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1. Overall Description:

RAN2 thanks SA4 for the question on the preferred accuracy of the TTNB indication. 

The TTNB can be used by RAN in its scheduling and configurations to achieve benefits such as UE power savings. Therefore, the more accurate the indicated TTNB 
is (up to a practical limit), the more benefits (e.g. UE power savings) can be achieved

. More specifically, RAN2 recommends that the accuracy of the TTNB indication equals 
the shortest PDCCH skipping duration, which is 0.125 msec (i.e. one slot


 for 120 KHz SCS). If this level of accuracy is not feasible with SA4, then the most accurate indication that SA4
 can practically support 



is acceptable to RAN2.
2. Actions:

To SA4:
ACTION: RAN2 kindly asks SA4 to take the above information into account.
3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:

RAN2#131
25th August – 29th August 2025

Bangalore, India

RAN2#131bis
13th October – 17rd October 2025

Prague, Czech
�The TTNB indicated by the RTP sender is only a prediction made at the point of the RTP sender, where the prediction error is mainly due to scene complexity. However, it doesn’t consider possible jitters over the N6/N3 transport network. But, the accuracy that really matters to RAN scheduling and UE power saving is the one observed at the gNB, i.e., observed after the transport jitters.





It is misleading to suggest that the accuracy of indicated TTNB by RTP sender is as good as the accuracy observed at the gNB. Therefore, we suggest changing “indicated TTNB” to “TTNB observable at the gNB”.


�The benefits are not just about UE power saving, but also timely scheduling etc. So I think the sentence can be generalized as:


“...the more benefits can be achieved.”


�Agree


�If the transport network jitters is far worst than 0.125 msec, we don’t know if it makes sense for RAN2 to recommend the RTP sender to achieve an accuracy of 0.125 msec in its prediction. It could be an overkill.





And, due to the network jitters, we would rather be conservative on UE power saving to avoid the situation where the UE is unavialble when the DL data starts to arrive at the gNB for transmission. So, between having the UE sleep for 1-2 msec less vs. taking that 1-2 msec precious time away from DL delay budget for gNB scheduling, we would prefer the former.





Here, suggest that we just state a plain fact by replacing the highlighted text with “for UE power saving purpose, the shortest PDCCH skipping duration is 0.125 msec (….)”. 





Whether that is achievavle by SA4 or supported by netowrk jitters is up to other WGs.


�Suggest to specify in ‘ms’ unit, since SA4 is not aware of ‘one slot.’ For example, this part can be changed as “which is 0.125ms (i.e., one slot for 120 kHz SCS)” 


�Agree with LGE.


�Agree


�“SA4” -> “SA4 and transport network”


�To simplify the sentence, we think “can support” is enough.


�Can support is too demaniding in our view, since it can imply that SA4 should do all in their power to increase the accuracy while this may not be useful (as indicated online that this high level of accuracy is questionable).


�I’ve updated the wording based on the suggestions from both Apple and Ericsson.


�As mentioned online, since companies expressed concern with the one slot being unnecessary accurate, it should be taken into account. Very high accuracy is not needed if it comes with many drawbacks, thus this should be indicated in the response.





