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1
Overall description
RAN2 thanks SA2 for their reply LS on assistance indication for WUS and the agreed CRs which restrict the use of WUS to the last used cell.
RAN2 would like to provide the following feedback:
· UE indicates support for WUS in UE-RadioPagingInfo(-NB) IE.
· UE-RadioPagingInfo(-NB) IE is included in UECapabilityInformation(-NB) message.

· UECapabilityInformation(-NB) message also contains full UE capability for E-UTRAN and, if applicable, for other RATs information in UE-CapabilityRAT-ContainerList.

· The UECapabilityInformation(-NB) message sent by UE to eNB is uploaded to MME for later use.




During eNB change due to handover or reestablishment, the source eNB provides the UE-CapabilityRAT-ContainerList to the target eNB but the UE-RadioPagingInfo(-NB) IE is not passed from source to target eNB. This means, after inter-eNB connected mode mobility the target eNB does not know whether UE supports WUS. RAN2 has made the following agreement regarding this issue:

· RAN2 would like to avoid relying on UE capability enquiry to retrieve the capability

2
Actions
To 3GPP SA2, RAN3
ACTION: RAN2 respectfully asks SA2 and RAN3 to take into consideration the above response. 
3
Dates of next TSG RAN WG2 meetings
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #111e
17 – 28 August 2020 
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #112e
2 – 13 November 2020 
�we think the last sentence is not fully correct.  The message uploaded to the MME is built by the eNB and not necessarily the message sent by the UE. Some legacy eNb may not support the UECapabilityInformation-v1250-IEs extension.





We propose to reword this paragraph, e.g:





In the eNB where the UE accesses, a WUS capable eNB will always be able to determine whether the UE supports WUS.  The UE Radio Capability IE delivered from MME/AMF contains all known capabilities. Only in the exceptional case where they were uploaded by a legacy eNB not supporting the non criitical extension, the UE-RadioPagingInfo may be missing. This can be detected by the serving eNB that can then reacquire the capability from the UE.





Note we can be brief and only include the first sentence.


�Your suggestion is to replace all text pointed to by your comment with this: 


�Yes (


�We agree that the last sentence is not entirely correct and the highlighted text proposed above looks fine in principle, but we think that it would be better to elaborate a bit. Here’s a suggestion:





If the eNB where UE accesses is WUS capable, it is always possible for the eNB to determine whether the UE supports WUS via either UE Radio Capability IE delivered from MME/AMF or UE capability enquiry.


�We wonder whether it would be better if RAN2’s intention is clarified with this agreement, i.e., not asking other WGs to introduce means so that UE-RadioPagingInfo(-NB) IE is passed from source to target eNB in such cases, but rather that there is no need to have a condition whether the UE supports WUS  to provide the Assistance Data for Recommended Cells IE, i.e., it is sufficient if the eNB is WUS capable.





