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1. Overall Description:
RAN2 thank SA2 for the questions on application-layer FEC awareness at RAN. 

Within RAN2, there is support for the feasibility of using content ratio to discard downlink PDUs during congestion. However, tThere is no consensus in RAN2 on its usefulness or feasibility in for NG-RAN for that purpose, whether with RLC AM or RLC UM. It is up to NG-RAN how/whether to use consider it, should it be provided. 	Comment by Richard Tano: This was not agreed.	Comment by Apple: I think the rapporteur added this sentence to address SA2’s question on “Feasibility”. Since we do not have an agreement on feasibility, it is reasonable to at least indicate the situation in RAN2, otherwise SA2 may feel we are ignoring/dodging their question. Perhaps we can soften the wordings to: 
“Some companies in RAN2 think this is feasible …”	Comment by Richard Tano: Well then just add that there is also no consensus on feasibility. It was clearly no consensus on the topic as a whole.	Comment by Linhai He: Agree with Apple. 
RAN2 need to answer SA2’s question in the reply LS, which is on the feasibility, not the usefulness. 
There was a majority of company supporting the feasibility. During the  online discussion opponents rarely challenged the feasibility and focused on the usefulness instead. That is why we did not have an agreement on the lack of consensus on the feasibility. 
This reply is factual and truthfully summaries the outcome of the discussion.  	Comment by ZTE: Since there is no RAN2 impact, saying this is feasible is misleading. There is nothing we need to do in RAN2, and there is no consensus on the usefulness. So, we think we can stick to this line of reply as agreed online and as proposed above by Ericsson’s rewording.	Comment by LGE (Gyeong-Cheol): Agree with Ericsson. The current situation is that there is no RAN2 agreement and no consensus on feasibility. In my recollection, majority think that at least RLC UM is not feasible and some companies also think that even RLC AM is not feasible, but the current wording just say that within RAN2, there is support of the feasibility. 
I understand rapporteur’s concern, but it’s hard to conclude it in this offline discussion. So, if the rapporteur want to include it in the reply LS, why don’t we report the current situation at the CB session and make a formal agreement on feasibility after short online discussion at that time?	Comment by Grace Yu: Agree with Ericsson, ZTE and LGE. RAN2 has no agreement or consensus on the feasibility. We think Ericsson’s revision looks good.	Comment by vivo-Chenli: My understanding is we should explicitly response the question from SA2 in the LS.
They ask the feasibility, and the response described the RAN2 discussion status. We think it should be included in the LS. 
During the online discussion, opponents concern on the usefulness, but regarding the feasibility, my understanding is most? Companies confirmed at least for RLC AM mode. 
“there is no consensus on the feasibility” is not the truth in RAN2 discussion. 	Comment by Richard Tano: It is clear from the comments here that the majority so far thinks there is no consensus on the feasibility and it should thus not be replied like there is any consensus on it. We clearly don’t have the same view on the conversation as the proponents, usefulness and feasibility goes together in this case. The proposed schemes does not work without major negative impacts. It is simply not feasible to do something that is bad for the network performance. 	Comment by SunYoung Lee (Nokia): ‘No consensus’ and ‘no agreement’ are different. Honestly, RAN2 didn’t discuss feasibility much, hence no agreement. I recall that some companies who consider the indication is not useful even mentioned that it is feasible at least for AM. So, ‘no consensus’ seems not correctly describe our discussion on the feasibility.

Maybe we could go back to the original agreement without mentioning anything about feasibility.	Comment by Linhai He: So far most companies except five are consent with the initial version.  From the rapporteur’s point of view, it is quite clear which version has the majority support. 

Again, if we are going to send “no consensus”, it is fair to present views of both camps. The first sentence is well supported by a contribution co-sourced by multiple companies and additional support during online discussion.


2. Actions:
To SA2: 
ACTION: 	RAN2 kindly asks SA2 to take the above feedback into consideration in their discussions.


3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:
RAN2#129	Feb 17-21, 2025				Athens, Greece
RAN2#129-bis	April 7-11, 2025				China




