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1
Overall description

RAN2 discussed whether UE power consumption can be optimized further when AS RAI is indicated if eNB can release the UE immediately, i.e., without waiting for an acknowledgement from the MME/AMF if the UE indicates AS RAI implying that no further data are expected from the S-GW/UPF.
RAN2 thinks the optimization can be beneficial to increase UE power savings, however some companies doubt power consumption gain, if any due to state mismatch, would be significant. 



Some companies have expressed concerns with eNB immediately releasing UE could in some cases lead to state mismatch between UE and CN with increased 
signalling load
.


2
Actions
To SA2 and RAN3:
ACTION: RAN2 kindly asks SA2 to take the above observations into account
.
3
Dates of the next TSG-RAN WG2 meetings

TSG-RAN WG2#111


17th - 28th Aug 2020
Online meeting
TSG-RAN WG2#112


2nd – 13th Nov 2020
Online meeting

�There was no consensus in RAN2 that there can be power savings if eNB releases RRC connection immediately upon reception of RAI. Therefore, we do not support this word. In our view the wording in the previous version accurately reflected the status in RAN2.





In any case, there were no empirical data on power saving hence using ‘observed’ is not right.


�The previous version was not accurate because 1) most companies wanted to send LS and agreed on benefit 2) there would be gain in most cases as delay > 0 3) in some cases the benefit may be small, in some cases larger.  





In the latest formulation it is not clear what "other companies" do not agree to – do you think there is no power saving (at all), or do you think the potentially would not be significant enough?


�Power saving is already mentioned above as a concern, no need to include twice. 


�If we add this content in the LS, we prefer to keep the ACTION part asking the concern on state mismatch between UE and CN.


�All the pros and cons be captured in the description section and no need for any specific action. Adding the last part implies RAN2 expects a feedback. Even if SA2 decides to do anything, there is no impact on RAN2 specification and no need for SA2 to reply to RAN2. 





