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1	Overall description
RAN2 is discussing the agreed to support of the time information for the transition between "store-and-forward (S&F) operation mode" and "normal mode" for provided by a Rel-19 IoT NTN satellite. Specifically, for an IoT NTN satellite supporting S&F operation:	Comment by Xiaomi - Haitao: Of providing?	Comment by Rapp_v02: [Xiao_v02] Rephrased, thanks.
· RAN2 agreed that time information for the transition from current "S&F operation mode" to "normal mode" is provided in system information (i.e. SIB31). For UEs supporting S&F operation, the UE AS indicates the information on transition time (if any) from current "S&F operation mode" to "normal mode" (if received) to the upper layers, e.g. to delay some NAS procedures till the feeder link is resumed.	Comment by OPPO-Zonda: If we add "received" before information on transition…, we can remove (if any) and (if received). Obviously UE AS can't indicate anything unless it is receveid in AS layer.	Comment by Rapp_v05: [Xiao_v05] I directly removed the "(if any)" but kept the "(if received)". Then I guess the current sentence means the same as what Zongda expressed above. 	Comment by OPPO-Zonda: Maybe we should remove this part.  The last sentence indicate how to use the information is up to CT1 implementation, maybe RAN2 should not give any clue, which is CT1’s expertise.	Comment by Rapp_v05: [Xiao_v05] This part comes from the below agreement in RAN2#128. 

Time information can be broadcasted to indicate when the current satellite operation mode will transit from “S&F operation” mode to real-time/normal mode. RAN2 assumes that a R19 UE could use this information at least to delay some NAS procedures until the feeder link is resumed…

I remembered also some companies during online discussion said that some assumption from R2 perspective would be useful for CT1 to understand the intention of introducing this transition time info by RAN2. 

I currently tend to keep this "e.g." (since anyway at very last sentence, we say finally whether/how to use it is up to them), unless there are more objecting voices coming out. 	Comment by Huawei-Xubin: We agree with Rapp that this is needed at least for reference. Otherwise, CT may have no clue since they never discussed this transition and there will be potential confusion if this comes out from nowhere.	Comment by CATT (Xiao): [Xiao_v00] This bullet reflects key info of the agreements made across RAN2#128/129/129bis. 
· RAN2 also agreed to introduce an indication in system information for the "normal mode" to "S&F operation mode" transition, at least for NAS use. The information on transition time for the "normal mode" to "S&F operation mode" transition (if received) is sent from UE AS to NAS. 	Comment by OPPO-Zonda: We’d better add “received” before information as previous pragraph	Comment by Rapp_v05: [Xiao_v05] Same handling as in bullet 1. 
RAN2 also decided assumed that whether/how the above transition time information is used by the upper layers is up to CT1.	Comment by Xiaomi - Haitao: assumed	Comment by Rapp_v02: [Xiao_v02] Revised to "agreed", as this part is also included in relevant agreements. 	Comment by OPPO-Zonda: I understand the wording comes from RAN2 agreement. But if CT1 confirm that they will not use it, then it is pointless for AS to indicate it to NAS. I am wondering whether we should remove “whether”	Comment by Ericsson: We agree with OPPO. It seems that RAN2 agreed on CT1 taking some action, which is not possible. We prefer to leave this sentence out of the LS.	Comment by Rapp_v05: [Xiao_v05] From my perspective, this is one of the most important sentences in this LS. To the concerns from Zongda and Ignacio, if CT1 were to really decide to not use this information at all in the end, RAN2 should end up with not specifying any UE behaviour on "indicating this info to the upper layers" in RAN2 Specs. This is exactly what we would like CT1 to finally confirm -- we RAN2 cannot make the decision for CT1 to do anything in the upper layers : )
I can step back a bit and use "assumed" as suggested by Haitao, but removing this sentence or "whether" is not OK from my perspective. 	Comment by Huawei-Xubin: We tend to agree with Rapp this sentence is useful. But since we use “RAN2 assume” already, we can remove “whether”. Because if we assume this information is not used by NAS, we will not forward this information from AS to NAS. 
BTW, maybe remove “also”. 	Comment by Rapp_v07: [Xiao_v07] I explicitly call for companies' opinions on the reflector. Let's see. 
2	Actions
To CT1	Comment by OPPO-Zonda: This LS is only for CT1, maybe this can be saved	Comment by Rapp_v05: [Xiao_v05] OK. 
ACTION: 	RAN2 respectfully asks CT1 to take above information into account, and make corresponding specification changes (if needed).
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 	India (TBC)Bangalore, IN
