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[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’.
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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:
Agreements on paging ID length
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.
3. Send an LS to SA2 to take this into account for their design.  

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 OPPO - Yumin: I guess this is intended for “The number and format 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 Huawei-Yulong: I guess the intention is “The meaning of Paging ID”
[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.
2	Actions
To SA2 and CT4
[bookmark: _GoBack]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 and/or ranges of the paging ID length), 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
