.g. if the NW sees that whenever T340 expires the UE sends lowPowerConsumption then the upper limit time period to perform RRC connection release is T340. Given that UE is prevented to send lowPowerConsumption before T340 expires, the network can try to configure a smaller value of T340 to see then whether the UE would send lowPowerConsumption upon T340 expiry. If so, the network could even release the RRC connection sooner.
From case 3) of section 2.1, the prohibit timer allows for handling frequent updating of PPI due to the multi applications in the UE which is a common case (e.g. background traffic from smart phones).Those devices by generating PPI based on applications trigger would create radio overload if it were to deconfigure them from PPI. This overload situation can be avoided if a prohibit timer were used.
Given all the above we would like to make the following proposal:

Proposal 1: Keep prohibit timer (T340) for eDDA with agreed timer values.
3. Conclusion

We propose that RAN2 agree on the followings:
Observation 1: Frequent sending of PPI indications is possible and is not incorrect behaviour and de-configuring the feature from the correctly behaving UE is not reasonable. As a consequence such UE behaviour has to be handled by means of a prohibit timer.
Proposal 1: Keep prohibit timer (T340) for eDDA with agreed timer values.
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