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1. Introduction 

In this paper we provide a brief comparison of the ‘extended DRX cycle’ and ‘Power Saving State for devices’ solutions in order to help RAN2 decide which one should be pushed forward.
2. Comparison
In this section we summarize four main qualitative aspects of the two alternatives ‘extended DRX cycle’ and ‘Power Saving State for devices’, to facilitate the comparison and then the choice between the two.
Table 1: Qualitative comparison of ‘Extended DRX cycle’ and ‘Power Saving State for devices’
	
	Extended DRX cycle
	Power Saving State for devices

	Applicability
	· UEs that can always tolerate traffic with longer access delays for MT services,
· Relatively infrequent data.

	Same as for  ‘extended DRX cycle’

	Power saving gains
	Reduction of :

· paging monitoring
· measurements

	Reduction of :

· paging monitoring
· measurements
· SIB monitoring
· cell/RAT/PLMN selection 
· MM procedures


	Impact on mobility
	· Supports mobility

· Cell reselection may suffer latency due to possibly reduced frequency of measurements
	· No mobility support when UE is in power saving state (UE executes cell selection when leaves the power saving state)


	Impacts to specification 
	· Potential modification to paging if DRX Cycle is extended beyond 1024 radio frames in LTE or 4096 radio frames in HSPA

· Updates to RRM requirements may be necessary (RAN4 performance requirements may need to be updated for longer DRX cycles).

· UE and eNB capability support 

	· No new RRC state is needed, transitions within the RRC idle state need to be defined (including a new timer and corresponding NAS signalling).
· Negotiation/confirmation of UE/network capability of this functionality


Comparing these four qualitative aspects it seems clear that the two solutions have some similarities:

· Applicability: both the solutions have the limitation that they would only fit for delay tolerant MT traffic.

· Impact on mobility: a new ‘Power Saving State’ wouldn’t support idle mode mobility and might then lead to a latency of several seconds for UL data transmission (due to the need to perform a cell selection first). However it would not imply a worse user experience since both these solutions would mainly be used for delay tolerant traffic.
On the other hand, the two solutions differ significantly for the other two metrics: 
· Power saving gains: 
With the ‘Extended DRX Cycle’ approach the UE still needs to perform cell selection/reselection. So for stationary UEs the two solutions would be characterized by similar power consumption.  But for moving UEs, the ‘Extended DRX Cycle’ alternative will certainly cost more power than the ‘Power Saving State’ option. 
· Impacts to specification: 
‘Extended DRX Cycle’ will certainly imply many more changes to the specification (and to more WGs) than the ‘Power Saving State for devices’.
Based on the above simple comparison, we suggest “Power Saving State for devices” to be the preferred option for UEPCOP.
Proposal: Select ‘Power Saving State for devices’ as the preferred option for UEPCOP since it has better power saving performance and smaller specification impacts compared to ‘Extended DRX Cycle’.

3. Conclusion

Proposal: Select ‘Power Saving State for devices’ as the preferred option for UEPCOP since it has better power saving performance and smaller specification impacts compared to ‘Extended DRX Cycle’.
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