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1	Overall description
1.1	Short DRX
RAN2 discussed the Short DRX cycle applicability with LP-WUS in RRC_CONNECTED mode and made the following agreement and a working assumption:
For Option 1-1, the UE does not monitor LP-WUS when Short DRX cycle is used.
Working assumption: For option 1-2, it is up to network configuring short DRX cycle with LP-WUS. The UE monitors LP-WUS outside the Active Time regardless of if Short DRX cycle or Long DRX cycle is used.	Comment by Qualcomm-Jianhua: Should ask RAN1 to provide feedback if any concern.	Comment by Shwetha Sreejith1: Agree. Better to ask RAN1 explicitly here. 	Comment by vivo-Chenli: We assume no need to explicitly ask RAN1 whether they have concern on this or the below one. We could just ask them a general question to provide feedback, e.g. “, provide feedback, if any.
Companies have concern could further discussed with RAN1 and contribute to RAN1 based on this LS.	Comment by Ericsson Martin: Agree with vivo that we can just ask the questions to RAN1.	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: I think we agreed to provide this working assumption to RAN1 and they can express concerns (if any). Hence, I do agree with rapporteur and Ericsson that no specific question is required. However, I have added the rapporteur’s suggestion to ”provide feedback, if any” into the Actions section.	Comment by Xiaomi - Haitao: Maybe better as “to configure”	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: Since this is a firm agreement, I think we should just keep it.	Comment by Ericsson Martin: Same view as ID.	Comment by CATT: Prefer to keep as it is, since this is just we agreed.	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: Same view.	Comment by Ericsson Martin: Same view as ID.
1.2	LP-WUS monitoring
RAN2 discussed whether there are any scenarios on when the UE would not be able to monitor LP-WUS and made the following working assumption:	Comment by vivo-Chenli: It is strongly recommended that we could provide accurate information to RAN1 in the LS to avoid any potential misunderstandings. Therefore, I suggest that we clearly describe the discussion context in the background section, e.g. suggest to add “…not be able to monitor LP-WUS due to collision with C-DRX Active Time, measurement gap, BWP switching interruption, or RAR for BFR”
	Comment by Ericsson Martin: It is very likely that (at least) the same use cases as for PEI also apply to LP-WUS, i.e. unlikely that UE is always able to monitor LP-WUS, i.e. “whether” should not be used. Agree with vivo that it is practical to ask if the same use cases as for PEI apply, or that there are additional use cases. 	Comment by Jussi-Pekka Koskinen (Nokia): We also think that it would be good to clarify this further and we agree with Vivo. We should rather consider collisions captured for DCP, not PEI since this LS is about connected mode.  	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: Sure, we can add the DCP cases from our point of view, please see the additions.
Working assumption for the case of potential collision (if any): In Option 1-1, when the UE is not able to monitor the LP-WUS occasion(s) the UE should start the drx-OnDurationTimer (as if LP-WUS was detected). FFS for Option 1-2.
Based on this WAworking assumption, RAN2 would like to ask RAN1:	Comment by Ericsson Martin: Minor comment: working assumption is not abbreviated above, perhaps also used working assumption here.	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: Thanks, modified.	Comment by Qualcomm-Jianhua: Should also ask  RAN4	Comment by vivo-Chenli: I assume RAN1 is enough, while we could discuss it further if RAN1 need to check with RAN4.	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: Since we only agreed LS to RAN1, let’s do that for now.
1. Whether there are any cases/scenarios on when the UE could not is not able to monitor LP-WUS?	Comment by Xiaomi - Haitao: Suggest “is not able to” to align wording with WA	Comment by Shi Cong: We are ok on this suggestion	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: Sounds good, changed.	Comment by Ericsson Martin: Agree with Xiaomi.
· RAN2 would like to note that for DCP, such cases/scenarios included collision with Active Time, measurement gap, interruption caused by BWP switching, and RAR window monitoring for BFR.OK
2. Can Is there any case when the UE is not able to monitor LR and MR simultaneously?	Comment by Shi Cong: Normally I guess UE can, but it’s good to check with RAN1, would be good to update the wording like “Is there any case that UE is not able to monitor LR and MR simultaneously.”	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: I agree this is better way of asking RAN1, changed.	Comment by Ericsson Martin: Perhaps we should also ask if some UEs may not suffer from these restrictions. And whether these restrictions are indicated via UE capability.	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: I would hope RAN1 would be able to respond like that without asking (if such differences between UEs exist) and not direct them to that direction too much.
1.3	UE time offset preference
RAN2 agreedalso discussed and agreed the following:	Comment by CATT: Prefer to copy our RAN2 agreement
If configured, the UE can signal a preferred time offset via UAI signalling.	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: Fine with me, changed.	Comment by vivo-Chenli: Actually, we think the original text from Samuli is better, as copying agreement is not always the best. But no strong view.	Comment by Ericsson Martin: No strong view either, but the RAN2 agreement is fine. 	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: OK, keeping the explicit agreement as this seems to be more beauty contest. 
If configured, the UE can signal a preferred time offset via UAI signalling.	Comment by Jussi-Pekka Koskinen (Nokia): We agree to capture the agreement also for this case. It would be good to ask from RAN1 if they would like RAN2 to consider something more for this. Better not to propose anything, but just ask if they want something more. 	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: I tried to modify a bit.
 that if configured, the UE can signal a preferred time offset via UAI (UE Assistance Information) signalling, and RAN2 would like to know whether there were any further conclusions in RAN1 on what information the preferred time offset via UAI should provide (e.g. in relation to the minimum time offset provided as a UE capability)?	Comment by Ericsson Martin: This question is a bit vague and obviously the preferred time offset will signal a time offset. 

Would suggest to ask if the preferred offset can be smaller than the offset in the UE capability.  We should perhaps also add that from a RAN2 perspective, the UE is not expected to prefer an offset that is smaller than the minimum offset supported in the UE capability, i.e. the UE is not expected to change its UE capability. However in case this would be possible according to RAN1, we should ask RAN1 whether this implies that the gNB can configure a smaller offset then the offset in the UE capability, before the gNB receives any preferred offset?	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: I tried to modify a bit.	Comment by vivo-Chenli: Or we could add some more details, e.g. the relationship between the preferred time offset reported via UAI and the minimum time offset in UE capability.
But no strong view.	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: I tried to modify a bit.
2	Actions
To RAN WG1
ACTION: 	RAN2 respectfully asks RAN1 to take the above agreements and working assumptions into account and provide feedback, if any; and provide responses to the questions asked in sections 1.2 and 1.3.	Comment by Xiaomi - Haitao: and working assumptions	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: added.	Comment by Shi Cong: We can remove this part, because there is a working assumption in 1.1 needs ran1 feedback as well.	Comment by InterDigital - Samuli: Sure, better still to request them providing responses to the questions.

3	Dates of next TSG RAN WG2 meetings
RAN2#130	2025-05-19 – 2025-05-23		Malta, Malta
RAN2#131	2025-08-25 – 2025-08-29		Bengaluru, India

