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Title:	[DRAFT] LS on paging ID length to SA2 (cc CT4)	Comment by Lenovo: The part “to SA2 (cc CT4)” can be removed from the title.	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: Agree	Comment by Yi2-xiaomi: Agree
[bookmark: OLE_LINK58][bookmark: OLE_LINK57]Response to:	-
[bookmark: OLE_LINK61][bookmark: OLE_LINK60][bookmark: OLE_LINK59]Release:	Rel-19
Work Item:	Ambient_IoT_solutions

Source:	CATT [To be RAN2]
To:	SA2
[bookmark: OLE_LINK46][bookmark: OLE_LINK45]Cc:	CT4	Comment by yuan_vivo: The determination on length of paging identifier is related to Stage 3 work at core network, which is in the realm of CT4 scope. So maybe CT4 can be moved from “Cc” to “To”.	Comment by Lenovo: We don’t think that CT4 will determine the length of the paging id. To our understanding they will specify the length and structure of the unique permanent upper layer device id based on input from SA2. Therefore, it looks ok to us to set CT4 in cc: in this LS.	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: Agree with vivo. We should put CT4 in ‘To’.	Comment by Futurewei (Yunsong): We should also add RAN3 in “To” list, because RAN3 (in meeting #127-bis) has agreed on the following in their NGAP signaling design, apparently unaware of the need for indicating Paging ID length information: 
The Inventory Request Transfer IE, also includes the following:
Device Identification for Paging (to enable paging for single device, a group of devices, all devices)	Comment by Yi2-xiaomi: Agree with vivo and Huawei, we should put CT4 to “To”, as SA2 just sent LS S2-2504296 to CT4, ask them to consider reasonable length for ID.  Not quite sure why RAN3 is needed? At least based on coding of NGAP, the reader is aware of the length. The intention of the LS is to ask SA2/CT4 not define too many different paging ID length. 	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): Agree to move CT4 to “to”. 
Also agree that RAN3 should be kept in the loop. 	Comment by QC (Umesh): We also agree to move CT4 to TO.  But we don’t think RAN2 needs to add RAN3 neither in To nor CC. Because what RAN2 is concerned about is on how to encode it in the MAC PDU formats. For NGAP ASN.1, this is no a real issue (there would be no need of separate field for length itself in ASN.1).	Comment by Ericsson: OK to have CT4 and RAN3 in CC

Contact person:	Jianxiang Li
	lijianxiang@catt.cn

Send any reply LS to:	3GPP Liaisons Coordinator, mailto:3GPPLiaison@etsi.org

Attachments:	-

1	Overall description
RAN2 had discussed the length of Paging Identifier in an A-IoT paging message and reached the below agreement on paging ID length at RAN2#129bis meeting:	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu: Should be consistent with the name “Paging ID”
Agreements on paging ID length	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu: No need to be in bold font
1. A field indicating Paging ID length information is always included together with the paging ID field in the A-IoT paging message, except the case where no ID is included in the A-IoT paging message.   
2. The number of bits required for paging ID length field should be as small as possible.  This would require the number of different Paging ID lengths to be small.	Comment by Lenovo: We suggest to include the reason for this agreement, i.e. due to limitations on the A-IoT radio interface.	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): “limitations” is a bit unclear. The additions proposed by Yulong below in action seem to clarify this in our view. 	Comment by Ericsson: We do not see the need to provide any reasoning. We think the limitation for the air interface mentioned above is implicit.
3. Send an LS to SA2 to take this into account for their design.  	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): Do we really need to include this agreement (given that we are anyway sending the LS and may be not just to SA2… but also to CT4 and RAN3 – which is not in this agreement). 	Comment by Ericsson: Agree with ZTE that this can be removed. We think that it would be sufficient to have only SA2 in “To”. OK to have CT4 and RAN3 in “CC”. 

Paging ID in the A-IoT paging message had been agreed by RAN2#129 meeting:	Comment by yuan_vivo: RAN2 has also come to the agreement about the format of the paging identifier from A-IoT MAC layer perspective as:
The current assumption is that the paging identifier is transparent to the A-IoT MAC Layer and carried by upper layer.   FFS if there is really a need for visibility in the MAC layer.
We should at least let SA2 aware of the format of paging ID in the paging message and why the length field of paging ID is needed in MAC layer, so this agreement should better to be included as well.	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): The LS is about the paging ID length. So, we don’t think we should include this information. Moreover, we are still not sure what is meant by the paging ID being transparent to MAC layer (at least the length should not be transparent – so this is actually confusing). There is also FFS about the visibility in the above (so we need more discussion anyway). So, we should not include this until we actually clarify the FFS and what this actually means. 	Comment by OPPO - Yumin: I guess this is intended for “The number and format of paging ID”	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: I guess the intention is “The meaning of Paging ID”	Comment by CATT (Jianxiang): The understanding of paging ID from RAN2 perspective is added here for SA2 information.	Comment by yuan_vivo: Suggest to move the understanding achieved in 129 meeting in front of the agreements on the length of paging ID in 129bis meeting, which makes it more readable and understandable.	Comment by OPPO - Yumin: This agreement from RAN2#129 seems useful for SA2, especially for the number of paging ID included in the paging message.	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: Agree to add this.	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu: The 129 meeting agreement needs to be in up-front.	Comment by Ericsson: OK to provide this information and agree that it would be better if the agreements follow the chronological order.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK19]Agreements on paging ID
1. The “one identifier” in the paging message includes both the case of “one single device identifier” and “one group identifier”/”filtering criteria”, while the exact format of latter is supposed to be designed by SA2.

RAN2 would like to request SA2 to take the above agreement into account for the design of paging ID.	Comment by Futurewei (Yunsong): (see our comment above about RAN3 NGAP signaling impact)

“SA2” -> “SA2 and RAN3”

“design of paging ID” -> “design of paging ID and related NGAP signaling”	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): Agree to add RAN3. 	Comment by Ericsson: We think it would be sufficient to have RAN3 in “CC”, i.e., no need to have “RAN3” in “To”. 

Considering that the action below covers what is intended with this text, we suggest removing it as it seems to be a repetition, i.e., remove “RAN2 would like to request SA2 to take the above agreement into account for the design of paging ID.”	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): agreements
2	Actions
To SA2 and CT4	Comment by Futurewei (Yunsong): (see our comment above about RAN3 NGAP signaling impact)
Add the following actions for RAN3:

To RAN3
ACTION: RAN2 respectfully asks RAN3 to take above information into account for the design of related NGAP signaling (e.g., the Inventory Request Transfer IE).	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): Agree! 	Comment by Ericsson: We think it is sufficient to have CT4 and RAN3 in “CC”. There is no need to indicate RAN3 what to do regarding NGAP signalling. We can leave it to RAN3 to discuss and act  as they see the need.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK12]ACTION: 	RAN2 respectfully asks SA2 and CT4 to take above information into account for the design of paging ID, and provide feedback (e.g., candidate values of the paging ID length for RAN2 to determine the number of codepoints needed), if any.
3	Dates of next TSG RAN WG2 meetings
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #130	2025-05-19 ~ 2025-05-23 	Malta, MT
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #131	2025-08-25 ~ 2025-08-29 	Bangalore, IN



