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1. Overall description
SA2 thanks CT4 for its LS on Issues on packet delay measurement. SA2 has discussed CT4 questions and provides answers below as follows:
1.	Whether the UPF is required (from Rel-18 onwards) to report minimal and maximum measurement result for packet delay for event-based reporting when the minimal waiting timer is over? 
SA2 Reply: Not, it is not. UPF is required to report the latest monitoring result if it matches or exceeds the threshold.
2. 	If so, should the UPF send a measurement report containing minimal delay and maximal delay if the latest packet delay measured (just before the expiry of the minimal waiting timer) is smaller than the threshold?
SA2 Reply: see reply to question 1.
3.	Whether the above requirement for the UPF is applicable also for periodic reporting? If not, what are reasons?
	SA2 Reply:  UPF is not required to report minimal and maximum measurement results for packet delay for event-based reporting when the minimum waiting timer is over or in periodic reports.
  
2. Actions:

To CT4:
ACTION: 	
SA2 asks CT4 to take the information above into consideration.

3. Dates of next TSG SA WG 2 meetings
SA2#161                 2024/02/26 – 2024/03/01	Athens
SA2#162                 2024/04/15 – 2024/04/19	China

