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1. Overall Description:

RAN2 would like to thank RAN1 for the LS on LP-WUS operation in IDLE/INACTIVE mode in R2-2407921/R1-2407559. In addition to RAN2 reply LS in R2-2410957, RAN2 further discussed the details/pros/cons of solutions based on the way forward from RAN plenary in RP-242656. The corresponding discussion report is in R2-2501443. And RAN2 achieved the following conclusions:
· RAN2 understands that UE can report which band(s) is supported by LR to NW.
· RAN2 understands that any potential overload issues could be addressed 









by current mechanism in spec.
2. Actions:

To RAN WG1 and RAN WG 4:

RAN2 kindly request RAN1 and RAN4 to take the above information into account during the future work.

3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:

TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #129bis            7th April – 11th April 2025                        Wuhan, China

TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #130                19th May – 23rd May 2025                       St Julian, Malta
�I have concern on this description. This sentence misleading that any potential overload issue can be interpreted broadly what we specified.





In my view, our solution/conclusion is intended to address overload issue specifically within the Rel-19 intra-frequency scenario. Any potential overload issues in future releases or other scenario that are not covered/resolved by this approach. 





Do we need to specify or add some description for this?


�Since the three solutions have been discussed in the RAN plenary and are clear among the WGs, should we further clarify that this is "Solution 3" for clarity?


�This wording was already discussed during the meeting, and proven to be controversial to change. For that reason we are fine to keep as is. Perhaps the report from the offline can be added, where more information about the solutions is provided (�HYPERLINK "http://www.3gpp.org/ftp//tsg_ran/WG2_RL2/TSGR2_129/Docs//R2-2501443.zip"��R2-2501443�)?


�We also think that we should keep the text as it is i.e. exactly how it was agreed. It is the outcome of the long discussions and we should stick to that. We see no need to add any other information since RP-242656 is already mentioned.


�I agree we should stick to the agreement in RAN2. On the other hand, in order to make this LS clear enough (and avoid any potential discussion/debating in RAN1 on the intention for this LS), I think it is better to add some clarification. 


Taking Jongwoo, Xiaonan, Martin’s comments into consideration, I have made the change as above.


Companies are invited to provide further comments.  Thanks.


�We don’t agree with the proposed changes. According to our understanding there is no scenario in R19 where LR and MR is operating in different bands. Also solution 3 is not the only solution to avoid overload issues. NW can e.g. avoid load issues by broadcasted priorities. The following was agreed online: ”Send LS to RAN1 and RAN4 to inform the agreements”. We are not expected to change the agreements. 


�Thanks Jussi for the further clarification, fair enough.


With this, I only added the clarification on the potential overload issues to address Jongwoo’s concern, which is reasonable, i.e. adding one reference LS, and undo other changes. Thanks. 


�We also feel that some context is necessary but we think this is clear from the description and reference to previous discussion. Our suggestion is to maintain the agreement as decided in RAN2 with only one change as follows: “RAN2 understands that any the potential overload issues as described in R2-2410957 could be addressed by current mechanism in spec.”


So we are okay with this new wording as suggested by Chenli. 


�Merging Nokia and Lenovo responses.  We still do not agree to change the online agreements. Also R2-2410957 is already mentioned above so it already clear. So lets keep the agreements as agreed. If companies want to clarify the context more that needs to be done without touching the agreements. 


�OK. Considering Jussi has strong concern to clarify the agreement, let’s keep the original wording made online, and only add some clarification in the description part. 





