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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:
· 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.
Other agreements related to the information from CN useful to the reader:
· At least the following information is 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).  



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 the following response D2R message(s). 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. 	Comment by Lenovo: We think there is no need to repeat the agreements here. Furthermore, we don’t see the need to indicate “hence a reply to this LS with the above information by November is not urgent for completion of the study.” We expect SA2 to provide their feedback/answer whenever they are able to do so.

As result, we suggest to simply replace the two sentences by the below:

“In accordance with the agreements made, RAN2 would like to ask SA2 the following questions:

Question 1: xxx
Question 2: xxx	Comment by Xiaomi_Li Zhao: We are not sure if the “following” here is critical clear. People from SA2 may not know what the “following” refers to. 
Actually we think this information is useful only during command procedure, because during inventory/paging, the D2R transmission is either random ID (16-bit) or device ID (e.g. 96 bit) which are fixed size and already known to the reader. Another point is whether to trigger CFRA or CBRA is up to reader to determine and the Msg1 and Msg3 transmission is between the reader and the device without any involvement of CN. 
The use case to indicate the D2R message size if mainly for “command” where D2R response to “read” and “write” is in different size. But we are also OK to not preclude the inventory/paging scenario for now. So we suggest to have some further clarification on “following” e.g., the expected total size of the following response D2R message(s) in response to the R2D trigger (e.g., command and/or paging)	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): I agree!. The reader needs to know the total size of the D2R data that would be expected once the device is paged (either for command or for inventory – the inventory case is straightforward, but I guess it doesn’t matter). So, happy to clarify like above. Let me hear other views as it seems some companies didn’t want to mention R2D trigger (not sure why)!	Comment by Fujitsu: No strong view on the change. However we think R2D trigger is a term used in RAN2/RAN1, which may not be clear to SA2. Prefer to use higher layer terms since SA2 does not really care about R2D trigger, paging, etc. 
Another comment is that we prefer to remove "total" in front of "size of". Using of "total" will be misleading that it may mean the total size of response messages from multiple devices. In our view, message size is for one device.
Suggest the following wording:
the expected total size of the following response D2R message(s) in response to the service request (e.g., command request)	Comment by Lenovo: We think that the wording of Q1/Q2 is in-principle ok. But on Q1 we agree with Fujitsu to remove the word “total”. The reason is that “total” implies something like payload + header size. But this is stage 3 detail and we wonder whether SA2 can provide such information at this stage.
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. 
[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: 	Comment by Lenovo: Normally, we put the questions in the description part. If you agree, then the action can be revised to:

“RAN2 respectfully asks SA2 to take the above information into account, and provide any relevant feedback and answer on the following questions above.”
Q1: Can the CN provide, to the reader, the expected (e.g. approximate/estimate/exact/max) total size of the following response D2R message(s)?	Comment by Xiaomi_Li Zhao: Same comment as above. 	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): Yes, but we don’t necessarily need to repeat everything here… we can clarify above like you propose and keep this simple may be that is the compromise !?
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
