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1. Overall Description:
[bookmark: _Hlk146817914][bookmark: _Hlk149073305]As part of the A-IoT study item, RAN2 made the following agreements with regards to the assistance information from CN to the reader:

	Agreements related to D2R message size	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: Based on the LS scope “Intended outcome: agree to LS to send to SA2.  Include previous relevant agreements and ask the question above.”, we need to add previous RAN2 agreements on information visible for reader:
At least the following information are considered useful to be visible to the reader from CN
-	The service type of A-IoT (e.g. inventory, command) . FFS if more information on command type (e.g. read/write/disable) is useful
-	targeted for one or more than one devices;
-	approximate number of target devices (if available).  

This can be the SA2 action like: “take into account and provide feedback if any.”
· From RAN2 perspective, it is beneficial for the reader to know an estimate of expected D2R message size.  Two options can be captured: 1) from the CN and 2) from the device (simple message size indication).    
· The D2R message size would be beneficial but it is not essential.   
· Ask SA2 if it is possible to provide the expected (e.g. approximate, estimate, exact, max) future response D2R message size.  Is it always available, sometimes, or never.




As noted above, RAN2 would like to know if it is feasible for the CN to provide an estimate of the expected total size of D2R message(s) in response to the R2D trigger (i.e paging) message. RAN2 also agreed that knowledge of such information at the reader is beneficial but is not essential and hence a reply to this LS with the above information by November is not urgent for completion of the study. 
If the CN can provide the expected (e.g. approximate/estimate/exact/max) D2R message size, RAN2 would also like to know whether such information can be provided by the CN only in some cases or in all cases. 	Comment by CATT(Jianxiang): Usually the D2R message includes NAS header which is discussed in SA2, the app data specified by SA1, and the data because of security and integrity which is discussed by SA3.	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): Is the proposal to copy other groups? I’d suggest to keep this just for SA2 for now. They can pull in other groups as and if needed. Note that we are not asking SA2 what the message size is going to be. We are asking them if CN can provide it. They should be able to answer that question… 
[bookmark: _Hlk149073819]
2. Actions:
To SA2:
ACTION: RAN2 respectfully asks SA2 to take the above information into account, provide any relevant feedback and answer the following questions: 
Q1: Can the CN provide, to the reader, the expected (e.g. approximate/estimate/exact/max) total size of D2R message(s) in response to the R2D trigger (i.e. paging) message?	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu 1: I think the RAN2 agreement use “
future response D2R message size”, but the “future response” part is missing in the question? So, I add some text to clarify this.	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): Agree with Zhibin, i.e.,” Can the CN provide the expected (e.g. approximate/estimate/exact/max) future D2R message size to the reader?.”
This seems more aligned with RAN2 agreement.	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): Yeah, good point! Please see below and the updated text. 	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: I don't think this is just about the D2R message in response to paging. It can be also the D2R message in response to “command”. From CN to BS, those two can be different service requests.
If we can change “future” in the RAN2 agreement as “following”, it covers all cases.	Comment by CATT(Jianxiang): Agree with Apple and this should be ‘R2D’ request.	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): Please see the modified text. 	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): We wonder if it is necessary to add “which would be the future response(s) to a D2R request triggered by CN,”, 1st this is not in the agreement in RAN2, 2nd this adds unnecessary procedure description that may not be necessary for SA2 discussion. So, we prefer to remove “which would be the future response(s) to a D2R request triggered by CN”.	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): Agree with both vivo and Apple. I guess it would somehow be good to say that this is response message, but repeating all of the agreement may be not needed (as it is right above). Also, “future message size” may be a bit ambiguous as we are not precise what we mean by “future”. So, we should clarify that we are talking about D2R message size in response to R2D trigger. I clarified this now (both above and here).  
Q2: If such information (see Q1) can be provided by CN to the reader, can it be provided only in some cases or in all cases? 

3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:
RAN2#128	18th – 22nd November 2024			Orlando, US
RAN2#129	17th – 21st February 2025				Athens, Greece
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