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1. Overall Description:

RAN2 has discussed LP-WUS subgrouping and made the following agreements:

LP-WUS UE-ID based subgrouping formula (RAN2#129):


· For UE_ID based subgrouping, similar formula defined for PEI subgrouping is reused for LP-WUS subgrouping, i.e.,

SubgroupID = (floor (UE_ID/(N*Ns*Np)) mod subgroupsNumForUEID) + (subgroupsNumPerPO – subgroupsNumForUEID), where

-
UE_ID is related to 5G-S-TMSI, 

-
N is the number of total paging frames in one DRX cycle, 

-
Ns is the number of the PO for a PF, 

-
Np is the number of subgroupsNumForUEID for PEI, if configured and UE supports PEI; otherwise, Np is 1,

-
subgroupsNumForUEID and subgroupsNumPerPO are the subgroup number for UE_ID based subgrouping for LP-WUS and the total subgroup number for LP-WUS, respectively.

UE-ID calculation (RAN2#129bis):

· Use 5G-S-TMSI to determine the UE_ID in the formula of UE_ID based subgrouping for LP-WUS, i.e., UE_ID=5G-S-TMSI mod X

. 
· X is based on 32 subgrouping number



. Details can be discussed in the running CR.


 

LP-WUS with eDRX case (RAN2#129bis):


· LP-WUS is supported with eDRX, FFS on exact impact if any 
· 
· 
.


For more clarification, as for the design on specific value of X, there may or may not be multiple values of X considering different case (e.g., differentiation on eDRX and/or PEI). But it is clear that the maximum value of X is 1048576 (i.e., 20 bits). 




RAN2 assumes that the above information is necessary for RAN3 specification work (e.g., providing additional bits of the UE identity index value

) and would like to request RAN3 to take them into account.
2. Actions:

To RAN WG3:
RAN2 respectfully requests RAN3 to take the above information into account during the future work, and provide feedback, if any.
3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:

TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #130

19th May – 23th May 2025




St. Julian’s, Malta
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #131

25th Aug – 29th Aug 2025




Bangalore, India
�It is fine that we inform RAN3 about the RAN2 agreements. But the RAN2 agreements do not clearly describe the question to RAN3, see also comment below. 


�Even though this is agreed in last RAN2#129 meeting, it is worth to inform RAN3 of the new parameter Np (i.e., subgroupsNumForUEID for PEI), suggest to include.


�Fine with this. 


�This statement that X = 32 is a bit misleading, i.e. need to be clarified, see comment below. 


�This is to say X is calculated [based on] 32 subgroups, it is not X = 32. But I understand what you concern, more response see below.


�One more comment here is that, the 32 subgrouping number, specifically means the number of LP-WUS, X may based on other subgrouping (depends on RAN2 further agreements), e.g., PEI subgrouping. Would be good to make it clear so that RAN3 is clear what the agreement means. 


�We prefer to keep this original agreements. 


When RAN3/SA3 receiving this LS, RAN2 would have corresponding formula in the specification, i.e. TS 38.304. Their discussion could be based on our output of running CR. 


�Agree with Vivo


�more description/clarification is added below, here, prefer to keep the original agreement.


�The key part for RAN3 awareness is this one, I guess, because it may have impact on the their interface, do we need to highlight in the request part, i.e., add something like “the value of X may have impact on the interface, it’s up to RAN3 to further consider based on the value agreed in RAN2” ?


�This should be up to companies contributions in RAN3, as RAN2 cannot expect any impact on RAN3 interface. 


�More description/clarification is added below


�This is an importance information for RAN3 to determine whether more extended bits for eDRX are needed or not. Suggest to include.


�Fine with this. 


�I’m open to have this agreement included, but what’s the reason for RAN3 to be aware of this agreement?


�Same view as OPPO. But no strong view. 


�Thanks for the suggestions, since this LS is mainly for UE-ID based LP-WUS subgrouping design, I remove this part for simplicity.


�Agree with Ericsson. Perhaps to simplify, this can be clarified further to: 





“extending UE identity index value considering the additional bits required based on the UE-ID calculation”


�Modified the request part.


�We should formulate the question to RAN3 more clearly.





These are the number of bits needed when LP-WUS subgrouping is used:





�





Use “Revisions” pane if you do not see the table above.


Assumption: 


·	In Core Network Assistance Information for RRC INACTIVE IE in INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message the CN includes the UE_ID that is used for RAN paging (i.e. UE Identity Index Value (10 bits) or Extended UE Identity Index Value (16 bits). This UE_ID is based on the UE capabilities and gNB configuration. The same applies for RAN PAGING message over Xn. 


·	The CN includes the full 5G-S-TMSI in the PAGING message for CM-IDLE paging.


·	Up to 15 bits of the Extended UE Identity Index Value are used, i.e. it is assumed that 1 bit can be used for LP-WUS.


·	The same principles are used for signalling the new Further Extended UE Identity Index Value (20 bits).


·	When eDRX and PEI are not used, then the Further Extended UE Identity Index Value is not needed, i.e. the Further Extended UE Identity Index Value can be used.


RAN3 question:


·	Inform RAN3 that 5 bits of the 5G-S-TMSI are used for LP-WUS subgrouping. 


·	Inform RAN3 that there is 1 spare bit in Extended UE Identity Index Value (16 bits) that is not used for paging.


·	Ask RAN3 to introduce 20 bits Further Extended UE Identity Index Value IE in Core Network Assistance Information for RRC INACTIVE IE and RAN PAGING message for LP-WUS subgrouping.


·	RAN2 assumes that Extended UE Identity Index Value IE (16 bits) can be used for LP-WUS subgrouping when eDRX and PEI are not used.


 


�It was not agreed that “RAN2 will further discuss the specific value of X for different cases”. 


I think it is better to not specify such undetermined information in the LS to other WGs.





�The table here is quite mis-leading, which may provide wrong information to other WGs, e.g. RAN2 will discuss and would specify like this. But based on companies’ contributions/views, it seems it is not the correct understanding in RAN2, e.g. most companies donot want to differentiate the PEI case in the table. 


�If companies really want to include something which has not been agreed, we think the maximum value of X is enough. 


My expectation is RAN2 would have conclusion on the corresponding formula in TS 38.304. The discussion for other WGs could refer to our discussion output then. 


�Since different company has different understanding on whether to differentiate eDRX/PEI, I removed table to avoid any misunderstanding for RAN3. But to address all comments, some general description is made.


�“differentiation on eDRX and/or PEI” is not right. According to the online discussion, we noticed that majority view do not want to differentiate PEI. Let’s remove this.





Agree with VIVO, these two  paragraphs should be removed. Let’s only captured what has been agreed.





Based on the agreement, RAN3 will know that there will be additional 5 more bits added. 


�We also agree with Vivo and Xiaomi. Our preference is to remove this part and only keep what is agreed. 


�PS: there is a minor font size issue. 





The hashed ID parameter was extendable, but the extended ID (16 bits) parameter is not extendable, i.e. a new parameter is needed. From that perspective we should perhaps not used the wording “e.g. extending UE identity index value ”. But agree that exactly how to achieve this is up to RAN3. 





Can we rephrase more neutral?: 





 e.g. providing additional bits of the UE identity index value 


�We are otherwise fine with the LS.


�Thanks for the suggestion for bracket part and think it is valid, updated.


For table part, since company thinks it could be misleading, e.g., different company has different understanding on whether to differentiate eDRX and/or PEI, directly listing table to RAN3 is not good. To address all comments, I suggest to remove the table, but change it to some general description.


�This last sentence is clear, so we agree with NEC suggestion to keep a general description.
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