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1. Overall Description:	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu 1: The text blelow in overall description is too much. I think it is better to just copy paste all current RAN2 agreements in regards of Segmentaton/assembly in this section.	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): If we think this part is too long, then I do not think we should capture all current RAN2 agreements. We can just try to remove the sections we think can be skipped.	Comment by Ericsson (Henrik): A list of agreements do not really reflect the current open discussion resulting in the LS, so to me it is good to have a descriptive part as suggested in the draft from Mtk
RAN2 haves discussed the role of the MAC in handling upper-layer data blocks (MAC SDUs) and processing them into transport blocks (MAC PDUs) and the need of segmentation in MAC layer.	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): Not a big deal, this is UK vs. US English, but "have" aligns with how I wrote the other sections.
RAN2 believes that RAN2 canexpect to define MAC PDU sizes to be align withed to the capacity of the physical layer/TBS sizes.  Accordingly, RAN2 intend to follow RAN1 on the values used for transport block sizes.  To take an educated decision about the need for the segmentation in MAC, RAN2 would like to know the TBS sizes (in both D2R and R2D directions), RAN1 intendes to specify. 	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): Vodafone deleted this sentence, but I think we had consensus on this aspect and it helps to indicate to RAN1 that our decision depends on their answer.	Comment by Ericsson (Henrik): Fine to keep, a key aspect in our decision.	Comment by Lenovo: We think it might be good to know how RAN1 may use the TB size besides how to specify, i.e. by adding the red text below. They may consider fancy ideas like PHY segmentation.

“...to specify and use”.
TR 38.848 and TS 22.369 states that a maximum “approximate” or “typical” message size of ~1000 bits is expected.  RAN2 would like to understand what the maximum and typical size of application data could be expected in reality and if the application layer would will support segmentation to ensure maximal and typical size ofadapt application data to adapt to the maximum and typical data blockTB sizes (both D2R and R2D directions). 	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: We shoud use the wording in the 38.848, i.e. without “typical”.

5.5	Maximum message size
The design target of maximum message size is approximately 1000 bits to be received by the Ambient IoT device, and approximately 1000 bits to be transmitted from the Ambient IoT device, based on the maximum application layer packet size.
	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): TS 22.369 says "typical" and TR 38.848 says "approximately.  Maybe we should capture both terms for accuracy.	Comment by Ericsson (Henrik): Good suggestion, and typical is quite explicit on what it pertains to	Comment by Lenovo: We suggest to remove the whole part on application layer since implementation of application layer is normally out of scope of 3GPP.	Comment by Ericsson (Henrik): Agree w Lenovo	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: =>upper layer data
Also for other places. Since there maybe the NAS layer also to carrier the app data. So, to us, it is just some upper layer data.	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): I think this is reasonable, and maybe we should talk about "upper layers" rather than "application layer" in this paragraph.
	Comment by Intel-Yi: There is no any conclusion in RAN2 on this. Should be deleted.	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): OK
2. Actions:
To RAN1:
RAN2 respectfully ask RAN1 to indicate what maximum and minimum TB sizes are expected to be supportable in PHY, in both D2R and R2D directions and, in case there are multiple TB sizes,  the conditions (e.g., radio conditions, power, etc.) under which TBs of different sizes can be transmitted.	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: Why do we need to care about the min TBS vaule. In below line, it is already mentioned on “multiple TBS size”. Let’s remove the “and minium”	Comment by Ericsson (Henrik): I guess the range (if any) may depend on e.g. coverage/power study  results etc so that a minimum size may be used more frequently than not. This would then be useful information for us at least in future	Comment by Lenovo: We see value in adding the examples. In this context we suggest to also add “coverage”. Reason: RAN1 agreed for their coverage evaluation a max value of only 400 bits. Since we are considering a max value of around 1000 bits the coverage for such size may look different in case of no segmentation.	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: See no necessary to have this from RAN2. RAN1 will discuss their TBS anyway.	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): We need to understand if some sizes are always available, don't we?  Agree that we probably do not need detailed criteria, but I think we should ask something in this direction.
To SA2:
RAN2 respectfully ask SA2 to feed back onindicate the expected maximum and typical data block size delivered from upper layers to the AIoT AS layers, in both D2R and R2D directions.	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: Remove this “expected”	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): OK	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: =>message	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): If upper layers segment, it won't be a "message" but just a part of a message.  Isn't "data block" more agnostic to the upper layer behaviour?	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: It should be clear this is only for R19 use case.
It is suggested to add “, R19 use cases”.	Comment by MediaTek (Nathan Tenny): I do not really understand the comment.  It's a Rel-19 work item for all involved groups, so isn't this clear already?  No objection to the concept but not sure if it is necessary to state explicitly.
3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:
TSG-RAN WG2 Meeting #127bis 	14-18 October 2024	Hefei, CN
TSG-RAN WG2 Meeting #128	18-22 November 2024	Orlando, FL, US
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