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1	Overall description
In RAN2#128, companies discussed a scenariothe UE behaviour wheren a UE is configured with a RAN eDRX cycle in RRC_INACTIVE state when the UEand has a PDU session associated with emergency services. RAN2 notice the below description in TS 23.501 which states that an Idle eDRX cycle should not be used by the UE when the it has a PDU session associated with emergency services. However, it is unclear whether it is possible for such UE to be released to RRC_INACTIVE state with a RAN eDRX cycle and if it is so whether how UE behavior may beRAN configured eDRX should be used in this case. 	Comment by vivo-Chenli: Editorial.	Comment by ZTE-Rapp: Thanks, fixed	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: Not yet? 	Comment by Ericsson - Emre: 	Comment by ZTE-Liujing: I notice I only fixed it in v4_clean version.  	Comment by Ericsson - Emre: In RAN2 we can not assume as if the network can release the UE to RRC_INACTIVE state with a RAN eDRX cycle when the UE has a PDU session associated with emergency services and thus the corresponding UE behaviour should be specified. 

This is a possibility based on the outcome of the discussion, but we should first let SA2 and CT1 to discuss and inform us before we make such assumptions. This is why we are sending this LS.	Comment by Nokia (Jakub): We disagree with Ericsson because in our view this case is currently possible. We strongly prefer to leave this sentence in its previous wording.
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[bookmark: _CR5_31_7_2_1][bookmark: _Toc36188042][bookmark: _Toc177733884][bookmark: _Toc51769491][bookmark: _Toc45183947][bookmark: _Toc47342789][bookmark: _Toc27846911][bookmark: _Toc20150111]5.31.7.2.1	Overview
// skipped irrelevant part
When the UE has PDU Session associated with emergency services, the UE and AMF follow regular discontinuous reception as defined in clause 5.4.5 and shall not use the extended idle mode DRX. Extended idle mode DRX parameters may be negotiated while the UE has PDU Session associated with emergency services. When the PDU Session associated with emergency services is released, the UE and AMF shall reuse the negotiated extended idle mode DRX parameters in the last Registration Update procedure.
// skipped irrelevant part


Based on current specification, a RAN eDRX cycle can beis configured by a RAN node when releasing the UE to RRC_INACTIVE state, RAN node will only configure RAN eDRX only if the UE is configured with an Idle eDRX cycle by CN. For UE in RRC_INACTIVE state with emergency PDU session, if the UE should also ignore RAN configured eDRX in addition to CN configured Idle eDRX, then RAN node is expected to follow the same behavior (e.g. sending Paging message using regular DRX configuration). Otherwise, UE’s power consumption will increase unnecessarily and RAN paging is going to be delayed due to the mismatch of used paging cycle at RAN node and UE side.  Note that if releasing a UE to RRC_INACTIVE state with a RAN eDRX cycle should be avoided, or releasing a UE to RRC_INACTIVE state with RAN eDRX cycle is allowed but both RAN node and UE should not use it, then RAN node should be aware whether the UE is configured with PDU session associated with emergency services.	Comment by QC(MK)08: Does not look very essential.	Comment by vivo-Chenli: Prefer to keep it. But no strong view. 	Comment by Nokia (Jakub): Prefer to keep it. But no strong view.	Comment by ZTE-Rapp: Let’s keep it, I think it helps SA2/CT1 to understand the background of the issue. 	Comment by Samsung (Sangyeob): Fine to keep it but wording could be updated a bit i.e.
"For UE in RRC_INACTIVEV state with emergency PDU session, if the UE should also not use RAN edRX in addition to Idle eDRX, then …"	Comment by Ericsson - Emre: We agree with QC that this part is not essential. It may even be irrelevant if it turns out, based on the discussion in SA2/CT1, that a UE, that has a PDU session associated with emergency services, is not to be released to RRC_INACTIVE state with a RAN eDRX cycle. 

This may be achieved via network implementation or a solution to be introduced in standards. But we do not know about that yet in RAN2 and we should let SA2/CT1 to discuss without implying anything.

We think it is quite straight forward to observe that it would not be enough to address this issue if the UE switches to DRX cycle autonomously while gNB is not aware. And if gNB is aware, such UE would not be released to RRC_INACTIVE state with a RAN eDRX cycle to start with.    	Comment by ZTE-Liujing: I suggest to at least mention the requirement for awareness of PDU session at RAN node, this is the main reason that LS is sent. But we don’t need to mention how this can be achieved, SA2/CT1 can provide their guidance. 	Comment by Nokia (Jakub): We are in favor of adding this sentence.
However, based on current signalling design, RAN node is unaware whether a UE is configured with PDU session for emergency services, thus, it is difficult for RAN node to not configure RAN eDRX when releasing the UE, or to not use RAN eDRX when sending Paging message. 	Comment by Ericsson - Emre: We do not think this statement is necessarily true and therefore it should be removed. As also mentioned by HW above there may be means for a RAN node to know, e.g., by implementation or other available specified mechanism(s). SA2/CT1 would know better.	Comment by Nokia (Jakub): Since it is currently impossible to exclude cases when RAN is not aware, I propose "may be not always aware" instead of "not always aware" and  we want to keep this sentence.
RAN2 would like SA2 and CT1 to consider the scenario described above, provide feedback regarding how the identified issue can be addressed and whether there is a need for RAN2 to update its specifications.to ask whether standard solution is needed to address above issue, and whether RAN2 needs to capture in spec that RRC_INACTIVE UE should ignore RAN eDRX when the UE has emergency PDU session associated with emergency services. 
2	Actions
To SA2, CT1 group
ACTION: 	RAN2 kindly asks SA2 and CT1 whether RAN2 needs to capture in spec that RRC_INACTIVE UE should ignore RAN eDRX when the UE has emergency PDU session associated with emergency services, and whether any standard solution is needed, e.g. to inform make/ensure RAN node about the setup ofaware of PDU session associated with emergency services, and whether RAN2 needs to capture in spec that RRC_INACTIVE UE should ignore RAN eDRX when the UE has emergency PDU session associated with emergency services?	Comment by QC(MK)08: Changed the order to highlight network based solution, also to align with the overall description part above.
I think we said in the online discussion that the UE based solution is not going to be necessary if RAN is aware of emergency PDU session.	Comment by Nokia (Jakub): Agree with QC.	Comment by ZTE-Rapp: Thanks, will update as suggested.	Comment by Ericsson - Emre: We suggest the following action based on the comments we have provided and the text we have proposed above:

“RAN2 would like SA2 and CT1 to consider the scenario described above, provide feedback regarding how the identified issue can be addressed and whether there is a need for RAN2 to update its specifications.”	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: Suggest to add this.
Our understanding is CN can already indicate this but there is no requirement for CN to do this. Then, there is the case that BS is not aware of this. The key question is whether CN can always inform BS this information.	Comment by Nokia (Jakub): I agree with HW.	Comment by vivo-Chenli: Suggest to add “in order to help RAN to choose whether configure RAN eDRX when releasing the UE, and whether to use RAN eDRX when sending RAN paging message”	Comment by Nokia (Jakub): We prefer the addition suggested by Vivo, but no strong view.	Comment by ZTE-Rapp: Since this is already mentioned in “1. Overall description”, SA2/CT1 can already know our intention. It seems fine to keep the question simple. But please let me know if you have strong view on this. 
3	Dates of next TSG-RAN WG2 meetings
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