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1. Overall Description:
RAN2 has discussed the "busy indication" for multi-USIM, wherein UE operating underconnected to network A NW1 receives paging from network B NW2 and wants to respond to network B NW2 to indicate it is "busy" with network ANW1. Most recentlyIn RAN2#113bis-e, RAN2 discussed the matter of how to handle the busy indication for RRC_INACTIVE, i.e. for RAN paging from network B, and made the following agreement:

Agreements
1	Only support NAS-based busy indication (for IDLE and INACTIVE)

This agreement was made sinceOne motivation for this agreement by RAN2 was RAN2 considered thatthe assumption that harmonizing the busy indication for RRC_INACTIVE mode with RRC_IDLE would save specification effort in all WGs. However, after the decision was madedone, it was raised that this might not be the case and there may be at least the following potential impacts to SA2, CT1 and RAN3:
-	Service Request triggering for RRC_INACTIVE: Triggering busy indication from NAS while UE is in RRC_INACTIVE state (which NAS does not differentiate from CONNECTED) requires specification changes (SA2, CT1). This is assuming that the NAS based busy indication will use Service Request procedure per SA2 agreements.
-	NAS needs to filter RAN paging indications to determine whether to trigger busy indication, which may need AS to inform NAS every time RAN paging is received (CT1, RAN2)	Comment by Futurewei: We believe this bullet is incorrect, and should be removed from the LS. In fact, our assumption is that AS can perform filtering of the paging cause, and only provide an indication to NAS when appropriate.
We assume that the AS would also need to perform such filtering, even if RAN2 were to agree to an RRC busy indication. Therefore, we don’t see any difference between NAS and RRC busy indications in this respect. 	Comment by Rapp: We agree we did not discuss if AS or NAS make final decision to send busy indication. However, based on current agreement “If RAN2 agrees to add a paging cause value (or any other information that could lead to a specific paging cause) in Uu paging message, RAN2 specifies the relevant UE behavior (i.e. inform or passing to the upper layer) upon its reception in both LTE and NR specifications.”, so we can rephrase this bullet accordingly. Please see update part. We can further discuss whether AS or NAS can final decision to send busy indication based on SA2 progress.	Comment by Nokia: It needs to be rephrased. NAS needs to decide on triggering BUSY indication based on RAN paging message. This will require AS to inform NAS whenever RAN paging is received and AS decided to send BUSY indication to the Network. We don’t think filtering is involved at NAS in this case.	Comment by Rapp: Agree. Please see the current update	Comment by Futurewei:  We still don’t see any reason to include this bullet in the LS. The agreement that the Rapporteur mentioned is independent of the topic of sending the busy indication. This supports my earlier point in that any interaction between AS and NAS would have be defined as the baseline behaviour upon the reception of a paging message.
Including this bullet is misleading in that other working groups will get the impression that such functionality is the result of adopting a NAS-based busy indication, which is not the case. 	Comment by Futurewei: “Whenever” seems to have the same meaning as “every time” here. It should be removed.
However, as indicated above we prefer to remove the bullet completely, as we think it is not correct.

-	Sending busy indication to 5GC may causes extra delay if 5GC then needs to inform RAN about it (SA2, RAN3)	Comment by Futurewei: We are not sure whether that RRC based busy indication would not also result in additional signalling between gNB and CN. We expect that the RAN would anyway need to inform the CN that the UE is busy, so that the CN can take further action so that RAN paging is not triggered again for the same session (e.g. suspending a traffic session or releasing the UE context to Idle).	Comment by Rapp: ok

However, as these were discussed in RAN2 it is also not clear to RAN2 whether these are the only impacts, or whether there would be other impacts. Therefore, RAN2 would like to request the following feedback in order to understand whether the RAN2 decision on busy indication would have issues for other groups:
· Question 1: Are the impacts identified by RAN2 valid (SA2, CT1, RAN3)?
· Question 2: If the ANS to Q1 is yes, would they be realized within Rel-17 timeframe (SA2)?
· Question 32: Are there any other impacts beyond those identified by RAN2 (SA2, CT1, RAN3)?
· Question 3: If the ANS to Q1 and/or to Q2 is yes, can they be specified within Rel-17 timeframe?

RAN2 also can revert its agreement on NAS-based busy indication for RRC INACTIVE if SA2/CT1/RAN3 feedback indicates that it is not possible for these groups to arrive at a specified solution within R17 timeframe.	Comment by Huawei: We propose to delete this statement as this does not add any value for other groups to do their analysis.	Comment by MediaTek (Felix): We disagree the proposal. We see no reason to hide this agreement from other WG. They should aware that the R2 agreement is not final decision and it could be changed based on their feedback.	Comment by Nokia: Spreadtrum: agree with MediaTek	Comment by Nokia: We think this information is needed. Because in case if the required efforts or if the changes are not inline with AS/NAS functional split, they should know RAN level solution is also feasible.	Comment by Rapp: Agree	Comment by Futurewei: Generally, we agree with the comment from Huawei. This sentence is not necessary, as we have already asked in Q3 whether any changes can be specified in the Rel. 17 timeframe.
Also, the agreement in RAN2 was that “RAN2 can revert the agreement…”. Therefore, the statement is misleading in that it indicates that RAN2 has already made a decision to revert the agreement if other WG provide negative feedback, which is not correct.	Comment by Rapp: To align with RAN2 agreement by changing “can” to “can”

2. Actions:
To SA2, CT1 and RAN3 groups.
ACTION: 	RAN2 respectfully asks CT1, RAN3 and SA2 to provide feedback on aforementioned questions.

3. Date of Next TSG-RAN WG2 Meetings:
3GPP RAN2#114-e	from 2021-05-19	to 2021-05-27		Electronic Meeting
3GPP RAN2#115-e	from 2021-08-16	to 2021-08-27		Electronic Meeting

