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1. Overall Description:
In RAN2#130, RAN2 discussed the timing of AS/NAS interaction when a command is sent to the A-IoT device, and reached the following agreement:
1. The device is expected to send a MAC response to the reader in the D2R occasion.   The MAC response contains the NAS message if available at the D2R occasion.   If there is no NAS message available to transmit at the D2R occasion then the response contains MAC with 0 SDU and padding as needed.
RAN2 understand that the device may, for example, receive a write command message from the reader, pass the command message to NAS layer, and when the scheduled D2R occasion for the response arrives, transmit the MAC response with an empty SDU if the NAS response has not yet been delivered to MAC for D2R scheduling, as indicated in the agreement above.
However, RAN2 have some concern that the NAS response may be delivered to the device MAC layer later, when no D2R radio resources are available provided by the reader to transmit the response (e.g., if the write operation at the device takes longer than expected), as shown in the figure below.	Comment by OPPO - Yumin Wu: Should be “has”. Typo.	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): This is a UK/US difference, and I tend to align with the UK usage where a group is considered plural, but no strong view.  Should align consistently throughout the text though.	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): Rather than saying RAN2 have a concern, we wonder if it would be better to state the current status. i.e. the protocol design won’t allow transmission of this if delivered after the D2R occasion and we will not optimize our protocol for this (as the subsequent sentence clarifies)? E.g replace this paragraph with: 

However, RAN2 protocol does not allow transmission of the NAS response if it is delivered after the D2R occasion (e.g. if the NAS response is delivered after the write operation at the device which can take a very long time).  	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu: “available”  “scheduled by the reader”	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): We removed "scheduling" above, but maybe "provided by the reader"?


For such a case, RAN2 have not agreed on a mechanism for the device to transmitting the delayed NAS response to the reader.	Comment by OPPO - Yumin Wu: I wonder if we could add an example, “e.g. blind scheduling”, as OPPO commented online.	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): I am not completely sure what "blind scheduling" would involve (I checked the chair notes and it seems not clarified there), and I wonder if it can be clear to CT1.  If there is consensus to say something I am fine to capture it, but let's be sure that we have a common understanding of what we are describing.  Further comments invited.	Comment by Ericsson - Emre: We do not think there is a need to add an example. As rapporteur explained above, this would require a consensus on the description, terminology etc which will take time to conclude, if possible at all.	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): We have not agreed the blind scheduling. Even if the reader does blind scheduling (presumably after write is completed), it has to wait far too long and this is not good especially since the reader is blocked (i.e. cannot start any new service) in the meanwhile (as we agreed option B). So, to us any blind scheduling after write procedure seems not practical anyway (considering the timescales of the write operation and option B). 	Comment by Futurewei (Yunsong): To be clearer, “transmitting” -> “the device transmitting”	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): OK ("the device to transmit")
RAN2 would prefer that this situation be avoided or handled by CT1.  As one potential approach, RAN2 considered that the NAS layer might deliver to the MAC layer an immediate NAS response upon successful reception of a write command (e.g., a write command), without waiting for the write command to execute. 	Comment by OPPO - Yumin Wu: Should be “is”. Typo.	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu: This is not a typo. I think the grammar is basically correct. Or we can say “to be avoided or handled”	Comment by Futurewei (Yunsong): This is not a typo. The current way is correct.	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): Agree with Futurewei.	Comment by OPPO - Yumin Wu: We suggest to remove the CT1 solution(s), as this will be discussed in CT1 anyway. From our understanding, the “an immediate response upon successful reception of a write command” does not resolve the issue of the delayed response, as the immediate response is just an ACK message for the command, and the real NAS response to the command message would anyway come late.	Comment by CATT (Jianxiang): We prefer to let CT1 handle this problem. The potential approach might mitigate the delayed NAS message but doesn’t really solve the delayed NAS message if NAS has no idea of D2R occasion. 	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu: No, we should keep this part because this is part of RAN2#130 agreement: “ RAN2 would prefer that this is handled by CT1 (and give the example of sending NAS response upon successful reception of write command). “	Comment by Futurewei (Yunsong): We agree with Apple on keeping this example to help CT1 to better understand what kind of help we are looking for. But CT1 always has the final say for what is in their domain.

To make our example more clearer, we can insert the following after “execute,”: 
“such that the MAC response carries the immediate NAS response (instead of “0 SDU”), the immediate NAS response indicating a status of delayed NAS response.”

And, change “but …” to a separate sentence to avoid excessively long sentence.	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): Rapp agrees with Apple and Futurewei: The agreements include indicating this example.  I think "immediate NAS response" is clear, and OK with the split sentence as suggested by Apple.

I've removed the added-and-removed additional examples--I can't tell exactly what the history was in the changes-on-changes-in-a-comment, but I tend to think we should not get more detailed in the LS than what was captured in the meeting minutes.	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: Suggest to highlight this, which is the key point.	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): Do we normally do inline highlighting/bold in LS text?  No really strong view, but it looks unusual to me.	Comment by Ericsson - Emre: We do not think there is a need to highlight any text in the LS in general.

We wonder if this text, i.e., “immediate NAS response” would be misleading from CT1 standpoint considering that this is not something visible to the CN. The reader schedules the D2R transmission and the interaction between NAS and MAC layers is up to device implementation.

From CN standpoint it is a matter of receiving “no response” or a message with 0 SDU (upper layer message with 0 size). Hence “immediate NAS response” refers to an ACK by NAS layer indicating that the command has been successfully received (but not yet executed).	Comment by Sriganesh: Suggested change: “….upon successful reception of a write command…””

We understand that this issue is more visible in case of write command but we prefer to have a common solution in case of any delay in NAS layer generating a response to a command which doesn’t meet the D2R scheduling deadline.	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu: Maybe use text like “reception of a command (e.g. write)”	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): [MTK] Tend to agree that in principle this is a general issue with command execution, and write is just the case where we see it as most likely, but it may be more in CT1 scope to determine if other commands could have a problem.  (Can read be delayed?)

[Rapp] The meeting agreement mentions "delayed NAS write success response" and "upon successful reception of write command", so I think it's appropriate to mention the write case, but maybe "e.g., write" is OK.  Let's try it.	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): To me the original formulation from the rapporteur seems slightly better. i.e. the problem is only with “write” command. This is my recollection from the discussion. 
If we say “e.g write command” then it seems other commands may also have this issue. For e.g. even read? If the read response cannot be sent on time, then there may be a bigger problem. But, I guess this is not the case. The only problem identified was with the extra long delay for the write operation. So, it would be good to focus only on this. Note that we are not being very clear on how long the delay is…
	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): We prefer to add “write” here too to be clear.. (added inline as the comment may not be clear otherwise). 	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: Sorry. I take the liberty to add some examples, according to RAN2 agreement “RAN2 would prefer that this is handled by CT1 (and give the example of sending NAS response upon successful reception of write command).”	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): I thought the previous sentence achieved this and the two examples went beyond what was agreed in the meeting, but let's see other views.  If more information helps CT1 it should be OK.	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): I think we should avoid providing too much detailed solution examples that spam to CT1 specification description. These two examples are totally CT1 spec details. From RAN2 LS perspective, the general guideline: "RAN2 considered that the NAS layer might deliver to the MAC layer an immediate NAS response upon successful reception of a write command, without waiting for the command to execute." is quite enough.
We prefer to remove them.
RAN2 acknowledge that such a solution is in CT1 remit to evaluatedecide.

2. Actions:
To CT1:
ACTION: 	RAN2 respectfully ask CT1 to discuss the above casetake RAN2 conclusion and preference into account and indicate if CT1 can address how to handle a delayed command response from NAS layer to MAC layerthe identified situation.	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: Prefer to update as “, to take RAN2 conclusion and preference into account and to provide feedback, if any”	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): Agree to make it simple.	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): Rapp interprets from the meeting agreement that we need a response ("Ask if this can be handled by CT1"), but maybe we can simplify the wording.

3. Dates of Next TSG-RAN WG2 Meetings:
RAN2#131 	25-29 August 2025 		BangaloreBengaluru, IN (TBC)	Comment by CATT (Jianxiang): ‘(TBC)’ can be included here.	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): OK
RAN2#131bis 	13-17 October 2025 		Prague, CZ
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