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1. Overall Description
RAN2 thank to SA2 for their LS in R2-132281/S2-133077 on requesting further input on MTCe solution 5.1.2.3.1.
Upon the request from SA” in LS (R2-130685), RAN2 already had provided the initial feedback in LS, R2-132189 and further have investigated further. As SA2 indicated that solutions in clause 5.1.1.3.4, 5.1.1.3.5, 5.1.1.3.6, 5.1.1.3.7 and 5.1.1.3.9 of TR 23.883 are dropped in SA2 and further input on the solution in clause 5.1.2.3 in R2-132281/S2-133077, RAN2 focussed only the remaining solutions and provides the answer below.

Solution 2a: RRC connection without U-plane radio bearer establishment (5.1.1.3.1, 5.1.1.3.2)

RAN 2 considers this solution may increase the overhead if it is used continuous packet transmission. (i.e, not a single pair of small data packet transmission). Also using the SRB1 may degrade the performance of other devices. Therefore, RAN2 does not recommend SA2 to continue discussing this solution

Solution 4b: Optimized Service Request procedure for UEs with a single bearer (5.1.1.3.8)

RAN2 thinks this solution has no impact to the radio interface and thus does not save the radio signaling but increases the implementation complexity of eNB. 
Solution 5a: Core Network assisted eNB parameters tuning for small data transfer (5.1.2.3.1)

In LS (R2-132281/S2-133077), SA2 asked RAN2 to investigate if the solution could obtain any benefit in the context of the following two main aspects:

1) the information/statistics are defined and collected by the eNBs and the MME/SGSN relays this information transparently to other eNB at both active and idle mobility.

2) the MME/SGSN provide information to eNB/RNC based on knowledge of UE type, information/statistics collected by the MME and/or based on subscription information from HSS.

RAN2 observed:

· For 2), the RAN parameters, e.g. RRC inactivity timer could be optimized based on UE mobility status. However the MME is not aware of the changes of eNB/cell when the UE is in idle mode. Therefore the information provided by MME may not be entirely correct and may mislead eNB decision. Also considering the number of UEs which MME has to deal with, 2) does not justify the efforts of MME. Even if needed, RAN2 can consider some more assistant information from UE.

· For 1), RAN parameter (i.e., inactivity timer) is eNB/RNC internal implementation specific parameter. Therefore, it should not be conveyed outside of that network equipment. Besides, there is no guarantee that setting the same inactivity timer value to the UE after UE being in IDLE and back to CONNECTED is beneficial as the UE activities may have been changed during UE is in IDLE. Also the statistics collected by eNB during UE is in CONNECTED may not be correct after UE being in IDLE and back to CONNECTED as this statics does not consider when UE is in IDLE. Thus, 1) does not seem to be useful either.

As a conclusion, RAN2 thinks the assistance information, which MME can provide to eNB, does not bring benefit and eNB already can set the proper parameters taking all the related information into account.

General remarks conclusion: The SA2 proposed solutions (5.1.1.3.1, 5.1.1.3.2, 5.1.1.3.8 and 5.1.2.3.1) do not have obvious advantages to improve the signalling efficiency in RAN side compared to the normal service request procedure. Additionally, potential gain in RAN will be degraded in some cases because of message size increase in order to carry the new parameters over Uu interface. Further, the complexity brought in UE or eNB from both specification and implementation point of view does not seem to justify the possible potential gain per solution. 

Given the fact the SA2 proposed solutions would impact the specification and implementation from RAN perspective but bring limited or even uncertain benefit for improving the signaling efficiency, RAN2 conclude that solution 2a, 4b and 5a are not recommendable.

2. Actions:

To SA2
ACTION: 
RAN2 kindly asks SA2 to take above remarks and conclusion into consideration.
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