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1 Introduction
At the last RAN2#77bis meeting, there were two contributions ([1] and [2]) on DRX orders in case of inter-Node B multiflow operation. After RAN1 and RAN2 discussions and decisions, it was left for RAN2 to decide whether such DRX activation/deactivation orders are allowed or not in case of inter-Node B multiflow operation.
The paper aims to provide further analysis on the issue and propose a solution.
2 Discussion
At last RAN2#77bis meeting, it was agreed that DRX could be configured in case of inter-Node B multiflow operation. From the network point of view, it will be good for DL data scheduling if a dynamic control on DRX activation status is introduced, and it provides flexible means for the network to adjust downlink data transmission over the air. It is also worth mentioning that the mechanism of DRX orders has already been specified and it indeed can be used, unless it is proven that it doesn’t work.
In the inter-Node B multiflow case, DRX status are maintained on each Node B independently, so if the orders are sent in one Node B, it is required to introduce exchange information on DL DRX activation status between the Node Bs participating in the inter-Node B Multiflow operation.

In [1], it is noted that if each serving Node B runs its own RRM algorithm completely independently, the two Node Bs may start to issue controversial commands, based only on their own “local” metrics, e.g. the serving Node B initiates an activation order and the assisitng Node B initiates a deactivation order. In order to avoid this issue, it is proposed to limit the network node who makes the decision on changing the activation or deactivation status of the DRX operations and who sends the orders.
Proposal 1: It is proposed that the decision on changing the activation or deactivation status of the DRX operation can be made only by one of the the Node Bs participating in the inter-Node B multiflow operation.
Proposal 2: It is proposed that every time a network decision is made on changing the activation or deactivation status of the DRX operation, the corresponding order can be sent only by one of the Node Bs participating in the inter-Node B multiflow operation.
If the proposal 1 and proposal 2 are agreed, it is seen that no addition requirements will be introduced for the UE. Firstly, a multiflow UE anyway has to monitor the HS-SCCH channels from the serving and the assiting serving cells. Secondly, RAN2 have already agreed that “the orders on DRX status can be sent on any serving cells or secondary serving cells for Intra-Node B multiflow”, so the UE behaviour on DRX status is common under both intra-Node B and inter-Node B multiflow operation.
From RAN3 point of view, there is a need to synchronize DRX status between the Node Bs participating in the inter-Node B operation, and two alternatives have already been provided in [1] and [2]. Here we give a short description on the two alternatives:

(1) the serving Node B is to send the orders and informs the assisting Node B of the DL DRX activation status
(2) the serving Node B informs the assisting Node B of the DL DRX activation status and the latter one is to send the orders
Based on above analysis, it is seen that there is no RAN1 and RAN2 impact regardless of the solution.
Since there may some delay by signalling transmission over Iub, DL data loss may happen and details can be seen in [1]. From our point of view, some solutions could be utilized to solve the issue, and one simple solution is to consider a way similar to Synchronised Radio Link Reconfiguration Commit procedure, e.g. CFN (activation time).
In general we think that a solution needs to be accompanied by the NBAP/RNSAP signalling so the network can signal the DL DRX activation status between the serving Node Bs, and it is up to RAN3 to discuss and agree the signalling solutions.
Proposal 3: It is proposed to send a LS to RAN3 in order to ask RAN3 to take the RAN2 agreements into account.
3 Conclusion

In this paper, we provide futher analysis on DRX orders under Inter-Node B multiflow, and it is mentioned that there is no RAN1 and RAN2 impact regardless of the solution, so it is up to RAN3 to discuss and agree the signalling solutions. It is proposed:

Proposal 1: It is proposed that the decision on changing the activation or deactivation status of the DRX operation can be made only by one of the the Node Bs participating in the inter-Node B multiflow operation.

Proposal 2: It is proposed that every time a network decision is made on changing the activation or deactivation status of the DRX operation, the corresponding order can be sent only by one of the Node Bs participating in the inter-Node B multiflow operation.
Proposal 3: It is proposed to send a LS to RAN3 in order to ask RAN3 to take the RAN2 agreements into account.
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