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Introduction
For busy indication and coordinated leaving, RAN2 has been discussing via the [Post111-e][917] email discussion based on questions from SA2 LS:
	Questions captured from SA2 LS [1]:
Q4) Please indicate an order of magnitude (tens of ms? Hundreds of ms?) of the expected time required to send a (NAS) Busy Indication for USIM A and whether a scheduling gap would be needed for USIM B to do so [RAN2]
Q5) Please provide feedback if it is feasible (and secure) that the Busy Indication is sent as RRC message instead (no NAS message to the CN) i.e. as a RRC response to paging without requiring an RRC connection [RAN2, RAN3, SA3]
Q6) Please indicate whether it is feasible to define an RRC-based leaving and returning procedure in 5GS/NR. [RAN2, RAN3]
Q7) Please let us know whether changes to 5GS/E-UTRA (Option 5) to support RRC-based leaving is part of RAN Work Item. [RAN2, RAN3]



	Captured from the [Post111-e][917] email discussion summary [2]:
Proposal 10a: Using table 1 as a baseline for further discussion the expected time (in ms) required for UE to send a (NAS) busy indication to Network B.
Proposal 10b: Use table 1 as a baseline for further discussion whether a scheduling gap be needed for network A to enable the UE to monitor the paging occasion and send the busy indication in network B.
Proposal 11: it is feasible (and secure) that the busy indication is sent as an RRC message instead (no NAS message to the CN) i.e. as an RRC response to paging without requiring an RRC connection for RRC Inactive UE. FFS for idle UE.
Proposal 12: It Is feasible to define an RRC-based switching/leaving and returning procedure in 5GS/NR.
Proposal 13: For now the changes to 5GS/E-UTRA (Option 5) to support RRC-based switching is not part of RAN Work Item. Online discussion is needed whether having solution in RRC signalling for LTE (Option 5) can be considered if RRC based switching is agreed as one solution for switching in RAN2 for NR RAN.



Given that RAN2 already identified that it is feasible by RRC signalling for busy indication (Proposal 11) and for coordinated leaving (Proposal 12), what we really need to consider is the support of RRC approach for E-UTRA/5GS (Option 5). In this regard, we share our views in this contribution. 
Discussion
E-UTRA/5GS (Option 5) is a special case where LTE RRC is used over Uu while connected to 5GC. 
Unfortunately, currently in our WID, LTE RRC is not listed as an impacted spec [3]. This indeed forces any solution impacting RRC not able to be supported universally for 5GC (as cannot be applied to E-UTRA/5GS). Namely, if to support, a NAS solution is the only way for E-UTRA/5GS as of now. 
Observation 1: Currently in our WID, LTE RRC is not listed as an impacted spec, which forces any solution impacting RRC not able to be universally supported for 5GC (cannot be applied to option 5). 
Observation 2: For E-UTRA/5GS (option 5), a NAS solution is the only way as of now.
In fact, from the summary [2], many companies seem to understand, from purely technical point of view, that RRC approach is better and more appropriate than NAS approach for 5GS because:
· Less signalling, Faster
· Notification from the UE (for busy indication and coordinated leaving) is not something that requires “authorization” from CN.
· In case of coordinated leaving, NG signaling can be optimized based on RAN’s decision to move the UE to IDLE or INACTIVE, upon receiving notification from the UE. 
However, even if RAN2 agrees an RRC approach for busy indication and coordinated leaving based on technical merits, we are now in a situation that anyway we need another NAS solution to support this E-UTRA/5GS case. A system must support two solutions in the end. A unified solution is impossible, unless we go for a (technically worse) NAS solution from the beginning for NR/5GS. 
Observation 3: From [Post111-e][917] summary, many companies understand, from purely technical point of view, that RRC approach is better and more appropriate than NAS approach for 5GS. 
Observation 4: However, we are in a situation that, even if RAN2 agrees an RRC approach based on technical merits, anyway we need another NAS solution to support this E-UTRA/5GS case. A system must support two solutions in the end. 
Observation 5: A unified solution is impossible, unless we go for a (technically worse) NAS solution from the beginning for NR/5GS.
From this sense, we believe this “No impact on LTE RRC” is too restrictive, in a sense that it restricts RAN2 not even able to discuss and decide purely based on merits. 
Observation 6: “No impact on LTE RRC” is too restrictive, in a sense that it restricts RAN2 not even able to discuss and decide purely based on technical merits.
We thus would like to propose to update our WID and incorporate LTE RRC spec, and then further discuss solutions from technical point of view. 
Proposal 1: RAN2 to agree to update the WID and incorporate LTE RRC spec, so that we can further discuss solutions for 5GS from technical point of view.
Conclusion
In the present contribution we make the following observations:
Observation 1: Currently in our WID, LTE RRC is not listed as an impacted spec, which forces any solution impacting RRC not able to be universally supported for 5GC (cannot be applied to option 5). 
Observation 2: For E-UTRA/5GS (option 5), a NAS solution is the only way as of now.
Observation 3: From [Post111-e][917] summary, many companies understand, from purely technical point of view, that RRC approach is better and more appropriate than NAS approach for 5GS. 
Observation 4: However, we are in a situation that, even if RAN2 agrees an RRC approach based on technical merits, anyway we need another NAS solution to support this E-UTRA/5GS case. A system must support two solutions in the end. 
Observation 5: A unified solution is impossible, unless we go for a (technically worse) NAS solution from the beginning for NR/5GS.
Observation 6: “No impact on LTE RRC” is too restrictive, in a sense that it restricts RAN2 not even able to discuss and decide purely based on technical merits.
Based on the discussion in the present contribution and the observations above we propose: 
Proposal 1: RAN2 to agree to update the WID and incorporate LTE RRC spec, so that we can further discuss solutions for 5GS from technical point of view. 
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