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[bookmark: _Toc158241518]4	EUTRA Rel-17 and earlier
Only essential corrections. No documents should be submitted to 4. Please submit to 4.x
[bookmark: _Toc158241523]4.2	Positioning corrections Rel-16 and earlier
(LTE_NavIC-Core, LTE TEI16 Positioning), REL-15 and Earlier WIs related to positioning are in scope but not listed explicitly (long list).
Tdoc Limitation: 1 tdoc
[bookmark: _Toc158241524]5	NR Rel-15 and Rel-16 
Essential corrections only. 
Tdoc Limitation: 3 Tdocs in total for agenda item 5 (incl. its sub agenda items) and agenda item 6 (incl. its sub agenda items)
In case a correction needs to be reflected in both NR TS and LTE TS, the corrections should be submitted under one single AI (so the NR and LTE correction can be treated together), the sub-Ais below this
[bookmark: _Toc158241537]5.2	NR Positioning Support
(NR_newRAT-Core; leading WG: RAN1; REL-15; started: Mar. 17; closed: Jun. 19: WID: RP-191971)
(NR_pos-Core; leading WG: RAN1; REL-16; started: Mar 19; target; Jun 20; WID: RP-200218). 
(NR TEI16 Positioning)
Stage 2 corrections shall be discussed with the specification rapporteur (Sven Fischer sfischer@qti.qualcomm.com) before submission. Stage 2 CRs not discussed with the specification rapporteur will not be treated.
[bookmark: _Toc158241538]6	NR Rel-17
Essential corrections only.  Editorial/clarifications should be sent to be reviewed and approved by spec rapporteurs prior to submission.  Editorials should only be submitted by spec rapporteurs.
Tdoc Limitation: 3 Tdocs in total for agenda item 5 (incl. its sub agenda items) and agenda item 6 (incl. its sub agenda items)
[bookmark: _Toc158241550]6.2	NR positioning enhancements
(NR_pos_enh-Core; leading WG: RAN1; REL-17; WID: RP-210903)
[bookmark: _Toc158241555]7	NR Rel-18
[bookmark: _Toc158241556]7.0	Common
Rel-18 WIs not covered under an explicit AI in 7.x.  Multi-WI Rel-18 items, e.g. cross-WI-issues not handled under another WI. UE capabilities.
[bookmark: _Toc158241560]7.0.2	Rel-18 corrections
Essential corrections only. For smaller corrections please contact CR editor / Rapporteur directly.  Coordinate with rapporteurs and chair if input above limit is required
Tdoc limitation: 3
7.0.2.19	Enhanced NR Sidelink Relay
(NR_SL_relay_enh-Core; leading WG: RAN2; REL-18; WID: RP-223501)
7.0.2.21	Expanded and improved NR positioning
(NR_pos_enh2-Core; leading WG: RAN1; REL-18; WID: RP-232670)
Including outcome of email discussion [Post132][401] NCD-SSB configuration for serving cell in RRC_INACTIVE (China Telecom)

Email discussion summary and related CRs
R2-2600684	Summary of [POST132][401][POS] NCD-SSB configuration for serving cell in RRC_INACTIVE (China Telecom)	China Telecom	discussion	Rel-18
Noted

Discussion:
CATT clarify that the agreement includes not introducing the previously discussed ssb-TimeOffset.
Nokia understand that the field description restricts to RedCap UE, which is not clear from the proposal in the discussion document; they are not sure that the restriction is correct based on the RAN1 agreement that was brought up in the discussion.  CATT think this aligns with the RAN1 parameter list, where the NCD-SSB case is provided only for RedCap UE positioning.  Xiaomi think the restriction is correct.
Nokia can accept the CRs if other companies think it is correct, but they do not quite see where the restriction comes from.  ZTE indicate that it is from RAN1’s agreement, which applies to “at least” RedCap UEs; they understand that this does not give us scope to apply the change to non-RedCap UEs.
CATT indicate that the field description for the nonCellDefiningSSB in RRC is scoped only to RedCap.

Proposal 1: Not introduce any new parameters (including ssb-TimeOffset) in RRCRelease message. 
Proposal 2: Update the description of ssb-Ncell to explicitly clarify applicability to both serving-cell and neighbour-cell cases. The change will be introduced starting from Rel-18.

R2-2600321	Correction on the description of ssb-Ncell	CATT, Ericsson, China Telecom, ZTE	CR	Rel-18	38.331	18.8.0	5639	-	F	NR_pos_enh2-Core
Coversheet template to be updated
Agreed as R2-2601222

R2-2600322	Correction on the description of ssb-Ncell	CATT, Ericsson, China Telecom, ZTE	CR	Rel-19	38.331	19.1.0	5640	-	A	NR_pos_enh2-Core
1. Coversheet template to be updated
1. Agreed as R2-2601223

SL-AoA measurements
R2-2600282	Correction on the field description of sl-AoA-Meas	Xiaomi	CR	Rel-18	38.355	18.6.0	0018	-	F	NR_pos_enh2-Core
Agreed

Discussion:
vivo think it is something of an enhancement, but the CR is all right.

R2-2600283	Correction on the field description of sl-AoA-Meas	Xiaomi	CR	Rel-19	38.355	19.0.0	0019	-	A	NR_pos_enh2-Core
Agreed

Positioning calculation assistance support description
R2-2600320	Correction on description of nr-PosCalcAssistanceSupport in the table of NR-DL-AoD-ProvideCapabilities field descriptions	CATT	CR	Rel-18	37.355	18.7.0	0569	-	F	NR_pos_enh2-Core
Coversheet template to be updated
Agreed as R2-2601224

R2-2601056	Correction on description of nr-PosCalcAssistanceSupport in the table of NR-DL-AoD-ProvideCapabilities field descriptions	CATT	CR	Rel-19	37.355	19.1.0	0571	-	A	NR_pos_enh2-Core
1. Coversheet template to be updated
1. Agreed as R2-2601225

SRSp frequency hopping bandwidth
R2-2600640	Correction on the bandwidth of positioning SRS frequency hopping-r18	ZTE Corporation	CR	Rel-18	38.331	18.8.0	5655	-	F	NR_pos_enh2-Core
Wording to be changed to “The network always configures this field when srs-PosTx-Hopping is configured”.
Coversheet template to be updated
Agreed with these changes as R2-2601226

Discussion:
Chair wonders if it is a mandatory CR on the network side; ZTE think so.
Ericsson think the network functionally has to provide the BWP if it wants to configure the feature; they note that it is optional Need R, so the network has to keep providing it if there is a reconfiguration, and they do not see the change as essential.
Huawei think it is not a necessary change; there is no problem from the UE perspective and for the network it is up to implementation.
Samsung checked the intention of the RAN1 agreement and agree that the network has to provide the BWP, so they agree with the CR.
ZTE think it is necessary to clarify that FH is always on a separate BWP that needs to be identified.
Ericsson think it is already clear in the field descriptions.
ZTE think there is a functional restriction from the RAN1 agreement, and we need to reflect that; the current field description only says that the field is used when there is a separate BWP.
Nokia think we could make it network implementation guidance rather than using the word “mandatory”.  Ericsson suggest that we could put in the field description of srs-PosConfig that “if network configures srs-PosConfig, then bwp is also configured/provided”.  ZTE find this wording confusing; they could accept something like “network provides this field if srs-PosConfig is configured”.
Toyota note that “The network always configures this field when…” is the phraseology usually used in RRC.
Nokia understand there may be a RAN3 discussion that depends on this.  ZTE do not think the discussions are very tightly linked.


R2-2600641	Correction on the bandwidth of positioning SRS frequency hopping-r19	ZTE Corporation	CR	Rel-19	38.331	19.1.0	5656	-	A	NR_pos_enh2-Core
1. Wording to be changed to “The network always configures this field when srs-PosTx-Hopping is configured”.
1. Coversheet template to be updated
1. Agreed with these changes as R2-2601227

8	NR Rel-19
8.2	Ambient IoT
(Ambient_IoT_solutions, leading WG: RAN1; REL-19; WID: RP-252105)
Time budget: 0 TU
Tdoc Limitation: 1 tdoc
8.2.1	Organizational
LS, Rapporteur input, including workplan, etc.

Incoming LS with “take into account” action only and no related document
R2-2600047	Reply LS on Security parameter in A-IoT paging (SP-251691; contact: CMCC)	SA	LS in	Rel-19	AmbientIoT-SEC	To:RAN2, SA3	Cc:RAN3, CT1
Noted

The following LS was wrongly categorised in the skeleton and is actually To:RAN2, not Cc:RAN2
R2-2600005	LS on the indication to inform the AIoT device is permanently disabled (C1-257575; contact: LGE)	CT1	LS in	Rel-19	AmbientIoT-CT	To:CT1	Cc:RAN2
Noted

Discussion:
Apple think the LS suggests that the device can receive signals after permanent disable.  LG indicate that it is stated in NAS specifications that such a device should not respond to paging but can receive signals.  Apple think it is strange for the NAS spec to describe this radio behaviour.  Huawei think the outcome will be the same whether the device receives a signal and ignores it or does not receive it at all; they understand the point of the LS is whether to specify the inter-layer indication.
CMCC would prefer to have no spec impact here for a NAS layer issue; they think the NAS layer can just not respond.  LG indicate that our spec currently says that the device shall respond if the paging message matches it.
Qualcomm agree with Apple; they understand that “permanently disabled” means the device cannot be re-enabled, so it doesn’t matter if it is decoding signals or not, even if it indicates something to NAS that NAS then ignores.
InterDigital think the question is whether to specify something in MAC; they agree with CMCC that there is no necessary spec impact for us and the NAS layer can handle it.  OPPO also think the NAS layer and device implementation can handle it; they think it would be strange to have “if not disabled” everywhere in the spec.
Chair wonders what goes wrong if we do not specify anything.  LG understand that for a paging message with no ID, the device will perform CBRA without first consulting the NAS layer.
Xiaomi understand that upper layers will not respond to paging, even in the no-ID case.
Ofinno note that the device will be power-constrained, and we can specify that it does not monitor at all when permanently disabled.
ZTE think there is no new issue here either in CT1 or RAN2.
Nokia think in any case the disabled device should be stopped from radiating and RAN5 will check this.
Xiaomi think the SA2 spec cited in the LS already says that the disabled device shall close all RF, so the device cannot respond.
LG think we should send a reply.
Qualcomm think the wording in the LS is not what the SA2 spec says; it does not talk about RF but just says the device shall not respond to inventory.
Sony wonder if we are sure that RAN5 has a test case for permanent disable.  Nokia are not sure but think RAN5 should cover all the requirements.

Agreements:
RAN2 will not specify any behaviour to handle the case of paging a permanently disabled device, based on the understanding that SA2 specs already imply the device will not respond.
Reply to CT1/SA2 indicating the above agreement, with a “take into account” action.


[AT133][402][AIoT] Reply LS to CT1/SA2 on permanently disabled devices (LG)
	Scope: Draft a reply to R2-2600005 in line with agreements of this meeting.
	Intended outcome: Approved LS (without CB if possible) in R2-2601229
	Deadline: Wednesday 2026-02-11 1900 CET

R2-2601229	Reply LS on the indication to inform the AIoT device is permanently disabled	RAN2	LS out	Rel-19	Ambient_IoT_Solutions	To:CT1, SA2
Approved (email discussion [AT133][402])

R2-2600525	Discussion on LSes from CT1 and SA3	LG Electronics Inc.	discussion	Ambient_IoT_Solutions
Noted

Proposal 1. After the AIoT MAC entity receives an indication for permanent disable indication from the NAS layer, the AIoT MAC entity discards or ignores the AIoT paging message.

Incoming LS with “take into account” action only and related document
R2-2600039	Reply LS on integrity failure (S3-254709; contact: Xiaomi)	SA3	LS in	Rel-19	AmbientIoT-SEC	To:RAN2	Cc:SA2, RAN3, CT1
Noted

Discussion:
Xiaomi and Huawei understand that the LS leaves the decision to RAN2.  Apple see the SA3 response as stronger and think we really should not send a response to the message unless it is truly critical.

R2-2601130	Contact company input on SA3 reply LS in R2-260039	Xiaomi	discussion	Rel-19	Ambient_IoT_Solutions
Noted

Discussion:
Qualcomm think the LS is clear that we need not to differentiate the integrity failure case from other “no NAS response” cases.
OPPO think the intention of P1 is to keep the current status, but they think something is needed to suppress the AS response from being transmitted back to the reader; they think an attacker could cause continuous responses from a device by sending bad messages with D2R scheduling.
CATT agree with Apple and OPPO.
Xiaomi think we should not analyse the attacks here as it is SA3 expertise, and they left this issue to us.
Lenovo agree with Xiaomi that security issues should be left to SA3 and we can leave the MAC spec as it is.
Ericsson think we can keep the existing understanding not to send any response, so there needs to be a spec change; they do not see this as “very critical”.  CMCC agree with Ericsson and OPPO and think the preference of SA3 was clear; they think we should prompt CT1 to check if an inter-layer indication is needed.  Xiaomi indicate that CT1 already have the indication.
Nokia think SA3 confirm our assumption that there might be a risk and we should align with their preference.
LG think SA3 left open that there could be a critical issue for our operation.  Huawei think if there is no response, the reader may interpret it as a failure of the radio link and keep trying to reach the device, whereas an AS response can inform the reader that there is something wrong; they wonder what reader behaviour we expect.
InterDigital agree with Huawei and think we can give a best-effort response.
OPPO point out that on Uu we discard the PDU silently when integrity fails, and they wonder what the difference is.
Ofinno think it is straightforward to make an exception for the integrity failure case and we could take one for the team.
Apple wonder why we should do something different in A-IoT than on Uu, and they think this does not rise to the level of “very critical”.
Qualcomm think to suppress the response, NAS would have to give a finer-grained response.  Xiaomi indicate that their document quotes the relevant NAS spec.
Huawei think we could end up violating a RAN1 requirement to send a response within a certain time.
vivo think the device does not know if it faces a fake reader and there could be a security issue if it responds.

Agreements:
RAN2 will follow SA3 preference and suppress the AS response in case of integrity check failure.  No impact to MAC signalling formats is expected; clarification of the behaviour is needed in procedural text.  To be captured in rapporteur CR.

Proposal 1: No specification change to TS 38.391 is needed for no NAS response due to integrity check failure of A-IoT NAS message (which means to support an indistinguishable AS response (i.e., "MDI = 0 + zero-length SDU") from other NAS failure case).
Proposal 1a: No further LS is needed to SA3 or CT1 (with CT1 Spec already supporting the indication from A-IoT NAS to A-IoT MAC for no NAS response due to integrity check failure).  

Other Incoming LS
R2-2600006	Reply LS on Structure updates of AIoT Identifiers (CC4-255349; contact: CICT Mobile)	CT4	LS in	Rel-19	AmbientIoT-ARC, AmbientIoT-CT	To:SA2, RAN2, RAN3	Cc:SA3, CT1
Noted

Rapporteur CR to 38.391
R2-2600326	Rapporteur corrections for A-IoT	Huawei, HiSilicon, LG Electronics Inc.	CR	Rel-19	38.391	19.1.0	0002	-	F	Ambient_IoT_Solutions-Core
Revised in R2-2601230

Discussion:
CATT think there are some problems with the security parameter handling.  Huawei agree and think it can be updated.


[POST133][405][AIoT] Rel-19 A-IoT 38.391 rapporteur CR (Huawei)
	Scope: Check the merged CR in R2-2601230 incorporating decisions of RAN2#133.
	Intended outcome: Agreed CR
	Deadline: Short (for RP)


8.2.2	Corrections
Corrections only.  Companies should follow guidance from rapporteurs.

General issues and LS replies
R2-2600327	A-IoT remaining issues	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-19
Noted

R2-2600287	Discussion on integrity check failure issue in A-IoT	OPPO	discussion	Rel-19	Ambient_IoT_Solutions
Noted

R2-2600334	Remaining Issue on Paging Response for Permanently Disabled AIoT Device	NEC	discussion	Rel-19	Ambient_IoT_Solutions
Noted

R2-2600339	Discussion on cross layer interaction for permanent disable command	CATT	discussion	Rel-19	Ambient_IoT_Solutions
Noted

R2-2600718	On AS response in case of integrity failure	Nokia	discussion	Rel-19	Ambient_IoT_Solutions
Noted

R2-2600938	Discussion on integrity failure issue in R19 A-IoT	CMCC	discussion	Rel-19	Ambient_IoT_Solutions
Noted

R2-2600547	Remaining issues in R19 Ambient-IoT	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips	discussion	Rel-19	Ambient_IoT_Solutions
Noted

R2-2600785	Remaining issues of Rel-19 Ambient IoT	Qualcomm Incorporated	discussion	Ambient_IoT_Solutions-Core
Noted

Corrections
R2-2600228	Remaining issues for Rel-19 A-IoT	Xiaomi	discussion	Ambient_IoT_Solutions-Core
Noted

Discussion:
OPPO agree with the intention but think the proposal is not quite accurate, because the device will always need to monitor the interface but can skip processing Msg2.
LG think the change is OK as it is.
Huawei think we have already specified many similar cases and we need the CR.
Apple agree with the proposal, and they think that the device will also stop monitoring for additional NACK feedback.
Ofinno understand that we captured this general behaviour by saying that after NACK the device considers the procedure failed and releases the AS ID, so they understand that of course it will stop monitoring Msg2 as part of exiting the whole procedure.
Xiaomi think the behaviour after the procedure failure is not specified today.
Huawei suggest we include this in the post-meeting email discussion as a text improvement.
LG think we have used “monitor” in a lot of places and we do not want to change them all.  Ericsson think the device will monitor the interface but not process the message, and the spec change is small.
vivo think there is a genuine difference between monitoring and processing.  Huawei think it is just a wording issue.
Qualcomm think the TP looks OK and does not use the “processing” terminology.
Ericsson prefer no change.
Ofinno think given this long discussion it would be good to clarify.  ZTE and Honor have a similar view.

Agreement:
The device stops monitoring Msg2 upon reception of NACK feedback message addressed to the device.  Start from the TP in R2-2600228; to be checked in the rapporteur CR.

Proposal 2: RAN2 to agree the device shall not monitor Msg2 upon reception of NACK feedback message addressed to the device, and adopt the TP in Table 1 to avoid confusion for device implementation.

R2-2600305	Discussion  on exceptional A-IoT data handling	vivo	discussion	FS_Ambient_IoT_solutions
Noted

Discussion:
Huawei think the intention is OK and the wording can be checked.
Qualcomm think there could be a lot of cases like this where we have something that is well understood but not captured for A-IoT in as much detail as it would be for Uu, and we should not overdo it in capturing them all.
LG think the device anyway cannot process a message whose type it does not recognise, so the change is not needed.
Huawei think we could use a single sentence rather than a whole paragraph and not go too far in checking details, remembering that future meetings will have a higher bar for changes.

Agreement:
When the device receives an R2D message with a reserved message type, it discards the message.  Wording is left to discussion of the rapporteur CR (but should be compact).

Proposal 1.	RAN2 to agree the device behavior when it receives a R2D message containing a reserved message type value as follows:
•	dicard the received R2D message;
•	no subsequent D2R message transfer.

R2-2600470	Correction on A-IoT MAC procedures	Apple	CR	Rel-19	38.391	19.1.0	0003	-	F	Ambient_IoT_Solutions
Noted

Discussion:
LG wonder if there is any problem from the first issue (AS ID in CFA).  Huawei think there is no functional impact and the device needs to store some AS ID anyway.  Ericsson have the same view and think the important thing is that the specification works.
ZTE think the second bullet in the first issue is on a nonexistent case where the device has no stored AS ID.  Xiaomi think this case corresponds to the very first scheduling in CFA in case of no inventory response.  Apple confirm that they are also thinking of this situation.
Qualcomm agree with Apple’s point that the flow is weird if an AS ID is stored, and the current text puts some constraint on the reader’s use of the AS ID.
Huawei think there is no problem with the current spec.  Xiaomi think the CR also puts a constraint on the reader.
Apple think the existing spec does not reflect something that we agreed, and the requirement to store the AS ID is unnecessary.

Agreement:
RAN2 understand that if the reader assigns an AS ID in CFA and then does not use it for future addressing of the device, the subsequent dedicated messages not using the AS ID will not be received.

OPPO and LG think the second change is not needed.  Xiaomi agree.

R2-2600571	Corrections on R19 A-IoT	ASUSTeK	discussion	Rel-19	Ambient_IoT_Solutions
Noted

Discussion:
LG think the first change is needed, but the second can be handled by device implementation, and the third case is already specified at stage 3 level.
Xiaomi agree with the intention of the first change but think the wording can be improved to reduce the use of “and”/“or”.  They think the second change is already allowed by the current spec, and the third one is OK.
CATT think the intention of the first change is OK.
ZTE think the second change is not needed; the first needs some wording adjustment and the third is not needed.
Qualcomm agree with the previous comments, and on the third change (TP4) they think we should not talk about one bit without the other.
Huawei agree with the intention of TP1 but think the wording needs significant adjustment.

Agreements:
TP1 from R2-2600571 can be brought into the rapporteur CR discussion (wording to be finalised offline).

R2-2600585	Remaining issues on A-IoT procedures	SHARP Corporation	discussion
Noted

Discussion:
Huawei think these end-of-procedure issues are generally clear from the spec.

Proposal 1: The device considers the CFA procedure is ended when receiving a paging message. And the device, which has no stored AS ID, considers the R2D ULDT message is for it only if the CFA procedure is not considered as ended.

R2-2601029	Corrections to A-IoT MAC	Ericsson	CR	Rel-19	38.391	19.1.0	0005	-	F	Ambient_IoT_Solutions
Merged into R2-2601230

Withdrawn/Not available
R2-2600595	Open issues for TS 38.391	Ericsson	CR	Rel-19	38.391	19.1.0	0004	-	F	Ambient_IoT_Solutions	Withdrawn
8.13	NR sidelink multi-hop relay
(NR_SL_relay_multihop; leading WG: RAN2; REL-19; WID: RP-250188)
Time budget: 0 TU
Tdoc Limitation: 2 tdocs 
8.13.1	Organizational
LSs and rapporteur input

Rapporteur CR to 38.331
R2-2600435	Corrections for Multihop SLRelay	Huawei, HiSilicon (Rapporteur)	CR	Rel-19	38.331	19.1.0	5642	-	F	NR_SL_relay_multihop-Core
Revised in R2-2601221 (merge with other decisions of this meeting)

Discussion:
CATT note the date is wrong on the coversheet.  ZTE note the coversheet template needs to be updated.

[POST133][404][Relay] Rel-19 relay 38.331 rapporteur CR (Huawei)
	Scope: Check the merged CR in R2-2601221 incorporating decisions of RAN2#133.
	Intended outcome: Agreed CR
	Deadline: Short (for RP)


8.13.2	Control plane corrections
Impact to 38.331 (except for capability issues), 38.304

R2-2600189	Discussion on correction for Paging request at the Relay UE	OPPO	discussion	Rel-19	NR_SL_relay_multihop
First text proposal to be merged into the revised rapporteur CR
Second text proposal to be updated to scope the behaviour to the last relay UE, then merged into the revised rapporteur CR
Noted

Discussion:
Apple this the first TP is OK, but for the second TP they understand that only the last relay UE will monitor paging.  OPPO intend that the change does not restrict whether it is last or intermediate.  Apple think it should be restricted to the last relay UE.  ZTE think the behaviour mentioned by Apple is for idle/inactive, and the SUI is for connected mode.
ZTE think in the “else” branch of TP2, when the UE receives a release from its child UE, it will ask the network to release the paging information, and this may not be correct if there are multiple child UEs; they suggest “the UE shall update the information”.
Qualcomm agree with Apple’s comment: We do not require the intermediate relay UE to monitor paging, so the intermediate relay UE should always forward the paging information to the last relay UE, and we should not require the intermediate relay UE to add paging monitoring.
OPPO think we need to check the paging request procedure in general to make sure the restriction to the last relay UE is there.

Proposal 1	RAN2 to agree the corrections for Paging request at the Relay UE as above TP1 and TP2.

R2-2600436	Harmonization of Multi-hop Relay Definitions in TS 38.331	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-19	NR_SL_relay_multihop-Core
Noted

Discussion:
Qualcomm think this is not just a definitional change but affects the functionality.  Apple have the same view; it is a valid stage 2 statement but not part of the definition, and they would rather remove it from 38.300 if anything.
Toyota think if we keep this sentence, it should not go in the definition.

Proposal 1: The definitions of First U2N Relay UE and Intermediate U2N Relay UE in TS 38.331 should be aligned with the definition in TS 38.300, as indicate in the text proposal in the Annex 1.

R2-2600469	Miscellaneous RRC Corrections for Multi-hop SL Relay	Apple	CR	Rel-19	38.331	19.1.0	5643	-	F	NR_SL_relay_multihop
In change 1, “child UEs beyond next hop” should be “remote UEs beyond next hop”
Changes 3 and 4 to be checked offline
Changes 1, 2, 5, 6, 7 to be merged into rapporteur CR
Merged into R2-2601221

Discussion:
OPPO understand on the first change, the terminology is clear already and aligned across multiple specs, so maybe the procedural text should be checked instead of changing the definition.  Apple think the child UE terminology is used for paging forwarding as well as communication; they understand that relay “communication” refers only to user data.  OPPO think we should avoid using “child” for indirectly connected UEs and instead use terminology like “indirectly connected remote UE”.  OPPO think there are dependencies in SRAP and maybe stage 2 on the current terminology.
Samsung and OPPO think we could change the second sentence in the first change to refer to “remote UEs beyond the next hop”.
OPPO think on the third change, it is up to the network to enforce and no spec change is needed.  Apple understand that we have redundant requirements today.  ZTE have the same view as OPPO and think the single-hop field refers to Rel-17 single-hop operation, as distinct from a multihop service with only one relay UE.  Apple understand that if the single-hop indication is not present, the ASN.1 conditions clarify that the multihop indication cannot be set, so the single-hop condition is redundant.
OPPO think on change 4, the current specification is not wrong; they understand that the two bullets are for model A and model B.  Apple understand that the second bullet is a subset of the first.  OPPO think the difference is in the condition on having a PC5 connection.
OPPO wonder about the intention of change 6.  Apple indicate that the indirectly-connected UEs will be reported under the individual destinations.


[AT133][401][Relay] Checking of changes from R2-2600469 (Apple)
	Scope: Check changes 3 and 4 from R2-2600469 and determine if they are acceptable to merge into the rapporteur CR.
	Intended outcome: Report to CB session in R2-2601228
	Deadline: Wednesday 2026-02-11 1900 CET

R2-2601228	Summary of [AT133][401]Checking of changes from R2-2600469 (Apple)	Apple	discussion	Rel-19	NR_SL_relay_multihop-Core
Noted

Proposal 1: Change 3 is not pursued.
Proposal 2: How to fix issue 4 is postponed to next meeting.

R2-2600569	Correction to multi-hop L2 U2N relay	CATT	discussion	Rel-19	NR_SL_relay_multihop-Core
TPs to be merged into rapporteur CR
Noted

Proposal 1: Add the procedure to include sl-PagingDelivery in UuMessageTransferSidelink message if the Paging message received by L2 U2N Relay UE from network containing the ue-Identity of the Child UE. Agree the TP1 in Annex 5.1.
Proposal 2: Add the action to L2 Intermediate U2N Relay UE when paging message/SIBs(other than SIB1) of the child UE is received/acquired. Agree the TP2 in Annex 5.2.

R2-2600797	Correction on RemoteUEInformationSidelink for multi-hop relay	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips	discussion	Rel-19	NR_SL_relay_multihop-Core
Noted

Discussion:
CATT have some concern on P2 in relation to the first document discussed, on the “child UE” terminology.
Samsung and Huawei think the first change scopes the whole operation to idle/inactive, which is not correct.
Toyota wonder on P3 what happens if the intermediate relay does not monitor paging; will the child UE get the paging from somewhere else?  ZTE clarify it will come from the last relay UE.
Qualcomm cannot agree to any of the proposals; they understand that we agreed not to specify these aspects of intermediate relay UE behaviour.  ZTE think P3 fixes a place where monitoring is made mandatory for the intermediate relay UE.  Qualcomm are not sure anything needs to be captured for this.
OPPO understand that the intermediate relay UE should send the remote UE information to the parent for all states.  ZTE agree with OPPO on this point, but they think some updates are needed in the text.
ZTE think we could still take P3.  Apple think there are pieces of the procedural text that could be modified and we would not need the NOTE.  Qualcomm would prefer to scope the requirement to monitor only to the last relay UE, and say nothing about the intermediate.

Proposal 1.	For intermediate relay UE, modify the description to clarify the transmission of RemoteUEInformation shall be restricted to IDLE/INACTIVE intermediate relay UE. See TP in Annex clause.
Proposal 2.	When entering into RRC connected state, relay UE will release the sl-PagingInfo-RemoteUE-List. See TP in Annex clause.
Proposal 3.	Clarify that once the intermediate relay UE moves in the cell coverage, it is left to intermediate relay UE implementation whether to start monitoring paging directly for its child UEs. See TP in Annex clause.

R2-2600806	Correction on Notification Message for multi-hop relay	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips	discussion	Rel-19	NR_SL_relay_multihop-Core
P2 and P3 to be merged into rapporteur CR
Noted

Discussion:
Chair thinks the third change also requires adding the new fields in level 5 bullets; ZTE agree this should be done.
Kyocera think the first change is not necessary because the child UE will already be triggered to do relay reselection.
OPPO understand the intention of P1 but think the current text in the NOTE is not clear; they are concerned about two notifications separated by a long interval.  ZTE agree with Kyocera that the double-trigger is not a functional problem, but they think we need implementation guidance that it may be suppressed.
Toyota wonder if the NOTE is correctly phrased since it is from the perspective of the child UE rather than the intermediate relay UE.

Proposal 1.	To avoid double trigger, clarify in specification that the notification message may be omitted if there is a notification message which has been sent to child UE.
Proposal 2.	Capture the missing UE behaviour for submitting the notification message in clause 5.8.9.10.3 if the UE is acting as U2N Relay UE in case of single hop or Last U2N Relay UE. See TP in Annex clause.
Proposal 3.	Capture the missing UE behaviour for reception of mh-indicationType/sl-IndicationType in notification message in clause 5.8.9.10.4. See TP in Annex clause.

R2-2600817	Multi-hop Relay and Intermediate/Last Relay operation	TOYOTA ITC, ZTE, FirstNet, Apple	discussion	Rel-19	NR_SL_relay_multihop-Core
Noted

Discussion:
Huawei think no change is needed and this would be a network error case.
Chair wonders if something will go wrong in a real deployment.
Apple understand that the threshold has to be guaranteed by the network, and maybe we could capture a NOTE.  ZTE think it is useful implementation guidance.
OPPO understand that the agreement last meeting was to use the Rel-17 threshold value, and if we have to change something it should go back to Rel-17; they see it as the same issue as having the remote and relay thresholds overlap in Rel-17.
Qualcomm think we could capture something in the field descriptions.
Toyota see that if the UE detects two potential relays, one intermediate and one last, with different RSRP values, it is possible that both conditions could be met simultaneously.  They think it is not safe to rely on the meeting minutes for something that could result in misbehaviour in the field; they are concerned about a UE trying to act in both roles at the same time, as well as latency if a UE takes an extra hop to the network.
Kyocera wonder if the discovery process can already resolve this by selecting a path with fewer hops.
Qualcomm think the upper layer specifies that the UE can consider number of hops in selecting a candidate relay.
OPPO think from upper-layer perspective, the intermediate and last relays will have different authorisations and be handled separately, so they think the error case will not happen.

Proposal 1. Reflect in TS 38.331 that if the threshold conditions for acting as intermediate relay and last relay are met, the UE should prioritize acting as a last relay over intermediate relay. Adopt the TP in the Annex in Clause 5 in this document.

Withdrawn/Not available
R2-2600240	Correction to multi-hop L2 U2N relay	CATT	CR	Rel-19	38.331	19.1.0	5634	-	F	NR_SL_relay_multihop-Core	Withdrawn
8.13.3	User plane corrections
Impact to 38.351, 38.321, and 38.323.
8.13.4	Other corrections
Impact to specs not listed above, including capability aspects of 38.331.

R2-2600188	Discussion on Stage-2 corrections for multi-hop U2N Relay	OPPO	discussion	Rel-19	NR_SL_relay_multihop
Postponed

R2-2600238	TP for TS 38.300 to limit resource allocation mode for U2N intermediate relay	NEC Corporation	discussion	NR_SL_relay_multihop
Postponed

R2-2600437	Corrections for Multi-hop Relay in 38.300	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-19	NR_SL_relay_multihop-Core
Postponed

R2-2600570	Correction on procedure for multi-hop L2 U2N Remote UE connection establishment	CATT	discussion	Rel-19	NR_SL_relay_multihop-Core
Postponed

Withdrawn/Not available
R2-2600241	Correction on procedure for multi-hop L2 U2N Remote UE connection establishment	CATT	CR	Rel-19	38.300	19.1.0	1087	-	F	NR_SL_relay_multihop-Core	Withdrawn
8.15	NavIC L1 SPS A-GNSS support
(LCS_NAVIC_L1_SPS_NR_LTE-Core; leading WG: RAN2; REL-19; WID RP-251552
Time budget: 0 TU
Tdoc Limitation: 1 tdoc
Corrections to all specs.
8.16	BDS B2b in A-GNSS
LCS_BDS_B2b_LTE_NR; leading WG: RAN2; REL-19; WID RP-250767)
Time budget: 0 TU
Tdoc Limitation: 1 tdoc
Corrections to all specs.
8.19	TEI19
Time budget: 0 TU
Tdoc Limitation: 1 
[bookmark: _Hlk196316686]No new proposals expected for TEI19.
Companies are encouraged to submit co-sourced contributions, which will have priority for discussion in RAN2#133
8.19.2	Other WG-led

R2-2600198	Discussion on S2-2511306 of L3 U2U and support of L3 U2N relay for multi-hop relay	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips	discussion
Postponed (wait for TEI20 to open)

R2-2600300	Discussion on SA2 LS in S2-2511306	OPPO	discussion	Rel-20	TEI20
Postponed (wait for TEI20 to open)
9	NR Rel-20
9.2	Ambient IoT Ph2
(Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2, leading WG: RAN1; REL-20; WID: RP-251885)
Time budget: 1 TU
Tdoc Limitation: 1 tdoc 
9.2.1	Organizational
R2-2600040	LS on scope alignment for R20 AIoT (S3-254759; contact: OPPO)	SA3	LS in	Rel-20	FS_AIoT_SEC_Ph2	To:SA2, RAN2
Noted

R2-2600700	[Draft] Reply LS on scope alignment for R20 AIoT	OPPO	LS out	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions	To:SA3	Cc:SA2
Remove the highlight on traffic types and related text
Prefix the paragraph before the box with “RAN2 answer:”
Approved with these changes as R2-2601231

Discussion:
Qualcomm note a comma could be added to scope DO-A clearly to active devices.
ZTE think we don’t need to mention the traffic type.  OPPO understand from SA3 colleagues that it would be helpful.  Xiaomi think we do not need to stress the traffic type and they can see it in the WID.

9.2.2	Topology 2
Contributions on support for Deployment Scenario 2 with Topology 2 with intermediate UE as Reader under the following conditions.  Only for traffic types DO-DTT and DT.

Scenarios and support indications
R2-2600308	Discussion on Topology 2	vivo	discussion	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2
Noted

Discussion:
InterDigital think the UE role in P3 is not clear and it may be dynamic.  vivo think it should be clear if the cause of access is to act as a reader to support AMF selection.
Qualcomm are not sure if AMF selection will depend on the A-IoT support; they think the reader role becomes clear when you request A-IoT resources, and they think it is too early for RAN2 to decide this.  Ericsson agree with Qualcomm.  vivo think the indicator is needed so the gNB knows to allocate resources.
Xiaomi have sympathy with Ericsson and Qualcomm’s point, and they wonder if it is related to UE reader selection/authorization, which they understand should be determined by the network (not the UE) and is under discussion in RAN3.  CATT also agree with Ericsson and Qualcomm and think we should wait for SA2 and RAN3 progress.
Huawei understand for P3 there is a quick message to the gNB that can be routed directly to the AMF, and they think it is helpful for the gNB to support routing.
OPPO think there are other solutions like a dedicated AMF.
ZTE support all three proposals; for P1, they understand that the reader capability is needed for resource allocation and reader selection, and for P3, they think it is necessary so that the service request can be sent to the UE reader.
CMCC support P1 because the network will need to know the capability; for P2, they wonder what the UE behaviour for the SIB1 indicator will be and whether it will affect cell selection.  vivo think the UE should prefer to camp on a cell that supports A-IoT.
Ofinno think we need something for P3, but we can discuss if it is implicit or explicit; on P1 and cell reselection, they think that something might be needed.
Ericsson agree with CMCC and think there will be cases where the UE reader is not moving and does not have a choice of cell; they also think the network has full control and no SIB1 indicatoin is needed.  vivo think we talk about reader mobility and we cannot assume it will always be stationary.
CMCC support the UE moving, but they do not think the reselection rules need to be changed, since we only support inventory in connected mode and the network can select from the UEs that are there; they think the UE should still camp on the best cell.  On P3, CMCC understand that AMF selection will only apply when the gNB has a choice of AMFs, which depends on SA2 decisions.
InterDigital think P3 is related to resource allocation and we need some indication; they think P2 is a bit premature.
Honor agree with the intention of P2 but think for RLF scenarios, the UE already operating as a reader would benefit from this information.
Xiaomi think P2 may also be relevant to setting Msg5 content.  Huawei agree and think it is too soon to determine explicit capability signalling.
Qualcomm think some form of capability will be needed by the end of the WI, but it is not clear yet if it will be a separate RAN2 capability.  On P2, they think the UE needs to know whether the network supports A-IoT operations so a reader does not camp on a non-A-IoT-supporting cell.
CMCC think cell reselection is out of scope because we focus on connected mode; vivo think we can change idle operation if we need it to support A-IoT operation in connected.
vivo think a reader that experiences RLF needs to find a supporting cell to continue operation.
Apple agree with vivo and Qualcomm that some indication is needed, similar to sidelink; they do not understand how the network can force a UE to move to a supporting cell in all cases.
Ericsson note that we are focussing on indoor scenarios (for the reader), so we can assume intra-gNB scenarios, and accordingly they support CMCC’s view.  vivo think RAN3 are already looking at inter-gNB cases.  Ericsson think this might be more applicable to active devices.
Ofinno think the third proposed agreement goes beyond what SA2 and RAN3 will discuss, and there might be RAN2-centric reasons for UE reporting.  Xiaomi understand that we do not have to wait for their conclusion but we take their progress into account.

Agreements:
RAN2 assume that the UE reports its UE Reader capability as part of the UE capability signalling for A-IoT operation at least to support reader selection.  Whether this is a RAN2 capability is FFS pending any RAN1 decisions that may occur (e.g., on resource allocation).
SIB1 indicator of cell support for A-IoT UE reader can be discussed from next meeting based on cell (re)selection and access functionality.
Whether the UE reports acting as a reader during access is FFS, to be considered based on SA2 and RAN3 progress (unless there is a RAN2-centric reason to support this reporting).

Proposal 1.	UE reports its UE Reader capability for A-IoT operation. The exact set capability parameters are FFS.
Proposal 2.	Introduce an indicator in SIB1 to indicate a cell supports the UE reader operation. 
Proposal 3.	The UE acting as an A-IoT reader should indicate its UE reader role to the gNB during the Uu access procedure.

R2-2600319	Discussion on D2T2 in A-IoT	SHARP Corporation	discussion
Noted (P4 and P5 were treated in discussion under R2-2600340)

Proposal 1:	As a baseline, a UE Reader supports only A-IoT radio interface operations for Device 1 (i.e. as already specified in Rel-19).
	Support for Device 2 should be explicitly indicated by the UE Reader.

R2-2600937	Discussion on Topology 2 for A-IoT	CMCC	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2
Noted

Proposal 1: The scenario where the same gNB supports both Topology 1 and Topology 2 for device 1 should not be considered in R20.

Discussion:
Qualcomm do not find the constraint in the WID that the Rel-20 gNB has to be outdoor, and they think it is possible for the same gNB to do both topologies.  vivo agree with Qualcomm and think we should leave it to gNB implementation.  LG agree.  InterDigital think RAN2 do not need to decide it.
Huawei think it is clear in the WID and we do not need to spend time on it.
OPPO wonder what the impact would be.
Spreadtrum agree with Qualcomm’s view and want to leave it to gNB implementation.
Xiaomi agree with Huawei and think we should see if there is impact first.

Proposal 28: RAN2 is asked to take the procedure given in Figure 3 as a starting point for the inventory and command procedure in Topology 2.

Discussion:
ZTE are generally fine with the figure but wonder if the reader behaviour is aligned with the Rel-19 procedure, where the gNB reader sends back an inventory response right away to confirm the request.  CMCC agree we should be consistent with Rel-19 and the figure can be adjusted.
Lenovo think we need some discussion on how the gNB allocates radio resources; if there is a timer, then the request for more resources seems reasonable, but if there is no timer it might not be necessary.  CATT agree.
Xiaomi think we cannot align reader inventory response exactly with Rel-19, because we do not know the content of the uplink RRC signalling; for example, some companies have suggested including the AS ID.  Huawei note that the Rel-19 response is to the CN, and here the reader is under gNB control and there should be no reason to reject.
Qualcomm think we cannot take the figure as it is and we need to decide which RRC messages are involved.  Apple agree and think some clarification is needed about when the resources are requested.
CMCC clarify that the intention is for the first message to comprise an inventory request and resources.  Apple think there could also be a static allocation of resources that the reader uses when needed.  Xiaomi agree with Apple and think the network should have the flexibility to configure the resources together with the inventory request or separately.
Qualcomm are not sure that the inventory request needs to include resources.  InterDigital think we are getting quite detailed and it would be good to have time to check.
CMCC note that there will be many UE readers under a gNB, so allocating resources in a static pool for individual readers may be inefficient.
Apple and Xiaomi wonder if we will put a restriction in the specification on when the resources can be sent; they are OK with leaving the flexibility to the network, and which message is called what is more of a stage 3 detail.
Ofinno think we can agree that network-initiated resource allocation is there, and what is unclear is if the UE can request.
Huawei think the message for session release is needed in both directions.  Honor generally agree but think the reader can only request a session release, not take the decision.
LG think the session “release” is just the deconfiguration of A-IoT resources.  Xiaomi agree.

Agreements:
Inventory is initiated by a message over RRC that may also include resources (FFS what RRC message).
RRCReconfiguration message can include allocation of A-IoT resources.
Reader transmits an immediate inventory response to confirm the request, as in Rel-19.  Content and which RRC message are FFS.
The gNB can terminate the A-IoT operation on Uu with an RRC message indicating session release (FFS what RRC message).  FFS which RRC message (e.g., if resources can be deconfigured by an RRCReconfiguration and that implies termination).  FFS if/how the UE reader can provide assistance to facilitate session termination.


Identifiers

[AT133][403][AIoT] Identifiers and service continuity (Xiaomi)
	Scope: F2F offline to gather company views and initial comments on:
· The selected proposals on A-IoT identifiers from R2-2600288 / R2-2600432 / R2-2600468
· If time permits, initial proposals related to session suspend/restore in HO/RLF cases (R2-2600280 P5 / R2-2600328 P5)
	Intended outcome: Report to Friday CB session in R2-2601232
	Schedule: Thursday 1700-1800 CET, in BO3

R2-2601232	Summary of [AT133][403][AIoT] Identifiers and service continuity (Xiaomi)	Xiaomi	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2

Recommendation 1: RAN2 makes the following working assumptions:
	AS ID in A-IoT radio interface is reused for device identification in Uu for command procedure (i.e., to associate the specific device for the on-going command procedure);
	AS ID is included in UL RRC signalling (for inventory report/command response transmission) from UE reader to gNB;
	AS ID is included in DL RRC signalling (for command request transmission) from gNB to UE reader.
FFS whether any optimization to reduce signalling overhead.

Discussion:
Panasonic think on the second bullet, the AS ID may not be needed in all cases (e.g., inventory-only).  Xiaomi agree that it may be just for the command procedure.
Qualcomm think we can make it a “may” now and sort out in stage 3 when it is included.
Huawei think the difference only impacts the inventory report message, and in command request/response the ID would be mandatory.
ZTE prefer to have a shorter ID to reduce overhead; they do not see it as an optimization but a main goal.  vivo agree that we should target reduced overhead.

Working assumption:
AS ID in A-IoT radio interface is reused for device identification in Uu for command procedure.

Agreements:
	Device identifier (AS ID, short ID, or implicit/list-index ID, according to resolution of WA) is included in UL RRC signalling (optional for inventory report, mandatory for command response transmission) from UE reader to gNB;
	Device identifier (AS ID, short ID, or implicit/list-index ID, according to resolution of WA) is included in DL RRC signalling (mandatory for command request transmission) from gNB to UE reader.



Recommendation 2-1: For device type 1 in TP2, RAN2 agrees to reuse the Rel-19 Transaction ID size in A-IoT radio interface.
Recommendation 2-2: RAN2 further discusses how the Transaction ID is generated by down-selecting between below two options, taking into account their respective pros and cons (e.g. Uu signalling overhead, complexity to UE reader/gNB processing, exposure of Correlation ID in Uu, etc.):
	Opt. 1: UE reader generates the Transaction ID, meaning that Correlation ID is exchanged in Uu and Transaction ID is exchanged in A-IoT radio interface;
	Opt. 2: gNB reader generates the Transaction ID, meaning that the Transaction ID is used in Uu and transformed by the gNB from Correlation ID which is never signalled in Uu.

Discussion:
Nokia think we could clarify how much the multi-reader case is in scope.  CMCC are open to it but think we need to keep in mind that there is no reader ID in the trigger message on A-IoT interface.  CMCC also note that if multiple readers are involved, the gNB needs to coordinate resources.
Xiaomi think the gNB-generated transaction ID can work for multi-reader cases, but agreeing on gNB generation would not necessarily imply that we support multiple readers.
Huawei think all the criteria in the agreement point to option 2, and option 1 needs a clearer motivation.  vivo agree and think we do not have enough information to evaluate option 1 now.
InterDigital think option 2 means that the transaction ID might not differentiate the readers, so they think option 2 also does not resolve the multi-reader cases fully.
Nokia think if there is a single reader, the transaction ID should be generated locally and there is no need to involve the gNB; if there are multiple readers, the gNB needs to do some central coordination, so they see the choice as strongly tied to the multi-reader cases and option 1 is simpler if we do not support those cases.
Ofinno understand that option 2 is intended to enable multi-reader, and option 1 would preclude it from a forward compatibility perspective.
Qualcomm have a similar view to Nokia and think if there is no multi-reader, there is no motivation to change from Rel-19; they also think if we have a new SRB terminating at the AIOTF, it does not make sense for the gNB to be changing parameters.
vivo think option 2 can cover both cases and option 1 restricts to single-reader; they think if there are many readers under the gNB, signalling the correlation ID is expensive.
Xiaomi agree with the option 2 proponents, but they think we need to leave room for the proponents of option 1 to convince other companies.

Agreements:
For device type 1 in T2, reuse the Rel-19 Transaction ID size in A-IoT radio interface.
RAN2 further discusses how the Transaction ID is generated, by down-selecting between below two options:
	Opt. 1: UE reader generates the Transaction ID (as the gNB reader does in Rel-19), meaning that Correlation ID is exchanged in Uu and Transaction ID is exchanged in A-IoT radio interface;
	Opt. 2: gNB generates the Transaction ID (based on Correlation ID), meaning that the Transaction ID is transmitted to the reader on Uu, and Correlation ID need not be exchanged in Uu.
Contributions for next meeting on this down-selection should take into account the options’ respective pros and cons (e.g. Uu signalling overhead, complexity to UE reader/gNB processing, exposure of Correlation ID in Uu, potential to support multi-reader scenarios, etc.)


Recommendation 3: Further discuss the RAN2 impact to support service continuity of UE reader's on-going A-IoT session in the case of UE reader HO/Reestablishment. It is up to RAN3 to decide whether to support the service continuity of UE reader's on-going A-IoT session in inter-gNB HO/Reestablishment scenarios.

Discussion:
Qualcomm think we need to leave it open here to discuss all cases; they do not see that intra- vs. inter-gNB makes a difference to RAN2.
Honor understand that inter-gNB mobility is in the WID.

Agreement:
Further discuss the RAN2 impact to support service continuity of UE reader's on-going A-IoT session in the case of UE reader HO/Reestablishment. It is up to RAN3 to decide whether to support the service continuity of UE reader's on-going A-IoT session in inter-gNB HO/Reestablishment scenarios.

R2-2600288	Discussion on topology 2 for A-IOT	OPPO	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2
Noted (treated in offline [AT133][403])

Proposal 1: Transaction ID of the A-IOT service shall be generated by the gNB as the central manager and conveyed to the UE Reader in the RRC inventory request related message.
Proposal 2: RAN2 to discuss whether gNB-based solution or UE-based solution to be adopted to allocate A-IOT device Uu interface IDs to UE Readers.
Proposal 3: A-IOT device Uu interface ID shall be at least 16-bit long to align with the AS ID.

R2-2600432	Topology 2 for AIOT	InterDigital, Inc.	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2-Core
Noted (treated in offline [AT133][403])

Proposal 2:	The gNB provides both the correlation ID and a UE reader ID to be used by the UE reader to generate the transaction ID. FFS on how they are combined (e.g., number of bits from each).
Proposal 4: 	The AS ID is reported by the UE reader to the gNB with inventory results and is used by the gNB to reference a specific device in subsequent command procedures.
Proposal 5: 	The UE reader assigns a new AS ID (i.e., in MSG2) to a device if that device’s random ID in MSG1 conflicts with an already assigned/maintained AS ID at the UE reader.	

R2-2600468	Discusion on Topology 2	Apple	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2
Noted (treated in offline [AT133][403])

Proposal 2 	An 8-bit or 12-bit ID is introduced between UE reader and gNB to associate with a specific device for command procedure, when needed.

Resource allocation: basic mechanisms
R2-2600227	Further discussion on the support of A-IoT Topology 2	Xiaomi	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2-Core
Noted

Proposal 10: The A-IoT resource configured by the gNB is a set resources used in A-IoT radio interface which are continuous in time domain and are comprised of contiguous frequency domain resources in the UL spectrum. The valid duration of the A-IoT resource configuration is determined, either by an explicit release indication from the gNB or by the expiry of a resource validity timer (depending on final conclusion of Proposal 5). Do not pursue periodical A-IoT resource configuration recurring periodically in time domain. 

Discussion:
ZTE think the resources depend on the service request, e.g., group vs. individual inventory; they would prefer periodic for group inventory and command, and for individual inventory a single allocation may be enough.
InterDigital are concerned about the “continuous in time” aspect, because the network does not know how long the procedure will take and discontinuous may be more efficient.
vivo think the simple way would be to wait for RAN1 and we should not focus on the frequency domain; for periodic allocation, the network does not know how many devices, so an indefinite periodic allocation may make sense.
Huawei think continuous allocation can be the baseline, and for periodic allocation there is a problem because of the R2D/D2R timing relationship, which is not known to the gNB.
CMCC support Xiaomi’s proposal and think we should have full controllability from the gNB to avoid collisions between different readers; they note that inventory is a continuous process and it may not be possible to interleave reader allocations.
Nokia wonder if we are talking about resources for a single service request or a block of resources that cover multiple services for the same reader.
OPPO agree with Xiaomi’s proposal and think continuous allocation is more efficient; they also think the gNB could get an estimate of the A-IoT devices from the reader and when there are no more coming the gNB can release the resource, so they do not see a waste problem.
Qualcomm think the continuous allocation assumes out-of-band operation for A-IoT; otherwise you would need interruptions for measurements, etc., so they do not see this as quite compatible with connected mode reader operation.  They do not understand why the proposal excludes periodic.
InterDigital see that the proposal restricts the network operation rather than leaving the reader to operate on whatever resources the network decides.
Qualcomm understand that we could have a finite periodic allocation (e.g., five blocks and it ends).  Nokia agree with Qualcomm and wonder about when the CW is assumed to be on: Is it continuously on through the allocated resources?
Xiaomi think periodic allocation brings a lot of issues like the CW question and it should be decided by RAN1, not RAN2.  Apple think this is different from T1 because we are allocating resources potentially for many different devices, so they do not see the CW issue as necessarily a problem.  vivo agree there is a difference, and they think we should not force the network to do repeated configurations to give the reader the needed resources; periodic assignment is easier, and they do not see the dependency on RAN1 for this.
InterDigital understand that the resources provided to the reader should be adequate to take the R2D/D2R timing into account.
Xiaomi think we need to consult RAN1.  Huawei and vivo think there is no urgency.

Agreements:
The gNB can at least allocate a continuous block of resources (in the time domain) that it can later explicitly release.  From RAN2 signalling perspective, periodic allocation can be supported assuming there is no RAN1 impact.
The valid duration of the A-IoT resource configuration can be limited by an explicit release indication from the gNB.  FFS timer-based release (pending later discussion).

Proposal 11: Uu RRC configuration parameters for A-IoT resource configuration is up to RAN1. Send LS to RAN1, informing RAN2 assumption to RAN1 on how A-IoT resource configuration in Topology 2 looks like (taking Proposal 10 as RAN2 assumption) and requesting RAN1 to work on specific Uu RRC configuration parameter design. 

Proposal 12: UE reader may provide assistance information to request addition/modification of A-IoT resources configured by the gNB. RAN2 further discusses the specific information signalled (e.g. number of frequency/time resources requested, number of retransmission needed, etc.), and the trigger for this assistance information report.

Discussion:
Apple generally agree with the intention but think we should not use the word “request”; it may be more of a status report that results in an RRCReconfiguration, for example.
Qualcomm think the intention was a true request rather than a status report.
InterDigital support the proposal and think the assistance information is useful for the gNB; they think we can further discuss the contents and timing.
OPPO generally agree with the proposal but think it is conditioned on the resource timer.  Xiaomi indicate that the bandwidth is allocated at the gNB and may not go entirely to a single UE reader, i.e., readers may be FDMed and a reader might need more bandwidth.  OPPO do not find this convincing and understand that the reader does not know if the existing resources are adequate or not.
Nokia generally agree with the idea of the UE requesting resources, but they do not see a need for assistance data regarding which domain is involved; they think a request to release resources is also valid.
LG think the assistance information can be used along with some statistics fed back to the network by the reader.
CATT share OPPO’s concern and are not sure what information can be provided to the gNB to change the frequency resources.
Huawei understand that the time domain allocation is FFS and it is hard to see what might be needed now; they think that a 1-bit indication might be enough, meaning “more resources needed”.
Ofinno think asking for more resources should be more than a single bit and there should be some assistance information; they think we could decouple the request for more resources from the request to release.
Ericsson think it does not matter if we say “request” or “information” or whatever, but we cannot force the gNB to respond; they think the functionality should not be over-optimised and we could do with one or a few bits.
InterDigital think it is reasonable to have some mechanism for requesting more resources, and it is not bound to the timer.
Xiaomi think we can say that the information can be signalled to indicate when the current resource is not sufficient, and confirm that as Ericsson suggest the allocation is under network control; they think the resource request cannot be agreed now because we may have that functionality from procedure-complete indications.
Huawei think more than one bit is not useful for the network.

Agreements:
The reader can signal the gNB to indicate that there are not adequate resources to continue/complete the procedure(s) (i.e., additional/different resources are needed).  FFS what RRC message is used.  The network implementation determines whether/what to allocate, i.e., there is no requirement on the gNB to allocate more resources.  FFS level of detail in the information.
FFS if a resource release indication is needed, depending on whether this information is already available from service-related messages.

Proposal 13: In Topology 2, UE reader in the configured A-IoT radio resources:
•	autonomously selects the resources for the transmission of each R2D message (including A-IoT paging, Access Trigger, Msg2 and R2D Upper Layer data transfer);
•	determines access occasions and signals the AO related information in A-IoT paging message/Access Trigger message to the devices, each of which selects the AO for a Msg1 transmission following Rel-19 CBRA procedure;
•	schedules the resources for the transmission of "D2R Upper layer data transfer", and signals the scheduled D2R resources info to the device via R2D message.

R2-2600526	Discussion on Topology 2 for AIoT	LG Electronics Inc.	discussion	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2

Proposal 4. The following AIoT resource allocation methods should be supported. 
-	The UE reader receives the AIoT radio resources configuration in RRC signalling. The AIoT radio resources remain valid until the network releases them explicitly. 
-	The UE reader receives the AIoT radio resources configuration in RRC signalling, which configures a time period in which the corresponding resource can be used. The UE reader considers that the AIoT radio resources remain valid for that time period, unless the resource configuration is explicitly released by the network.

R2-2600548	Discussion on Ambient-IoT topology 2	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2

Proposal 15: If CW is transmitted from UE reader, a whole set of AIoT resources without differentiating R2D/D2R can be allocated to UE reader. Scheduling related information, e.g., time duration of continuous AIoT resources and optionally periodicity of the resources is beneficial to be provided as assistance information to gNB.  
Proposal 16: If CW is transmitted from outside the topology, gNB can allocate two sets of resources for R2D and D2R respectively to UE reader. Scheduling related information (e.g., time duration of continuous D2R/R2D resources and optionally periodicity) is beneficial to be provided as assistance information to gNB.  
Proposal 17: RAN2 to send an LS  to RAN4 to confirm which of the cases studied during SI phase and listed in TR 38.769 applies to topology 2 in R20, i.e. whether CW is transmitted from inside or outside the topology.   

Resource allocation: out-of-connection and service continuity
R2-2600280	Resource configuration, utilization and control for topology 2 readers	Qualcomm Incorporated	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2-Core
Noted

Proposal 2:  	The temporary out-of-connection A-IoT resource validity timer is configured by RRC dedicated signaling as part of A-IoT resource configuration. 
Proposal 3:  	The temporary out-of-connection A-IoT resource validity timer is started when UE detects RLF, when HO command is received, or when HO event is triggered. 

Discussion:
Qualcomm indicate that it is by design that the gNB does not know when the timer starts; the expectation is that it grants based on “I can tolerate x ms of overuse”.
ZTE support the proposal and would like to clarify that an already existing timer could be used (T304 or T311).
Nokia also support the idea of a timer and starting at the event; they would like to consider the optionality of the timer, with absence meaning no “overuse” is allowed.
Ericsson agree with the proposal and with Nokia’s suggestion.
vivo think it is better to start the timer at resource allocation so the network is aligned.
CMCC agree with Nokia and Ericsson and think this is a separate timer that can be configured on an optional basis.
Huawei are concerned about the network not knowing when the timer starts; it should know when it can reallocate the resources to another reader without interference, and they agree that the timer should be optional and separate from other existing timers.
Lenovo support Qualcomm’s proposal and Ericsson/Nokia’s comment; to Huawei’s concern, they understand that in legacy operation the gNB can detect UE RLF by implementation, so it can run the timer based on its implementation.
CATT think the timer should be separate, and optional or configurable to zero.
InterDigital agree with Qualcomm on the timer start; they understand that the issue is RLF, since the gNB knows when HO happens, and for this case they see the issue but think the safe approach would be to have the UE start the timer as early as possible, even before the RLF (e.g., based on the beginning of T310).
Huawei can accept the Qualcomm proposal as long as the timer is optional; they see a difference between a zero value and optional.
OPPO think the timer needs to be long enough to cover the whole out-of-connection time, so that the UE can recover from a failure, so they see that its value could be based on existing timers.
vivo think dependency on the existing timers would bring more complexity; they think optionality is more complex for the UE than configurability to zero.  Nokia have a similar view and think we should not go too deep into the possible dependencies in relation to gNB implementation.
Xiaomi think we should not discuss the possible values of the timer, which is network implementation, and they think we can specify the UE behaviour when the timer is absent, but they would not agree to an explicit zero value.
Huawei think it is necessary for the timer to be an optional field, not just settable to zero.  Qualcomm think there could be a problem with delta signalling.

Agreements:
The out-of-connection timer is a single new timer for all events, and if it is not configured, the resources expire immediately upon the triggering event.
The timer, if configured, starts when the out-of-connection event occurs.  For HO, the event is the triggering of the HO; discuss further exactly when to trigger it for RLF.
These agreements do not preclude a resource allocation timer that supervises the availability of the allocated resources.



Proposal 4:  	Continuity of an ongoing A-IoT session (e.g., usage/reporting of the A-IoT results up to that point) temporarily interrupted by a connected mode mobility or RLF event is supported.
Proposal 5:  	The UE reader stores and transfers the A-IoT intermediate results, and other necessary session related information to the target cell following a successful handover or re-establishment.

R2-2600328	A-IoT T2 discussion	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-20
Noted (P6a was treated under discussion of message contents)

Proposal 3:	RAN2 to confirm that the resource validity timer for HO or RLF scenarios is an optional configuration.
Proposal 4:	The starting condition of OoC A-IoT resource validity timer is upon reception of network configuration (i.e., to configure A-IoT resource and the validity timer). 
Proposal 5:	As a baseline, the UE reader releases the A-IoT service related configuration/context after completing HO or RRC reestablishment.

Reader Uu operation (inc. coordination on Uu and A-IoT interfaces)
R2-2600335	Discussion on Topology 2 for Ambient IoT	NEC	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2

Proposal 6:	Incorporate A-IoT MAC layer channel activities into data inactivity monitoring.
Proposal 7:	UE reader assembles all data segments belonging to the same upper-layer data transfer for the Ambient IoT device.

R2-2600432 revisited (InterDigital)

Proposal 16:	An intermediate UE performs legacy Uu operations on slots which are not associated with allocated/activated resources for AIOT.
Proposal 17:	Support allocated/activated AIOT resources overlapping with usable Uu resources, and decide which alternative(s) to use to satisfy WID restriction: 1) defining slot-based prioritization rules between an AIOT TX/RX and Uu TX/RX in a given slot and 2) suspend AIOT operations for a period of time when Uu data TX/RX is performed on slots with allocated/activated AIOT resources.

R2-2600596	Aspects for Ambient IoT Topology 2	Ericsson	discussion	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2
Noted (P10/P11 were treated under discussion of message contents)

Proposal 10	Use existing SRB for delivery of A-IoT resource management related information in both UL and DL signalling. FFS details (including whether existing RRC messages are reused or not).
Proposal 11	Define a new SRB for delivery of A-IoT upper layer data. FFS details.

R2-2600308 revisited (vivo)

Proposal 6.	Introduce a new SRB, e.g., SRBx, to transfer RRC messages containing A-IoT data or related information between an A-IoT UE reader and its serving gNB.
Proposal 7.	The New SRBx can be configured to an A-IoT UE reader only after AS security activation. 
Proposal 8.	For an A-IoT UE reader, a configuration with new SRBx for A-IoT data, without any DRB/MRB, is supported.

Message contents
R2-2600328 revisited (Huawei)

Discussion:
Huawei clarify that there is no intention to decide now whether the IEs are containers or copies of the NGAP IEs.
ZTE understand the intention but think it depends on whether a new or existing SRB is used; they see two types of A-IoT messages, one with and one without upper-layer data, and they may need different SRBs.
Ericsson think we could use an existing SRB for resource allocation messages and a new one for carrying upper-layer data.
Huawei would prefer to reuse the existing SRB for everything; they do not see a strong motivation to introduce a new one.  They intend that the two messages in the proposal would also be used to carry the resource allocation information.
Qualcomm think we cannot limit to two messages at the moment, but we need DL and UL messages to carry the upper-layer data; they think the resource allocation could be elsewhere, e.g., in an RRCReconfiguration, and they are not sure that there is a strong difference on the SRB question.
Apple agree with Qualcomm and think we should not mix the resource allocation messages with the command PDU; they do not see a reason for the gNB to allocate resources for every transmission rather than allocating once and then exchanging data.
Xiaomi think we need to specify the UL trigger condition for sending the message, which may be different for different cases, but in the DL they think we could use the reconfiguration message to carry data.
Ericsson think a new SRB would be useful because the ultimate termination point is the AIOTF.  Xiaomi are fine with this.
ZTE wonder about session control messages, which are not resource allocation and do not carry upper-layer data.  Ericsson think these could also go on the new SRB because of the relationship to the AIOTF.  ZTE wonder if one message would then be enough.
CMCC think we could reuse the new SRB for the RRCReconfiguration carrying A-IoT resource information.  Ericsson think the point is that the resource allocation terminates at the gNB like other RRC signalling.
Ofinno see both sides and wonder if a DL message on the new SRB could also carry a configuration.  Qualcomm understand that the intention is that the new SRB terminates at the AIOTF and they do not think resource allocation fits with that.  Ofinno think there is no obstacle to allowing the gNB to add additional configurations.
CMCC understand that the network would use SRB1 to configure resources and establish the new SRB, and the UE would request resources using SRB1.  Qualcomm have the same understanding.

Agreements:
Introduce new Uu RRC messages, one for UL and one for DL, to carry upper-layer data between UE reader and BS, transmitted on a new SRB.
A-IoT resource allocation is configured by RRCReconfiguration.

Proposal 6a:	For topology-2, introduce two new Uu RRC messages, one for UL and the other for DL, in total between UE reader and BS, and inside the RRC message, each IE-level signalling is corresponding to one NGAP message.

R2-2600340	Discussion on Topology-2 for Ambient IoT	CATT, CBN, China Broadnet	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2
Noted

Discussion:
Xiaomi think we can capture the NAS PDUs and the command assistance information.  They do not think we would necessarily aggregate commands for different devices.  Ericsson understand that the single command was the Rel-19 behaviour.
Ericsson wonder if the gNB can edit the A-IoT NAS PDU.  Xiaomi think this applies more to the command assistance information; Qualcomm have the same understanding as Xiaomi.
ZTE think the command request procedure is always performed one by one, but the UE reader could collect responses from multiple devices.  CATT agree.  Qualcomm agree.  Xiaomi think we should confirm aggregation for the inventory report as well.
Huawei understand that aggregation is up to UE reader implementation, not triggered by a request on NG.
Sharp have proposals on inventory report aggregation and think the timing interval should be sent.  Xiaomi agree.  Honor have a similar view.
Lenovo wonder if the gNB can modify the time interval.
Ofinno wonder if the inventory response is a separate RRC message.
ZTE wonder if the command request can be aggregated.
Ofinno wonder which SRB carries the inventory assistance information.

Agreements:
The DL RRC message containing a command request includes at least the A-IoT NAS PDU (upper layer command) and command assistance information.
The UE reader may aggregate command responses from multiple devices in the UL RRC message containing the command response.
The UE reader may aggregate inventory results from multiple devices in the UL RRC message containing the inventory results.  FFS if this is a different message from the command response.

[Continuing discussion in CB session]
Time condition as part of the Inventory Assistance Information is sent (if available) from the gNB to the UE reader.  FFS if it is a time interval from AIOTF or something else.

Discussion:
InterDigital think we could address this next meeting and it is not urgent.
OPPO think we know the time interval is there on NG in Rel-19, and RAN2 can discuss whether it should be exposed on Uu; they think it may not be useful since the gNB does not know the A-IoT procedure status and may not have the information to set a feasible interval.
LG think it could be left to RAN3 or at least discussed later.
ZTE think it is reasonable to use the Rel-19 mechanism for inventory aggregation and have the same assistance information to the UE reader that we have to the gNB reader.
CATT have the concern that the interval may conflict with the timing of uplink scheduling, e.g., forcing the UE to delay reporting.
Xiaomi think it would be OK not to take an agreement for the time being, but we can discuss the motivation; they understand that it is to keep the UE reader from triggering the uplink report very frequently.
Qualcomm understand the interval is optional on NG, and if it is provided to the gNB it should be passed onward to the reader.  vivo agree and assume if it is sent to the gNB it is expected to be useful.
Qualcomm indicate that the UE has to report after the time interval has expired, so there should be no conflict as CATT described.
Huawei think the time interval is just assistance information from the CN, and if the gNB receives it it can forward it to the UE reader; whether/how to use it would be down to UE implementation.
Honor think it is important to prevent a signalling storm on the Uu interface.
Sharp agree with Qualcomm and Xiaomi.
ZTE think the principle is that the UE reader can send the report after the time expires, not before.
Xiaomi think there are different understandings on whether the time interval controls the timing of the inventory procedure or of the subsequent RRC grant.  Qualcomm understand that we will not specify a separate reader behaviour for Rel-20 for this case; it is assistance information and how the reader uses it is up to the reader.
Huawei think we should not specify too much behaviour for the reader; they see this as something of a stage 3 detail.
OPPO think we could compromise on sending the information but not specifying the UE reader behaviour.  Qualcomm agree.
Ofinno think the question is whether any reader behaviour would be specified and we can come back with contributions next meeting.
CATT think we will specify something.

Agreement:
Time interval as part of the Inventory Assistance Information (if received from the AIOTF) is sent from the gNB to the UE reader.  FFS whether we specify any behaviour on the reader side.

Proposal 11: The content of the RRC Msg for command request should include the following information,
- Transaction ID;
- Multiple device entries with each one including:
- AS ID;
- A-IoT NAS PDU (upper layer command);
- Command assistance information.
Proposal 12:	The content of the RRC Msg for command response should include the following information,
- Transaction ID;
- Multiple device entries with each one including:
- AS ID;
- A-IoT NAS PDU (upper layer command response).

R2-2600319 revisited (Sharp)

Proposal 4:	Time Interval as part of the Inventory Assistance Information is sent (if available) to the UE reader.
Proposal 5:	UE reader performs Inventory report aggregation when request by AIOTF.

Parallel sessions and multi-reader cases
R2-2600340 revisited (CATT)

Proposal 2: Topology-2 follows the same principle as Topology-1 for parallel service requests, i.e., it’s up to UE reader implementation to execute the multiple A-IoT sessions in sequence, which are triggered by one RRC Msg for inventory request.

R2-2600379	Topology 2 aspects	Nokia	discussion	Rel-20

Proposal 8: RAN2 to assume that at least Rel-20 devices other than Type 1 devices may be served by multiple readers. FFS details and possible inclusion of device Type 1.
Proposal 9: Reader ID is supported. 
Proposal 10: RAN2 to send an LS to RAN1 whether preambles can be used to indicate paging/reader/transaction ID.

Other contributions
R2-2600212	Discussion on A-IoT deployment scenario for D2T2	Tejas Network Limited	discussion	Rel-20
R2-2600483	Discussion on Topology 2 for A-IoT	China Telecom	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2
R2-2600511	Discussion on Topology 2 for AIoT	HONOR	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2
R2-2600574	Discussion on Topology 2 for A-IoT	ASUSTeK	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2
R2-2600664	Discussion on A-IoT topology 2	Spreadtrum, UNISOC	discussion	Rel-20
R2-2600744	Discussion for Topology 2 for Rel-20 Ambient IoT	Lenovo	discussion	Rel-20
R2-2600758	Discussion on Topology 2 resource handling for Ambient IoT	Sony	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2
R2-2600784	Considerations for Deployment Scenario 2 with Topology 2	Panasonic	discussion
R2-2600829	Discussion on Topology 2 for AIoT	AUMOVIO	discussion
R2-2600867	RAN2 impacts to support D2T2 for DT and DO-DTT traffic	Ofinno	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2
R2-2600928	Consideration of A-IoT resource management for Topology 2 	Kyocera 	discussion	Rel-20
R2-2601038	Discussion on Topology 2 for Ambient IoT	CEWiT	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2
R2-2601090	Discussion on Topology 2 for A-IoT	KT Corp.	discussion	Rel-20	Ambient_IoT_Solutions_Ph2
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