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1. Overall Description:

RAN2 would like to thank SA2 for the LS on FS_XRM Ph2 in [R2-2404139_S2-2405625]. 
RAN2 has discussed the questions, and concluded on the following:
Regarding Question 1 on PDU Set correlation information, RAN2 believes that adding inter-PDU set correlation information can potentially help RAN to avoid sending of unnecessary PDU sets but that it is up to SA4 to reply whether a correlation that makes certain PDU Sets useless, 





and thus can be discarded, truly exists. RAN2 also thinks this would introduce additional complexity and that it would impact PSER.
Regarding Question 2 on whether it is feasible for the NG-RAN to provide available data rate for the (non-)GBR QoS Flows, RAN2 thinks that whether it can be estimated at QoS flow level is RAN3 issue, so it is up to RAN3 to answer.
Regarding Question 4 on whether the size of incoming burst is useful for RAN resource scheduling, RAN2 understands this question is for DL, so only discussed the DL. RAN2 understands the size of incoming burst is useful for gNB resource scheduling if it can be provided early enough, e.g. in the first packet of the burst.  
Regarding Question 6 on the measure and exposure of PDU Set Delay and PDU Set Loss Rate, RAN2 discussed both DL and UL. For DL, RAN2 thinks that some PSDB/PSER estimation by gNB implementation is possible, but its accuracy and reliability is unclear based on existing mechanism. However, RAN2 thinks RAN3 is in a better position to reply this question. For UL, RAN2 thinks currently it is not possible to have information about PSDB/PSER, and it would add significant complexity for such mechanism. Besides, RAN2 is not clear about the benefits and usage of such information by application layer for DL and UL. 




2. Actions:

To SA WG 2:
RAN2 kindly request SA2 to take the above information into account during the future work, and provide feedback, if any.
3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:

TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #127

19th Aug. – 23rd Aug. 2025





Maastricht, NL
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #127bis

14th Oct. – 18th Oct. 2025





TBD, China
�Clarified this since this is what the discussion and the agreement was all about, if certain PDU Sets are truly useless then they could be discarded. There is no consensus on that just a correlation make PDU Sets useless.


�We think it is better not to mention the RAN2 mechanism detail in the LS, and the intention for the agreement is just for the correlation between PDU sets. 


Anyway, let’s see other companies’ view. 


�Again this was the claim and basis for the discussion and agreements made, i.e. that PDU Sets can be regarded as useless and only if that is really true can be discarded. Otherwise if companies really think RAN can discard PDU Sets that are not useless I would have major concerns with the agreement. However if I remember correct chairman clarified that this was the intention in the online session.�Also it is interesting to argue that this clarification is too much details in the LS considering the discussions going on in the parallell multi-modality LS...


�I agree with the rapporteur that it is not needed to mention RAN2 mechanism (e.g., discard).


If some clarification of “such correlation” is needed, this part can be clarified that the information to determine unnecessary PDU sets. For example,


 “...it is up to SA4 to reply whether a correlation that determines unnecessary PDU sets truly exists,” 


�We also agree with the Rapporteur that it is better to focus on the RAN2 agreement and there is no need to mention RAN2 mechanisms. 


�Something like LG proposed clarification can be ok. �But it should be noted that in the MM discussion the arguments are that we need to include more details to SA2 on RAN intended uses of information, even examples that there are no consensus on.


�In our view, this agreement is for both DL and UL, but the current text may cause misunderstanding that this sentence is only for UL.


For better clarity, can we specify that it is both for DL and UL, e.g.,


Besides, RAN2 is not clear about the benefits and usage of such information by application layer both for DL and UL. 


�This is correct understanding as well and it should apply to both UL and DL, RAN2 may not be certain on the usefulness for UL at the moment.


�We echo LGE, it is good to explicitly mention that the last sentence is for both UL and DL to avoid misunderstanding.


�OK. Updated. 





