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[bookmark: _Ref165266342]Introduction
In this contribution, we will discuss the leftover issues for IDC FDM solution in the endorsed CR, and give our proposals.
Leftover issues for FDM solution 
· FFS on the meaning of the “whole” bandwidth of the frequency
	AffectedCarrierFreqRangeComb-r18 ::=   SEQUENCE {
    centerFreq-r18                  ARFCN-ValueNR,
	affectedBandwidth-r18           ENUMERATED {mhz5, mhz10, mhz20, mhz30, mhz40, mhz50, mhz60, mhz80, mhz100, mhz200, mhz300, mhz400, whole},
}
Editor’s Note: FFS on the values of bandwidth and the meaning of the “whole” bandwidth of the frequency or whether to make affectedBandwidth optional.

	AffectedCarrierFreqRange-r18 ::=     SEQUENCE {
    centerFreq-r18                 ARFCN-ValueNR,
    affectedBandwidth-r18          ENUMERATED {mhz5, mhz10, mhz20, mhz30, mhz40, mhz50, mhz60, mhz80, mhz100, mhz200, mhz300, mhz400, whole},
    interferenceDirection-r18       ENUMERATED {nr, other, both, spare}
}
Editor’s Note: FFS on the values of bandwidth, and the meaning of the “whole” bandwidth of the frequency or whether to make affectedBandwidth optional.


	CandidateServingFreqRangeNR-r18 ::=     SEQUENCE {
    candidateCenterFreq-r18          ARFCN-ValueNR,
	candidateBandwidth-r18           ENUMERATED {mhz5, mhz10, mhz20, mhz30, mhz40, mhz50, mhz60, mhz80, mhz100, mhz200, mhz300, mhz400, whole}
}
Editor’s Note: FFS on the values of bandwidth and the meaning of the “whole” bandwidth of the frequency or whether to make affectedBandwidth optional.




[bookmark: _Toc502437832]The endorsed CR in RAN2#121bis meeting adds the value “whole” for the IE affectedBandwidth-r18 and the IE candidateBandwidth-r18. Per Email discussion, there are two kinds of meaning for the value “whole” as followings:
Option 1: The value “whole” represents the full bandwidth of the frequency;
Option 2: The value “whole” represents the UE-supported maximum bandwidth;
For Option 1, when the value “whole” is set, it is equivalent to configuring the candidate frequency per frequency and controlling the reporting granularity per frequency. We think this is not the intention of introducing the enhanced FDM solution. In addition, there is no restriction that the legacy FDM mechanism and the enhanced FDM mechanism cannot be configured together. Then, if NW wants to configure detect IDC issues on the full bandwidth of one specific frequency, NW can configure the candidate frequency objective via the IE CandidateServingFreqNR.
For Option 2, NW can directly set the value of the IE candidateBandwidth to the UE-supported maximum bandwidth. From the UE perspective, UE can directly set the value of the affectedBandwidth to the UE-supported maximum bandwidth. There is no need to reserve a code point for the value “whole”.
Based on the analysis above, we think the value “whole” for affectedBandwidth-r18 and candidateBandwidth-r18 is not needed
Proposal 1: The value “whole” for affectedBandwidth-r18 and candidateBandwidth-r18 is not needed.

· FFS candidateBandwidth-r18 can be optional in FDM configuration
Based on our understanding, the proposal of making the IE candidateBandwidth-r18 optionally in the FDM configuration is intended to reduce overhead if the NW wants UE to detect IDC issues on the full bandwidth of the frequency. However, such UE behavior is the same as Rel-16 behavior where the NW configures the candidate frequency info per frequency, which is not the intention of enhancing the FDM solution in R18 IDC. Then, it is proposed that the IE candidateBandwidth-r18 is mandatory when FDM assistance infor is reported.
Proposal 2: The IE candidateBandwidth-r18 is mandatory in FDM configuration.

· FFS on Inter-node coordination
Regarding IDC configuration of the FDM, RAN2 has agreed that “no additional co-ordination is needed for IDC configuration, apart from the existing mechanism between MN and SN (i.e. candidateServingFreqListNR in CG-Config for EN-DC)”. Then, there is no need to further discuss the inter-node coordination for FDM configuration.
Regarding IDC reporting of FDM, inter-node coordination is not needed if the IMD issue occurs between simultaneous TX of carriers in non-3GPP and MCG/SCG. The only motivation for inter-node coordination is the use case that the IMD issue occurs between simultaneous TX of carriers in non-3GPP, MCG, and SCG. The gain of inter-node coordination is that MN and SN will not simultaneously deactivate the affected frequency range, which may improve resource utilization. However, the intention of enhancing the FDM solution also aims at improving resource utilization. On top of this, the gain of inter-node coordination may be marginal. Moreover, considering the limited WI time of R18 IDC, it is not suggested to introduce any further optimization.
Proposal 3: Additional coordination between MN and SN is not needed when the network receives an IDC report from UE.
Conclusions
[bookmark: _GoBack]In this contribution, we discussed the Leftover issues for R18 IDC FDM Solution and give the following proposals. 
Proposal 1: The value “whole” for affectedBandwidth-r18 and candidateBandwidth-r18 is not needed.
Proposal 2: The IE candidateBandwidth-r18 is mandatory in FDM configuration.
Proposal 3: Additional coordination between MN and SN is not needed when the network receives an IDC report from UE.
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