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1. [bookmark: _Ref73829754]Introduction
[bookmark: Proposal_Pattern_Length]The intention is to discuss the following topics as part of the email discussion “[Post114-e][507][SData] Non-SDT data arrival handling” taking into consideration the related proposals on RAN2#114e TDocs [1]-[22] and in preparation for responses to be received from SA3 and CT1 in relation to previous RAN2 LSs [23][24].
[bookmark: _Hlk74226727][Post114-e][507][SData] Non-SDT data arrival handling (Intel)
Scope:
· Phase 1 (identify the open issues/questions) – 5 days
· Phase 2 (collect the company views on open issues/questions) 
· Phase 3 (collect companies view on preferred solution CCCH vs. DCCH with the aim to down-select)
Email discussion to focus on:
a. Develop details of both solutions (CCCH and DCCH) and identify any further impacts to other WGs (e.g. RAN3) 
b.  Develop details of how cell reselection could be handled (considering possible repetition of security material) and check if we could agree to support optimised handling of cell reselection 
c.  Can consider SA3/CT1 discussions into where appropriate.        
Intended outcome: Report with agreeable proposals

Email discussion deadline: August 5th, 0900 UTC 
Note: silent period is July 5-30 (may be updated during TSG RAN)
3rd Phase
3rd Phase: Introdution
The deadline for the 3rd phase of this email discussion is Thursday August 5th, 0900 UTC.
This 3rd phase focuses on collecting companies’ views on the preferred solution to each identified issue taking into account the solution details clarified during the 2nd phase. A new section 6 is added with the new questions for this 3rd phase.
3rd Phase: Report
Summary report for each question of the 3rd phase is provided within section  6 and if any proposal needed any update, this is done as part of the 2nd phase report.
2nd Phase: 
2nd Phase: Introdution
The deadline for the 2nd phase of this email discussion is Monday July 26th, 2300 UTC.
This 2nd phase focuses on collecting companies’ views to better understand the technical details of the proposed solutions. The discussion points addressed during the 1st phase and companies’ responses provided during the 1st phase are greyed out to avoid confusions. New questions (marked as Q.x and with a corresponding sub-section header) are added for companies to provide their views during this 2nd phase. Blue color is used to mark changes/inputs done during this 2nd phase.
2nd Phase: Report
Summary report for each question of the 2nd phase is provided in new section 5 (i.e. Summary report from 2nd Phase (including proposals)).
[bookmark: _Ref75305880]1st Phase
1st Phase: Introduction
The deadline for this 1st phase of email discussion is Friday June 18th, 0900 UTC.
The 1st phase of this email discussion provides an overview of the discussion points for the above scenarios that were identified in the contributions.   Companies are invited to provide inputs on any missing topics/questions that need to also be included. Issues impacting other groups (e.g., RAN3) can also be listed.  These issues are to be addressed in more detail with possible solutions during the 2nd phase. 
For completion of the solutions and to acknowledge companies’ inputs, observations (with their corresponding description and references) are also included to capture points that seem straight forward (i.e. the suggestion is not to include a related discussion point for them in the 2nd phase).
[bookmark: _Ref75216011]1st Phase: Report
Rapporteur has addressed companies’ responses during the 1st phase in a new column that is added to each table where companies were asked for new points to be addressed. These tables are moved to this 1.3 section aiming to minimize any confusion between the responses provided by companies in the 1st and 2nd phase. 

New points to section 2 (identified during 1st phase)
Please indicate if there are any other topics/questions that require to be addressed as part of this section 2 on “General topics: switch from SDT to CONNECTED”. 
	Company’s name
	Companies’ views
	Rapporteur’s response

	ZTE
	For 2.1, for option 1.a, we think there should be a question on whether or not we will support any mechanism to prevent data loss in case UE is moved back to INACTIVE state (since in normal RRC release procedure, PDCP suspend operation will be performed and all the data buffered on UE side will be discarded) – perhaps this is also related to section 4.2 (i.e., we may apply uniform handling for all scenarios where there could be an abrupt termination of SDT procedure). 
	New question Q1) is added with corresponding new proposal for option 1.a)

	APT
	Similar view with ZTE: a higher-level question like whether to support a mechanism to prevent data loss (especially for the on-going SDT RB) when UE is moved back to RRC_INACTIVE would be helpful for section 2.1, option 1.a.  
	See response to ZTE

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	 
For Topic#2: Observation 1 is not really an observation – we should perhaps turn it into a proposal and attempt to agree on it.
On the comment from ZTE – when the UE moves to RRC INACTIVE and PDCP is suspended the PDCP PDUs are discarded, but not PDCP SDUs. This is how the data loss is avoided (as compared to moving the UE to RRC IDLE).
	For Topic #1, the discussion is indeed focusing on the questions.

For Topic #2, observation 2 is moved to a new question Q.6) as requested.

Added the suggested clarification on the new question  Q1) raised by ZTE.

	TCL
	Agree with HW that we should focus on the questions raised and do further studies on them for now, then investigate the possible approaches based on the studies. 
For section 2.1, option 1.a, we share the same view with ZTE and APT, the service continuation should be considered during the procedure the UE move back to INACTIVE state.
	See responses to previous related comments

	NEC
	For Topic#1, we think this should be discussed by RAN3. And we understand that RAN3 haven’t agreed to support the scenario of subsequent SDT without anchor relocation yet. So it is too early to discuss related issue in RAN2.
We agree with observation 1 in Topic #2.
	For Topic #1, a question Q.4) is added with potential points to be asked/raised to RAN3 if the scenario were supported.

For Topic #2, see response provided to Huawei on this.



New points to section 3.1 (identified during 1st phase)
Please indicate if there are any other topics/questions that require to be addressed as part of this section 3.1 on “General topics” for “Non-SDT data handling during ongoing SDT session”. 
	Company’s name
	Companies’ views
	Rapporteur’s response

	ZTE
	In general, this is fine, but we would like to clarify that the discussion is *only* for the case where at least RACH preamble has been transmitted. i.e. we will not need to discuss any UE behaviour for the case when nothing has yet been transmitted. 

Further, we are not sure whether scenario 1) and 2) needs to be distinguished from RRC perspective, but this can be discussed during the questions...
	Description of Topic 3 is updated to explicitly capture the 1st point on RACH preamble

	CATT
	The data arrival on non-SDT bearers could occur even when the SDT session is ongoing. This scenario is not been covered by the listed scenario 1) and 2). Hence Scenario 3: 
1st UL RRC message has been sent successfully should also be considered. The scenario is applicable to both RA-SDT and CG-SDT.


	The proposed scenario 3 aims to be addressed when explaining how CCCH and DCCH based approaches work in sections 3.2 and 3.3. Clarification text added before section 3.1 on this regard.

	APT
	Another scenario worth considering: 
Scenario 3) When non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has received the contention resolution corresponding to the 1st RA-SDT transmission, but has not received RRC message from gNB (i.e., in the middle of subsequent SDT transmissions).
This scenario is particularly suitable for UE to use the DCCH approach to inform the arrival of non-SDT traffic. 

In addition, it appears that scenarios 1 and 2 only take RA-SDT into account. For CG-SDT, the following scenarios may need to be considered as well:

Revised Scenario 1) When non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has initiated an SDT procedure, but 1st UL RRC message has not been sent yet. For RA-SDT, this could be when UE has already sent PRACH preamble when using 4-step RA-SDT. For CG-SDT, this could be when UE has not sent the initial transmission via CG resource.

Scenario x) When non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has initiated an SDT procedure and has sent the 1st UL RRC message via CG resource, but the feedback has not been received by UE in CG response window.

	For scenario 3), see response to CATT’s comment.







For CG-SDT, it is clarified that scenarios 1) and 2) target on RA-SDT, and the new scenario x) is added targeting CG-SDT. However, it is not added “For CG-SDT, this could be when UE has not sent the initial transmission via CG resource” as the rapporteur assumes that this can be handled by UE implementation (as UE has not sent anything yet).

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	The answer to this issue will most likely be different for CCCH and for DCCH based approaches, so we suggest to discuss this issue for both approaches separately.
	Since this is before SDT initialization, the rapporteur assumes it is the same for both approaches.  Instead of moving this to separate sections, rapporteur suggests that companies can provide differences if they see any in phase 2.  A sentence is added to the question along these lines.

	TCL
	We are generally fine with the proposal. 
However, we are wondering whether the subsequent SDT transmission is to be considered in this discussion as APT mentioned. For if there is subsequent SDT transmission, the subsequent SDT transmission may have impact on the handling of the non-SDT transmission. So the following scenario is suggested:

Scenario x) When the non-SDT data arrival after the first SDT transmission is finished, and the subsequent SDT is to be performed.
	For sub-sequent SDT (i.e. scenario 3), see response to CATT’s comment. 


	NEC
	We also think we need to consider the scenario of non-SDT data arrival during subsequent transmission phase.
	For sub-sequent SDT (i.e. scenario 3), see response to CATT’s comment. 



New points to section 3.2 (identified during 1st phase)
Please indicate if there are any other topics/questions that require to be addressed as part of this section 3.2 on “CCCH-based approach” for “Non-SDT data handling during ongoing SDT session”. 
	Company’s name
	Companies’ views
	Rapporteur’s response

	ZTE
	For section 3.2.1.1, in case the UE triggers new RRCResume procedure autonomously after releasing the current SDT session, then according to the current release procedure, the UE has to perform PDCP suspend operation and discard all buffered PDCP PDUs. It needs to be clarified whether this is the intention (in which case we need to understand how to handle data loss prevention etc). 
In case different operation is intended than legacy release, then it seems NW has to distinguish between the first and second RRCResume procedures and take different action accordingly and these details need to be understood too. Questions to narrow down these options and to understand how the actual procedure works will be useful. 

Just one other observation is that some of the questions/discussion in the above sections may be inter-related (for instance depending on which node - Anchor/new target - handles the second CCCH message, the security of the second CCCH message should be adjusted accordingly – i.e. these questions are interrelated), other than that, we think the general observations and discussion points have been captured accurately. 
	For 3.2.1.1), Added a new discussion to address the open question explained is added. Note that this “new” point is somehow inter-related with the following discussion on section 3.2.4 that addresses the “PDCP COUNT and/or security key to be used”





On the point that “some of the questions/discussion in the above sections may be inter-related”, this is indeed the case and companies are encouraged to provide consistent/align view on the inter-related topics.


	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Discussion point 6) is relevant only in case SA3 indicates there is an issue with reusing the security material / existing key (i.e. if they conclude there is no issue, then there seems to be no reason to have option other than 6d)). Hence, we propose to clarify that 6d) is the baseline assumption and discuss only the remaining options, just in case SA3 confirms the issue. Also, we are not sure what option 6a) describes. It can either be understood as option 6b) or option 6d). We propose to remove it, especially that our paper is given as a reference, but what we propose is already captured by option 6d) and 6e). 

Discussion point 7) – option a) and option b) are not described properly, i.e. the legacy behavior is for the new gNB to send UE CONTEXT RELEASE message to the old anchor:
1. After Path switch and after sending RRCRelease w/ suspend (for RNA update with anchor relocation)
2. After Path Switch and after receiving RRCResumeComplete from the UE (for moving the UE to RRC Connected).

This can be seen in TS 38.300 sections 9.2.2.4.1 and 9.2.2.5.
	For section 3.2.5, there is indeed some dependency to SA3 but at the same time some of the options discussed there are also related to other topics e.g. previous section 3.2.4. Note that SA3 dependencies already are indicated within section 3.2.5 and also in the new question Q.14).  Irrespective of security issue, which key (the one used to derive the previous Resume MAC-I or the one used during the previous data transfer) is used to derive the Resume MAC-I for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg needs to be discussed from RAN2 protocol point of view as there is no RRCRelease message for CCCH option. 

For DP#6, the understanding is that more than one of the options may be supported in related to how resumeMAC-I is generated for this 2nd RRCResumeRequest. 

For opt.6a), the TDoc reference will be removed. It was assumed as the explained procedure in [12] does not explain any change for this which follows legacy resume operation.

For opt.6b), this is a change of legacy resume as horizontal key derivation of the NCC is not done for this kind of scenarios.

To be aligned with approach taken in other DP, the aim was to add all options discussed in R2#114e TDocs for companies to provide their preference on those or other new options (if applicable).

Description related to DP#7 in section 3.2.6 is updated accordingly.

	NEC
	For Discussion point 6), NCC is used to derive the KgNB key for the transmission at the new cell, not to generate resumeMAC-I. So we wonder if option 6.a), 6.b) and 6.c) is actually intended to be used to solve the issue in Discussion point 5)? In other words, to solve the key stream reuse issue by using different security keys.

For Discussion point 7), we agree with Huawei that the legacy behavior is that after sending RRCRelease or receiving RRCResumeComplete, the new gNB indicates the last serving gNB to release UE AS context. So when CCCH is sent to the new gNB, the last serving gNB still have the UE AS context. Therefore there is no issue on UE AS context fetch if we following the existing behavior for CCCH solution.

For Discussion point 8), this should be up to SA3 decision.
	Rapporteur suggests that companies’ views on expected behaviors are welcome during 2nd phase understanding that 1st phase aimed to capture inputs on new open points to be discussed.







New points to section 3.3 (identified during 1st phase)
Please indicate if there are any other topics/questions that require to be addressed as part of this section 3.3 on “DCCH-based approach” for “Non-SDT data handling during ongoing SDT session”. 
	Company’s name
	Companies’ views
	Rapporteur’s response

	ZTE
	One issue that was raised in the past is how to deal with the case where the DCCH message is generated, but the UE is sent back to INACTIVE (i.e. the network releases the SDT session before the UE sends the DCCH message). Our understanding is that this will simply trigger a new resume (i.e. no changes needed), but in any case, should we add one question for this too? 
	Proposed new topic is added in a new question Q.22) in a new section 3.3.3

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We need to also discuss the following for the DCCH solution:
1. What are the contents of DCCH message, e.g. does the resume cause need to be included etc.
2. DCCH message delivery failure handling, i.e. what happens if the UE does not receive a confirmation of reception of the message.
3. What happens if there is no UL grant to send the DCCH message for non-SDT data indication.
4. What the behavior of the UE is if the NW sends an RRRCRelease message before the UE sends the DCCH message.
	Proposed topic 1 is covered as part of DP#11, however a new option is added for the resume cause.

Added the proposed topic 2 in a new question Q.21) in the new section 3.3.2.2.

Added the proposed topic 3 in a new question Q.23) in a new section 3.3.4.

Proposed topic 4 is same as the one provided by ZTE, see corresponding response.

	NEC
	We agree with the question proposed by Huawei, and we also need to discuss the following additional aspects:
-	If a timer is needed for the DCCH message, to avoid frequent triggering of the generating of the DCCH message before receiving network response e.g. RRCResume message.
	Rapporteur suggests that this view is provided as part of the response to new question Q.21) added in the new section 3.3.2.2



New points to section 4 (identified during 1st phase)
Please indicate if there are any other topics/questions that require to be addressed as part of this section 4 on “Failure handling during ongoing SDT session”. 
	Company’s name
	Companies’ views
	Rapporteur’s response

	ZTE
	As noted above, for section 4.1, there may be also some other triggers depending on which approach we take (e.g., delayed switch to CONNECTED mode during ongoing SDT without anchor relocation etc), but perhaps the intention here is to collect any other triggers as part of the discussion – and this is fine?
	Yes, your understanding is right. I.e., current list is based on RAN2#114e TDoc but companies are welcome to comment and/or add new triggers to be considered (if any)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We think we should discuss the preferred behavior for each of the events mentioned in section in 4.1 separately as in some cases it may be preferable to keep the UE in RRC INACTIVE while for others it may be better that UE moves to RRC IDLE. It may not be possible to apply exactly the same behavior for all cases.
Another event worth discussing is downlink non-SDT data arrival (especially for the non-anchor relocation case). This is not a failure/abrupt termination case as such, but we need a procedure to handle this scenario.
	The scope of this email discussion was the trigger of “cell reselection”, however some companies proposed common failure handling e.g. [4] [18]. Therefore as explained before section 4.1, sections 4.1 and 4.2 aims to understand whether the intention on having a common UE behaviour could be easily agreeable by companies. Otherwise, the suggestion is to focus on cell reselection trigger (as indicated in the scope of this email discussion).

	
	
	





[bookmark: _Ref74123258][bookmark: _Ref74135971]General topics: switch from SDT to CONNECTED
RAN2 has agreed to support transition from SDT session to RRC_CONNECTED where that SDT session could be ongoing with and without UE AS Context relocation as shown in related agreements below.
· RAN2#113bis: “UE switches from SDT to non-SDT in following cases: Case 1 (27/0): UE receive indication from network to switch to non-SDT procedure. Network can send RRCResume. FFS whether network can send indication in RAR/fallbackRAR/DCI to switch to non-SDT procedure.”
· RAN2#112: “RAN2 confirm that RACH based SDT is supported with and without UE context relocation”
· RAN2#111: “Context fetch and data forwarding with anchor re-location and without anchor re-location will be considered.   FFS if there are problems with the scenario “without anchor relocation”
This section addresses general topics for discussion that are therefore applicable to any scenario where the UE with an ongoing SDT session fallbacks into RRC_CONNECTED regardless of the trigger condition. Some of those trigger conditions may be because network wants to continue the exchange of the SDT data while having the UE in RRC_CONNECTED or network detects DL non-SDT data or network is informed that UL non-SDT data is available in UE side. 
Topic #1: Handling to switch from SDT to CONNECTED during an ongoing SDT session without UE AS context relocation
Rel-17 SDT WID captures that “UL small data transmissions for RACH-based schemes (i.e. 2-step and 4-step RACH)” will be enabled with “Context fetch and data forwarding (with and without anchor relocation) in INACTIVE state for RACH-based solutions”. Whether and how to address the scenario when UE transitions into RRC_CONNECTED during an ongoing SDT session where UE AS context was not relocated is discussed by [2][6][8][19]. 


[bookmark: _Ref74133031]Figure 1. Transition into RRC_CONNECTED during subsequent SDT without anchor relocation [8] 
For the scenario explained above and also shown in the Figure 1, the following approaches are suggested:
Option 1.a) Network release the UE back into RRC_INACTIVE (potentially with updated suspend and SDT configurations) [5]. This may lead to additional delay (from the release and initiation of a follow up new attempt), however it may not be an scenario that occurs frequently.
Option 1.b) A new mechanism is defined by RAN2/3 to update the security keys during the ongoing SDT session (due to the relocation of the UE context during an ongoing SDT session) [6][8][19]. The new procedure would be required to support the key change involving: to provide new NCC to the UE, suspend data transfer, resetting L2, re-establish PDCP, Resume data transfer. In addition, RAN2 will need to also discuss which node triggers the anchor change and which node generates the RRC message with the NCC considering the network architecture (including how the CU DU split is done for anchoring). Open questions are also identified by [19][8]:
Q1) [bookmark: _Ref75251966][bookmark: _Hlk75086147]Which node decides the content of RRCResume message (anchor gNB vs serving gNB)?
Q2) [bookmark: _Ref75001629]Which node performs ciphering and integrity protection for RRCResume message?
Q3) Handling of the security key update e.g. 
i. after receiving the second RRCResumeReq from the same UE, will the anchor gNB generate another new KgNB associated with the same target gNB?
ii. how to ensure security key separation if UL/DL data and RRCResume message are treated by anchor gNB with updated security key and then, RRCResumeComplete message and subsequent UL/DL are treated by the current serving gNB.
Q4) Which node decodes RRCResumeComplete message
Moreover solution details on the questions listed above and how the new mechanism may look like are also provided by [8][19].
Discussion point 1) [bookmark: _Ref74084190]How to address the scenario when switching from SDT to RRC_CONECTED during an ongoing SDT session where the UE context was not relocated by the network. Including questions Q1-Q4 for above option 1.b).  
[bookmark: _Ref75009864]Option 1.a) Network releases the UE back into RRC_INACTIVE when anchor relocation is required in the middle of an SDT session
Q.1) for 2nd Phase
This Q.1) is created based on previous discussion point and the responses provided during 1st phase.
It is pointed during the 1st phase that in normal RRC release procedure, PDCP suspend operation will be performed and all the data buffered on UE side will be discarded. On other hand, when PDCP is suspended, the PDCP PDUs are discarded, but not PDCP SDUs.
Q.1) [bookmark: _Ref75089376]For previous option 1.a), is there any mechanism needed to prevent data loss in case UE is moved back to INACTIVE state? 
	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Justification

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	As mentioned above, PDCP SDUs are not discarded when the UE moves to RRC INACTIVE, so they can still be transmitted. This is also the whole point of a proposal to keep the UE in RRC INACTIVE after cell reselection during SDT for example.

	ZTE
	Yes with comments 
	It is true that PDCP SDUs are not discarded, however, it should be noted that PDCP suspend will be performed when RRCRelease is received and PDCP suspend will result in the following actions: 
· Transmitter sets the TX_NEXT to initial value and discards all the stored PDCP PDUs
· Receiver will stop reordering and deliver the PDCP SDUs to upper layers in ascending order of COUNT
Since the PDCP entity will restart with initial COUNT value at next RRCResume, there will be two issues: 
·  redundancy cannot be avoided and 
· in order delivery of  PDCP PDUs cannot be ensured in this case 
It should be noted that lossless delivery as agreed in RAN2, requires also the in order delivery  of PDCP SDUs to upper layers. 

So, the question is whether we should ensure inorder delivery without redundancy in this case. So, there are two options:  
· Option 1: If we want to ensure in-order delivery and avoid the redundancy, then the PDCP suspend operation should not be performed in this case and this may require some changes (e.g. to indicate “no PDCP suspend” in RRCRelease and to indicate the same on the transmitter side to the transmitting UP entity – e.g. over E1 interface). 
· Option 2: If we can live with redundancy and no in-order delivery, then nothing more needs to be done. 

From our perspective, we prefer option 1 to ensure the in order delivery and avoid the redundancy.

	InterDigital
	No
	If we go for option 1.a, then the existing mechanism should be reused as much as possible. Even if PDCP PDUs are thrown away, the PDCP SDUs can be retained and so lossless operation can be achieved based on the PDCP SDUs rather than PDUs.

	CATT
	No
	As PDCP PDUs are discarded but PDCP SDUs are kept when the UE moves to RRC_INACTIVE, data loss can be avoided. However, that may create some redundancy in PDCP PDUs, as some correctly receive PDUs may be re-transmitted.

	Samsung
	No
	Prefer to use existing mechanism. Also agree with Huawei and interdigital, that "Even if PDCP PDUs are thrown away, the PDCP SDUs can be retained and so lossless operation can be achieved based on the PDCP SDUs rather than PDUs"

	Fujitsu
	No
	As long as PDCP SDUs are retained, lossless and in-order delivery based on PDCP SDU can be achieved. NW can achieve it by careful scheduling based on PDCP SDU. For example, it can be achieved in such a way that PDCP SDUs are delivered by FIFO manner. Redundant transmission may cause resource waste, but it is not big problem.

	LG
	No
	For AM DRBs, data is not lost because unacknowledged PDCP SDUs are not discarded at PDCP suspend. Only PDCP PDUs are discarded. 
For UM DRBs, we don’t need to care about data loss because UM DRB is anyway subject to loss.

	Intel
	May be
	This option 1.a) may have challenges to prevent data loss or duplication of data: 
· For data loss: UL data can be kept as PDCP SDUs are not discarded as explained above. However, recovery of DL data waiting to be sent in serving cell might be more complex to handle in the anchored scenario as that DL data might be in previous serving gNB when the 2nd resume is directed to the anchor gNB. If no special mechanism is defined, some DL/UL data may be lost unless UE and network enable its own recovery mechanism. 
· For data duplication: we also agree with ZTE’s comment that duplication can happen and would not be detected.  

On summary, if this option 1.a) is preferable, i.e. moving the UE back into INACTIVE (via RRCRelease including suspendConfig). Two possible approaches are possible:
· Approach A) Specification does not define how/whether UE or network prevents data loss or duplication. This approach A) allows to enable enhancements to minimize (or even prevent) data loss or duplication but details would be left up to good UE or network implementation
· Approach B) an additional enhancement could be defined to keep  UP on UE and network side (in order to continue with SDT traffic w/o duplication). However, this new handling would bring additional complexity as two different scenarios would be possible when UE starts from INACTIVE, case 1) for normal resume (where PDCP is suspended) and case 2) for SDT when it was temporarily stopped (in order to handle the relocation of the UE Context when an SDT session was ongoing. If so, for case 1) PDCP is suspended and for case 2) without PDCP suspension.  If there is sufficient support for this enhancement, we are open to consider it.
Our preference is to enable option 1.a) via approach A) i.e. leaving optimizations up to UE or network implementation to prevent data loss or duplication in DL and UL.


	NEC
	Maybe
	For SDT DRB, as only PDCP PDUs are discarded, and PDCP SDUs can still be transmitted later. 
But for SDT SRB, both PDCP PDUs and SDUs are discarded during the PDCP re-establishment in the subsequent RRC resume procedure, which results in RAN level data loss. But such data loss may be tolerable or can be solved by implementation, for example the network release the UE to INACTIVE when the BSR shows no further data to be transmitted 

	Apple
	No
	If we go for option 1.a , we should use the existing mechanism, i.e. relying on the PDCP SDU leve retransmission. There may be some duplicated transmission, but we donot assume such case will happen frequently. 

	OPPO
	No
	For UL SDT-DRB, data loss is not an issue since the PDCP SDUs are retained when RRCRelease is received. After the RRC connection is resumed, UE will transmit or retransmit these PDCP SDUs while duplicated transmission may occur on some SDUs. For UL SDT-SRB, PDCP SDUs are discarded when PDCP is re-established and the data would be lost, but in our understand, this is an inherent issue and any optimization can be up to UE implementation.
For DL data, it can up to network to guarantee the data loss, for example, sending RRCRelease when there is not any further DL data.

	FGI, APT
	No
	Agree with the above companies that even if PDCP PDUs are discarded, as long as the PDCP SDUs are kept, lossless delivery can be guaranteed. Therefore no additional mechanism is needed for option 1.a.  

	Lenovo
	No
	Since PDCP SDUs are kept, we don’t see a need for new method to prevent data loss

	vivo
	No
	With the existing mechanism, retransmission can be performed for SDT DRBs with AM mode. In this sense, we don’t see any need to introduce any additional enhancement to prevent data loss for SDT procedure. 
If redundant transmission and out-of-order delivery are not expected, in our understanding, the NW should transit the UE directly to CONNECTED mode instead.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Similar view with the comments of most companies above. PDCP SDU are kept, no need for new method to prevent data loss. And agree with rapporteur, leaving optimizations up to UE or network implementation to prevent data loss or duplication in DL and UL.

	Xiaomi
	No
	Agree with other companies that as PDCP SDUs are kept, no extra mechanism is needed to ensure retransmission.



Option 1.b) New mechanism that allow performing anchor relocation in the middle of an SDT session in order to switch from SDT to CONNECTED
[bookmark: _Ref75087660][07/20][Rapporteur’s input] During 2nd phase, the details and questions added in this section 2.1.1.2 aims to clarify how option 1.b) works i.e. it does not aim to down-select (which would be discussed in 3rd phase) nor to address details related to previous option 1.a) (which are covered in previous section 2.1.1.1).
This section is updated based on the details provided above and by [2][6][8][19].
For this discussion, the term “anchor gNB” refers to the gNB where the UE AS Context is stored before UE initiates the SDT session and “serving gNB” refers to the gNB where the UE initiates the SDT session.
[bookmark: _Hlk75147615]For previous option 1.b), when switching from SDT to RRC_CONECTED during an ongoing SDT session where the UE context was not relocated by the network, the following points are raised by companies: 
· RLC PDUs are received/processed by the serving gNB [19].
· PDCP entities for SDT operation when anchor gNB is not relocated may be processed by anchor gNB [8], or by serving gNB (as anchor gNB forwards them) [19].
· For the data awareness during SDT operation, the serving gNB is the first aware of the UL data (size and arrival) [2][8], and the anchor gNB is the first aware of DL data arrival [2][8]. 
· The serving gNB controls SDT operations related to the radio interface, such as, performs the data transmission/reception via radio interface, or set the content of RRCResume message related to configurations of radio interface [8].
· Security key in used in relation to this “late” anchor relocation: 
· During an ongoing SDT session where the UE context was not relocated by the network, the data forwarding between serving gNB and anchor gNB has already been started, and the new security key, derived based on the NCC stored, has already been used by anchor gNB [19]. Therefore UE uses the updated security key (i.e. KgNB associated with the serving gNB, referred as Kserving-gNB) which is updated upon initiation of 1st RRCResumeRequest message, to receive any DL data/signalling upon initiating the SDT operation (which includes RRCResume message) [8]. Therefore, ciphering and integrity protection for RRCResume message should be performed based on that same Kserving-gNB [8].
· Based on the SA3 requirement, re-using the same key in two nodes is not allowed.  Hence the change of anchor requires a change of security keys [6]. Therefore once the security key has already been used in the anchor gNB (during SDT operation without anchor relocation), the same security key shall not be used in the serving gNB again after anchor relocation is performed [19].
· On summary, a new key (other than the key used in the data transmission before anchor relocation) shall be generated and used between serving gNB and UE after anchor relocation [19].
· The materials for key generation (e.g. AS-SecurityInformation in XnAP, including KgNB* and NCC) should be generated by anchor gNB, and be sent from anchor gNB to serving gNB (e.g. in RetrieveUEContextRequest or a later message) [19].
· The key materials (i.e. MasterKeyUpdate and SecurityConfig) should be sent to UE through a RRC message (e.g. RRCResume) generated by serving gNB [19]. This RRC message should be security protected by the SRB PDCP located in anchor node (i.e. the RRC message (e.g. RRCResume) generated by serving gNB should be sent to anchor node for security protection operation) [19].
· The UE shall be configured to CONNECTED mode in the RRC message and reconfiguration with sync shall be used [19].
· On other hand, a change of keys requires the L2 to be reset to prevent mix up of data with the old and new keys. Currently, a change of keys is done either when the user plane is suspended/not established (re-establishment, SMC, Resume) or using a RACH procedure+L2 reset as the switch over point if there is ongoing data transfer (handover). A release and add of the RLC bearer could also be used to flush the L2. Additionally, PDCP has to be re-established.  However, none of the existing NR procedures support this particular behaviour. [6]
· On summary, the support of key change when switching from SDT to CONNECTED may involve: providing new NCC to the UE, suspend data transfer, resetting L2, re-establish PDCP, ensuring identification of data with the old key and new key on the network side, Resume data transfer [6]
· Therefore if this scenario is handled similarly to handover procedure [8], the UE sends RRCResumeComplete message and subsequent UL/DL data is handled in the current serving gNB but different security keys are used [8].
· Potential issues with RAN3 impact foreseen for this scenario where SDT operation is done without anchor relocation:
· Signaling exchange via Xn interface e.g. when deciding/triggering the transition from SDT to CONNECTED [8].
· how the CU DU split is done when switching from SDT to RRC_CONECTED during an ongoing SDT session where the UE context was not relocated by the network [6]
· Potential issues with SA3 impact foreseen for this scenario where SDT operation is done without anchor relocation:
· Whether update of the security key is required or not for this scenario and how to ensure security separation between two different gNBs after transaction [8]
The following questions Q.2) to Q.5) are suggested taken into consideration the points explained and asked above: 
Q.2) for 2nd Phase
Q.2) [bookmark: _Ref75148769]Is the following understanding confirmed: for the scenario where anchor relocation is performed in the middle of an ongoing SDT session, the security key is updated to meet SA3 requirement that the same security key is not re-used in two nodes?
	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Justification (if the response is no)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Worth checking with SA3 whether this is an issue, other approaches than updating the security key for RRCResume exist as well
	This case is somewhat different from legacy case to which the SA3 requirement refers to because all the messages are anyway sent over the air interface between serving gNB and the UE (i.e. between the UE and a single gNB, not two different gNBs). It should also be noted that the lack of key separation would happen only for a single message, i.e. RRCResume message. Right after resuming the connection, the serving gNB can perform security key update based on the new NCC received from AMF during Path Switch. It might be then worth clarifying with SA3 whether this is an issue that needs to be addressed. 

If this is deemed an issue after all, then we would prefer avoiding developing new complicated signaling options. Instead of this, a simple solution would be for the current anchor gNB to end the SDT procedure (i.e. provide RRCRelease message to the UE) and let the UE establish a new non-SDT connection. This way all the potential security issues can be avoided.

	ZTE
	Yes
	However, we agree with the views from Huawei above that a simple solution would be preferable (e.g. the anchor gNB to end the SDT procedure and let the UE establish a new connection). Handling of the pending PDCP entity will then need to be performed as per the agreement for the above question. 

	InterDigital
	Yes
	The AS keys are associated with the anchor gNB and so the AS keys should be updated upon change of anchoring point.

	CATT
	Yes
	We also support to further check with SA3 even though the lack of key separation may have seem to happen only for a single message.

	Samsung
	See comments
	During the ongoing SDT session, new security keys corresponding to serving gNB (not anchor gNB) are used. So, if anchor re-location is decided in middle of SDT session, we do not see any security issue in continuing using the security keys corresponding to serving gNB. 

If companies think that there can be security issue, we are ok to ask/get confirmation from SA3.  

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	We have the same understanding that the same security key is not re-used in two nodes. In addition, we also think that the starting point is to end the ongoing SDT procedure and establish new connection.

	LG
	Check with SA3
	Agree with Huawei that we first have to check with SA3 whether this is a real issue. And, even if this is an issue, terminate the current SDT procedure and initiate a new SDT procedure can work without any security issue.

	Intel
	Yes
	The principle has to be maintained.  Any relaxation of it will require checking with SA3 which will add more delay in terms of discussing solutions.  

	NEC
	Should be decided by SA3
	To us, although the PDCP location is changed, but the radio link is not changed, which means the security key is actually used for transmission between UE and new gNB for both the cases of before and after anchor relocation. So from that perspective, the backward security principle is not violated if the security key is not changed. 
Anyway, we think this issue should be discussed and decided by SA3.

	Apple
	Check with SA3
	We need to check with SA3 first. For now it’s not clear whether the security key for SDT could be used on the serving gNB when switching to CONNECTED state. 

	OPPO
	Yes
	We agree with HW that the only case that may involve security key reusing issue occurs on the transmission of RRCResume message. We are fine to check this with SA3.

	FGI, APT
	Yes
	Even if anchor relocation takes place during an on-going SDT session, UE continues using the same key for any communication between UE and serving gNB. The key update is provided to UE after resuming the RRC connection. We are curious why there could be an issue but support to ask SA3 for better clarification. 

	Lenovo
	
	OK to check with SA3.

	vivo
	Wait for SA3 input
	RAN2 should request SA3 for further input first.

	Qualcomm
	Check with SA3
	Whether the same security key could be re-used in two network nodes is SA3 issue. should check with SA3 and let SA3 decide.

	Xiaomi
	Check with SA3
	Whether to reuse the same security key in two nodes needs to be discussed in SA3.


｀
Q.3) for 2nd Phase
Q.3) [bookmark: _Ref75149832]Assuming that RAN2 confirms in previous point in Q.2) (i.e. “the scenario where anchor relocation is performed in the middle of an ongoing SDT session, the security key is updated”), The following points summarize suggested RAN2 solutions to be confirmed for the new mechanism that updates the security key when performing anchor relocation in the middle of an ongoing SDT session. Please indicate your view on the solution points listed below and/or if you propose new ones to consider.
Solution Point 1) Network sends to UE a DL RRC msg (e.g. RRCResume) that provides the new NCC at the same time that informs of the switch from SDT to CONNECTED.  The security key is used for the transfer of that DL RRC msg (e.g. RRCResume) should also be addressed.
Solution Point 2) L2 handling of data during and after the security key change (L2 reset/re-establishment and identification of data with old and new keys) can be addressed via reconfiguration with sync or by RLC bearer release and add with a new LCID.
Solution Point 3) Current anchor gNB terminates and ongoing SDT procedure by sending RRCRelease message to the UE (where NCC is provided). The UE triggers a new non-SDT RRC Resume procedure during which the anchor is relocated to the new serving gNB.
[ZTE’s comment on solution point 3] For the “new non-SDT”, “In this case we think the UE can initiate a new RRCResume procedure using the normal rules (and then the rest can be up to the network).”
[07/20][Rapporteur’s input] This new solution point 3) added by Huawei is already covered by previous option 1.a) which is discussed in previous Q.1). Therefore, companies are suggested to provide their corresponding view on it as part of previous Q.1)
	Company’s name
	Companies’ views on the solution point(s) and/or
additional new solution options to consider

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	As mentioned above, this scenario can be addressed by ending an ongoing SDT procedure with RRCRelease message and establishing a new connection via non-SDT RRC resume procedure during which the anchor gets relocated. We add an additional point for this approach above. 

	ZTE
	 We also support solution point 3 above (with slight modification).The UE shall trigger the next resume procedure using normal rules (i.e. the existing rules for SDT vs non-SDT will be used to trigger the next resume procedure) in this case. 

	InterDigital
	Regarding to Point 1), a new NCC should be provided in the DL RRC message and the DL RRC message should be integrity protected with the new key and + previously configured algorithm but not encrypted with the new key. It seems the RRC connection reestablishment procedure has all the toolkit required for the support of the concern scenario thus we suggest applying the RRC connection reestablishment procedure (i.e. follow 38.331 subclause 5.3.7 and 33.501 subclause 6.11) in the middle of the resume attempt and so the DL RRC message should be RRCReestablishment rather than RRCResume.
Regarding to Point 2), the same procedures as RRC connection reestablishment procedure should take place.

	CATT
	We think that solution point 2 would introduce additional delays as the RRCReconfiguration with SYNC is sent to the UE after RRCResumeComplete (in response to RRCResume) is received by the NG-RAN.  Solution point 3 would also introduce additional delay.

	Samsung
	We can agree to support solution point 3 if SA3 agrees that security keys needs to be updated.

	Fujitsu
	As commented in Q2, Point 3) would be the starting point.

	LG
	Solution 3 is simple and workable solution. Other solutions may have problem that the network does not know from which data a new security key is applied.

	Intel
	Option 1.b) is not our preferred approach, however if this approach were enabled, our preference is to model it as explained by solution point 1) and solution point 2).
We share the understanding explained by Rappetour’s input above that the new solution point 3) added by HUW is the same as the approach proposed by previous option 1.a).

	Apple
	Solution point 3) is simple and should be the starting point. 

	OPPO
	If option1.b is adopted, we are fine to take solution point 1) + solution point 2) as baseline.

	FGI, APT
	Solution Point 3) seems to have the least specification impact, and therefore can be taken as the baseline. In Solution Point 3), there could be more than one RRCRelease sent from the anchor gNB to the serving gNB during the entire SDT procedure, which might have RAN3 impact.

	Lenovo
	We agree to support the solution 3 as it seems to be simple and sufficient.

	vivo
	We prefer solution point 3. But, we are wondering why the UE has to always trigger a non-SDT resume procedure after the reception of RRC Release message?

	Qualcomm
	Prefer to point 3 which is the simpler. The ongoing SDT procedure is ended with the RRC release message and a normal RRC resume procedure is performed in this scenario.

	Xiaomi
	We support solution 3 when security keys needs to be updated.



Q.4) for 2nd Phase
Q.4) [bookmark: _Ref75148850][bookmark: _Ref75173981]The following questions/points are suggested to be asked/informed to RAN3 in order to enable the new mechanism that allows the switching from SDT to RRC_CONECTED during an ongoing SDT session where the UE context was not relocated by the network (as explained in previous option 1.b). Please indicate if you do not agree to include any of them and/or if you propose new questions to be shared with RAN3.
Q.4.1) Which node triggers/decides the switch from SDT to CONNECTED.
Q.4.2) Which node decides the content of RRCResume msg. 
Q.4.3) Which node performs ciphering and integrity protection for RRCResume msg. 
Q.4.4) Which node decodes RRCResumeComplete msg.
Q.4.5) Whether and what new signaling exchange is required between anchor gNB and serving gNB to support the switching from SDT to RRC_CONECTED.
Q.4.6) Assuming that RAN2 confirms the following understanding in previous question Q.2) (i.e. “the scenario where anchor relocation is performed in the middle of an ongoing SDT session, the security key is updated”), to define a new mechanism that allows updating the security key when performing anchor relocation in the middle of an ongoing SDT session taken into consideration RAN2 related agreements (if any). 
	Company’s name
	Questions not to send to RAN3
	Company’s views on the questions not to send to RAN3 or
 new questions to RAN3 to consider

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Q.4.1), Q.4.2), Q.4.3), Q.4.4), Q.4.6)
	For Q.4.1) RAN3 already has a working assumption, so it seems there is no need to trigger this in RAN3:
· WA: The last serving gNB, i.e., anchor gNB, will be the decision maker on whether to relocate anchor or not. Assistance information provided by the receiving gNB may help on the decision. Details of assistance information are pending future discussion.

Q.4.2), Q.4.3), Q.4.4) and Q.4.6) are only relevant for RRCResume based approach and addressing all these issues may be complicated, especially if the security issue (related to Q.4.3)) would be confirmed by SA3. 

Therefore, we think we can focus on asking RAN3 to study point Q.4.5). We can potentially list the approaches (RRCResume based and RRCRelease based) and issues discussed in this document and RAN3 can discuss the details.

	ZTE
	Probably no need to ask anything (but TBD based on actual solution chosen)
	We think we first need to discuss the solution details. Our preference is to agree a simple solution (e.g. based on RRCRelease per above) and if this is agreeable, then it is obvious that the anchor gNB (which has the security context) will perform the security protection of the RRCRelease message (this already happens today in case of RNAU without anchor relocation, so, we then expect no impact to RAN3 in this case actually from signalling perspective). So, the rest of the questions seems not really needed (i.e. we can simply inform RAN3 then of our decision)
If we agree some other more complex solution, then it seems we do need some more detailed communication with RAN3 (e.g. there could be some impact to E1 interface etc per above)

	InterDigital
	Q.4.3)



Q.4.4)
	We think ciphering can’t be applied for the 1st DL message and the old key should be used for the integrity protection check for the 1st DL message. Thus, the anchor node shall enforce the security. i.e. it’s not RAN3 issue.
RAN2 should make a working assumption that the new serving gNB decodes the RRCResumeComplete msg and should tell our WA to RAN3 instead of just asking this question to RAN3.

	CATT
	Q 4.6)
	We think we need to check with SA3 first about security issue, which also needs CC RAN3.

	Samsung
	See comments
	Same view as ZTE

	Fujitsu
	Q 4.1) – Q4.5)
	We also think that we first need to discuss the solution details and no LS is needed for the moment.
If RAN2 asked questions, Q 4.1) – Q4.5) are not needed.
Given that RAN3 agreed the WA regarding Q4.1), we understand that answers to Q4.2) – Q4.3) are clear, meaning it is anchor gNB. In addition, for Q4.4), like HO procedure, complete message is better to send serving gNB.
Q4.5) is anyway RAN3 working area and no need to be asked.
Q4.6) can be asked as CC, in the context of security handling LS (if sent) to SA3.

	LG
	All
	We can just indicate that “it is allowed to switch from SDT to RRC_CONECTED during an ongoing SDT session where the UE context was not relocated by the network”, and leave all the related discussions to RAN3. 

	Intel
	-
	If (and only if) RAN2 agrees to enable the mechanism explained by option 1.b), we support that RAN2 flags all the identified points (Q.4.1 to Q.4.6) with RAN3 impacts even though they might be related to other mechanisms that RAN3 may be already working on.
RAN2 can also provide RAN2’s input on these questions where RAN2 can make a decision (as mentioned by InterDigital). 

	NEC
	Q 4.1) – Q4.5))
	Q.4.1), RAN3 already has a working assumption on this.
Q.4.2), Q.4.3), Q.4.4), and Q.4.5), we think we should firstly ask RAN3 if the scenario of switching from SDT to RRC_CONECTED during SDT without anchor relocation can be supported in this release.
Q 4.6), if the scenario is confirmed by RAN3, this question should be SA3 to decided, we don’t think RAN3 can provide any help.

	Apple
	See comments
	We should check with SA3 first. 

	OPPO
	Q 4.1) – Q4.5))
	4.6 is enough, further details are up to RAN3 discussion.

	FGI, APT
	Q.4.1), Q.4.2), Q.4.3), Q.4.4), Q.4.6)
	As we haven’t decided which option to go (option 1.a vs 1.b), it seems too early to ask RAN3’s opinion on one particular option. We can ask Q.4.5) as it is a common question for both options. 

	Lenovo
	See comments 
	Agree with ZTE

	vivo
	Q.4.1), Q.4.2), Q.4.3), Q.4.4),
Q.4.5),
	For Q.4.1), Q.4.2), Q.4.3), Q.4.4), and Q.4.5), we share a similar view with ZTE. 

	Qualcomm
	All
	Agree with ZTE

	Xiaomi
	See comments
	We share the same view as ZTE.



Q.5) for 2nd Phase
Q.5) [bookmark: _Ref75224616]The following questions/points are suggested to be asked/informed to SA3 in order to enable a new mechanism that allows the switching from SDT to RRC_CONECTED during an ongoing SDT session where the UE context was not initially relocated by the network during SDT (as explained in previous option 1.b). Please indicate if you do not agree to include any of them and/or if you propose new questions to share with SA3.
Q.5.1) How to ensure the security key separation between two different gNBs after moving into CONNECTED needs to be resolved (taking into account views provided on Q.3)) 
	Company’s name
	Questions not to send to SA3
	Company’s views on the questions not to send to SA3 or
additional new questions to SA3 to consider

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Q.5.1) (in this form at least)
	After moving the UE to RRC Connected, the new gNB can update the security keys by performing reconfiguration with sync and using a new NCC from AMF received during Path Switch procedure. We think we may rather ask the questions similar to the one in Q2), i.e.: whether it is acceptable to use current UE’s K_RRC key for sending RRCResume message from the serving gNB to the UE for the scenario where anchor relocation is performed in the middle of an ongoing SDT session. However, as we note above, an alternative approach is to terminate an SDT procedure when the anchor needs to be relocated in the middle of SDT procedure and let the UE trigger a new connection resume. This way security issues are avoided and there is no need to involve SA3 at all. 

	ZTE
	Probably no need to contact SA3 (TBD based on actual chosen solution)
	Again, we think that if we go with the approach of RRCRelease based solution, then we don’t really need to ask SA3 anything. (Since this is same as the tunneled RRCRelease message in case of RNAU without anchor change). For Rel-17 this seems sufficient.
If we support a solution where the UE directly moves to RRCConnected state, then we need some new handling and this needs further discussion (details TBD)

	InterDigital
	-
	We are fine to send the query to SA3 with taking into account the Q.3’s RAN2 conclusion.

	Samsung
	See comment
	Ask the question similar to the one in Q2), i.e.: whether it is acceptable to use current UE’s K_RRC key for sending RRCResume message from the serving gNB to the UE for the scenario where anchor relocation is performed in the middle of an ongoing SDT session.

	Fujitsu
	Q5.1
	We also think that we first need to discuss the solution details and no LS is needed for the moment.
If RAN2 asked questions, Q5.1) could be ok but detailed contents need discussions.

	LG
	All
	We don’t need to ask SA3 on security key separation between two different gNBs. As Huawei mentioned, it is enough to ask whether it is acceptable to use current security key for sending RRCResume message from the serving gNB to the UE.

	Intel
	-
	If (and only if) RAN2 agrees to enable the mechanism explained by option 1.b), we support that RAN2 flags all the identified points (Q.5.1) to get SA3’s input, if any.

	NEC
	Q.5.1)
	We prefer to ask SA3 in an alternative way like if there is security issue to maintain the security key in case of anchor relocation performed in the middle of an ongoing SDT session.

	Apple
	
	Our view is similar as Samsung’s, and the question to SA3 can first check whether the key can be reuse the current security key for SDT transmission. 

	OPPO
	Q.5.1)
	Agree with NEC.

	FGI, APT
	-
	We share the same view as ZTE.

	Lenovo
	See comment
	We are fine to confirm it by SA3 if UE is agreed to trigger a new connection resume where anchor relocation is happened in the middle of the SDT procedure.

	vivo
	Q.5.1)
	We agree with Samsung. 

	Qualcomm
	-
	Agree with ZTE.

	Xiaomi
	
	We share the same view as ZTE.




Topic #2: Radio bearer handling when switching from SDT to CONNECTED
RAN2 already agreed that SDT RBs are re-established at initiation of SDT procedure and the new security keys are applied then, i.e. there is no need to perform re-establishment second time when RRCResume is received as it is done Rel-15 NR. Therefore, when switching from SDT to CONNECTED, the PDCP of non-SDT RBs do not need to be re-established [12]. For this switch/fallback under network control, it is also explained in [6] that it is left up to network implementation that the data exchanged before triggering the fallback to resume is not lost (i.e. UE does not need to retransmit it) and SDT related data traffic can continue after UE gets RRC_CONNECTED.
[bookmark: _Ref75224791][bookmark: _Toc78534530][bookmark: _Toc78538149][bookmark: _Toc79098909][bookmark: _Toc79415104][bookmark: _Toc79422046][bookmark: _Toc79422234][bookmark: _Toc79422252]When UE receives RRCResume message during an ongoing SDT session or in response to RRCResumeRequest message sent for SDT (i.e. switch from SDT to CONNECTED), the PDCP entities for only the non-SDT RBs are re-established (i.e., SDT RBs are not re-established as were already resumed for the SDT session).
[bookmark: _Toc78534531][bookmark: _Toc78538150][bookmark: _Toc79098910][bookmark: _Toc79415105][bookmark: _Toc79422047][bookmark: _Toc79422235][bookmark: _Toc79422253][bookmark: _Hlk74134203]When switching from SDT to CONNECTED, it is left up to network implementation that the data exchanged before triggering the fallback to resume is not lost (i.e. UE does not need to retransmit it) and SDT related data traffic can continue after UE gets CONNECTED.
Q.6) for 2nd Phase
This Q.6) is created based on previous Observation 1 and the responses provided during 1st phase.
RAN2 has agreed that the PDCP entities of only the SDT DRBs are re-established when initiating an SDT session.  
· RAN2#112e: “For both RACH and CG based solutions, upon initiating RESUME procedure for SDT initiation (i.e. for first SDT transmission), the UE shall re-establish at least the SDT PDCP entities and resume the SDT DRBs that are configured for small data transmission (along with the SRB1). FFS for non-SDT DRBs. FFS on implicit vs. explicit.  FFS on whether we a new Resume cause.  FFS on whether we need to deal with suppressing PDCP status report”
Q.6) [bookmark: _Ref75238065]When UE receives RRCResume message during an ongoing SDT session or in response to RRCResumeRequest message sent for SDT (i.e. switch from SDT to CONNECTED), how are the PDCP entities handled?
option 2.a) PDCP entities for only the non-SDT RBs are re-established (i.e., SDT RBs are not re-established as were already resumed for the SDT session) [6][12].
option 2.b) PDCP of non-SDT RBs do not need to be re-established
option 2.c) Other approaches
	Company’s name
	Option
	Justification

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	It depends
	The answer to this question depends on the scenario and the solution applied in non-anchor relocation scenario:
- For anchor relocation case or in case serving gNB is already an anchor when SDT is triggered, option 2.a) applies
- For non-anchor relocation case, if new keys are going to be used, then all RBs need to be re-established. With RRCRelease basaed approach this would happen automatically as the UE would just follow legacy RRC Resume procedure. 

	ZTE
	Option 2.a, but
	In general option 2.a should be the baseline. And for non-anchor relocation case, if some special handling is needed per above, we think reconfiguration with sync will be used and the network can set the PDCP reestablishment flag accordingly for this case. The existing signalling already supports this. 

	InterDigital
	2.c)
	Only the non-SDT RBs are re-established unless any new keys are derived during the switch from SDT to CONNECTED. Or, all RBs are re-established for the case that a new key is generated during the switch (e.g. for the case that UE context is transferred from anchor to a new serving gNB in the middle of switch.)

	CATT
	It depends on the solution
	Share the same view with HW, it depends on the scenarios and the solution for switching from SDT to CONNECTED during SDT session in non-anchor relocation scenario.

	Samsung
	2.c)
	UE can simply follow the network configuration 

	Fujitsu
	2.c)
	As commented by Huawei, HiSilicon.

	LG
	2.c
	We think the network can indicate whether to re-establish PDCP entities or not for each RB in the RRCResume message. Thus, RAN2 does not have to discuss this issue. Moreover, we think there is no problem to re-establish PDCP entities for SDT RBs again even if they were already re-stablished at initiation of SDT procedure.

	Intel
	2.a)
	The intention of the question was to focus on the handling of non-SDT RBs when switching from SDT to CONNECTED. For the handling of SDT RBs, we share the view explained by Huawei and others that its handling may depend on the solution chosen to address previous Topic #1.

	NEC
	Option 2.a should be baseline
	Option 2.a should be baseline. For the case of anchor relocation in middle of one SDT procedure, we can discuss only if such scenario is supported.

	Apple
	
	Same view as Huawei.

	OPPO
	option 2c)
	As legacy, whether PDCP needs to be re-established is indicated explicitly by RRCRelease messge.

	FGI, APT
	2.a) or 2.c)
	In case a new key is generated during the switch from SDT to CONNECTED, PDCP entities for all RBs are re-established; In case no new key is generated, only the PDCP entities for non-SDT RBs are re-established.

	Lenovo
	2.c
	If no new keys are used, option 2a) should be used, i.e. only non-SDT bearers are re-established. For non-anchor relocation case, UE follows the network configuration, e.g. NW sets PDCP re-establishment flag. 

	vivo
	option 2.c)
	The UE behavior is supposed to be based on network configuration within the RRC Resume message. 

	Qualcomm
	2.c)
	Same review with InterDigital

	Xiaomi
	2.c)
	We share the same view as InterDigital.




1. [bookmark: _Ref73829764][bookmark: _Ref74146724][bookmark: _Hlk73737456]Non-SDT data handling during ongoing SDT session
The discussion for the “non-SDT data handling” is split in three parts:
· Section 3.1 addresses any general topics during the “start” of the SDT session. These topics seem independent on whether CCCH or DCCH based approach are used.
· Section 3.2 focuses on CCCH-based approach when the SDT session is ongoing.
· Section 3.3 focuses on DCCH-based approach when the SDT session is ongoing.
[bookmark: _Ref74135977][bookmark: _Ref73829785][bookmark: _Ref74125760]General topics
Topic #3: non-SDT Data available when “starting” an SDT session
Another scenario to address is the desirable behaviour is non-SDT Data is available when “starting”  an SDT session, before UE sends the 1st UL RRC message or before contention resolution which is discussed by [16][18][20].  It might be important to discuss separately both scenarios, as well as, a new one suggested by the responses provided during 1st phase:
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK469][bookmark: OLE_LINK470]Scenario 1) When non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has initiated an SDT procedure (i.e. UE sends RACH preamble), but 1st UL RRC message has not been sent yet. This could be when UE has already sent PRACH preamble when using 4-step RA-SDT. Scenario 1) only targets RA-SDT.
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK471][bookmark: OLE_LINK472]Scenario 2) When non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has initiated an SDT procedure and has sent the 1st UL RRC message + data successfully, but contention resolution has not been received by UE in Msg.4/Msg.B. Scenario 2) only targets RA-SDT.
· Scenario x) When non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has initiated an SDT procedure and has sent the 1st UL RRC message + data via CG resource, but UE has not received any feedback during the CG response window. Scenario x) only targets CG-SDT.
Discussion point 2) The expected UE behaviour when non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has initiated an SDT procedure for: scenario 1) 1st UL RRC message has not been sent yet and scenario 2) contention resolution has not been done.
The following Q.7) to Q.9) are created based on previous discussion point and the responses provided during 1st phase.
Q.7) for 2nd Phase
Q.7) [bookmark: _Ref75001718]What is the expected UE behaviour for scenario 1) when non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has initiated an SDT procedure (i.e. RACH preamble is sent) but 1st UL RRC message has not been sent yet?
	Company’s name
	Companies’ views

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	The UE should terminate the current RACH procedure and initiate a new one, i.e. send a non-SDT RACH preamble and CCCH/RRCResumeRequest message.

	ZTE
	Firstly, we think non-SDT data arriving after RACH has been sent but before getting a network response (e.g., before RAR/contention resolution) is a real corner case and there should not be a complicated optimization to handle this situation. 

For CCCH solution the UE will terminate the existing RACH procedure and initiate a new RRCResume Procedure. However, this is not needed in case of DCCH solution. 


In case of DCCH solution, we can follow the existing procedure, i.e. today once the UE sends RACH preamble, it simply listens to DL for network response even if some new trigger happens in the meanwhile. Thus, in case of non-SDT-data arrival, we think UE simply can continue to follow the current RACH procedure. Even if a new RACH procedure is triggered, UE will need to send yet another RACH preamble and wait for network response anyway (i.e. it is in the same situation as before any way). 

	InterDigital
	We share ZTE view on the corner case and so we are not willing to optimise this case with any complicated solution.
Regarding to the original question, UE should terminate the existing RACH procedure and initiate the non-SDT resume procedure from the beginning (i.e. initiating the resume from the non-SDT preamble transmission.)

	CATT
	We prefer a unified UE behaviour for all stages of SDT procedure.

	Samsung
	Same view as ZTE. We prefer a single solution for all the scenarios.

	Fujitsu
	We think that case-by-case optimization is not good. A single UE behaviour across all cases would be considered.

	LG
	The UE has to decide whether to keep the ongoing SDT procedure or not. If the UE thinks that SDT procedure is more important, the UE can keep the ongoing SDT procedure. Else, if the UE thinks that non-SDT data is more important, the UE terminates the ongoing SDT procedure and initiates a normal RRCResume procedure.

	Intel
	We understand that this scenario 1) aims to address a corner case (as the likelihood that non-SDT data arrives while UE is starting SDT procedure or is waiting for network initial response is very low). On other hand, there are still lot of open issues to enable SDT mechanism. Therefore, we suggest RAN2 spending discussion time on more critical topics than this one and its handling can be left up to UE’s implementation. 

	NEC
	It is better that one unified UE behaviour is applied for all stages of SDT procedure. And from that perspective, the CCCH solution can met this requirement.

	Apple
	It’s up to UE implmenetation to terminate the ongoing SDT RACH procedure and triggers the legacy RRC Resume procedure or keep on the current SDT RACH procedure. 

	OPPO
	For this scenario, UE can continue the RACH procedure and complete the transmission of RRC message. After the RACH is successful, CCCH or DCCH solution is used to inform the network of non-SDT data arrival.

	FGI, APT
	UE should terminate the on-going RACH procedure (and also the SDT procedure) and initiate a new RACH procedure using the RACH resources assigned for non-SDT purposes.

	Lenovo
	We agree with ZTE

	vivo
	From UE simplicity for all the potential scenarios, we think whether to continue with the ongoing SDT procedure or restart with legacy resume procedure can be left to UE implementation. 

	Qualcomm
	This is a corner case and no need over optimization on this. If the case is happened, it is up to UE implementation to keep ongoing current SDT procedure or trigger the legacy resume procedure.

	Xiaomi
	We prefer a single solution for all scenarios.



Q.8) for 2nd Phase
Q.8) [bookmark: _Ref75001722]What is the expected UE behaviour for scenario 2) when non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has initiated an SDT procedure and has sent the 1st UL RRC message + data successfully, but contention resolution has not been received by UE in Msg.4/Msg.B?
	Company’s name
	Companies’ views

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	The same as in Q7, i.e. the UE should terminate the current RACH procedure and initiate a new one, i.e. send a non-SDT RACH preamble and CCCH/RRCResumeRequest message.

	InterDigital
	Same as Q7

	CATT
	Same as Q7, a unified UE behaviour is preferred for all stages of SDT procedure. We don’t see strong motivation to differentiate different stages of SDT procedure.

	Samsung
	Same as Q7

	Fujitsu
	As commented in Q7, we think that case-by-case optimization is not good. A single UE behaviour across all cases would be considered.

	LG
	Same as Q7

	Intel
	Response provided in previous Q.7) is also applicable here.

	NEC
	Same as Q7, it is better that one unified UE behaviour is applied for all stages of SDT procedure. And from that perspective, the CCCH solution can met this requirement.

	Apple
	Same as Q7.

	OPPO
	Same as Q7.

	FGI, APT
	Same as Q7.

	Lenovo
	See Q7

	vivo
	Considering that whether BSR calculation can be used for suspended DRB(s) had currently been discussed in the UP main session, we prefer to postpone the detailed solution before achieving a common understanding regarding BSR reporting for suspended DRB. If it is clarified that BSR calculation can be also used for suspended DRBs in legacy NR, it would be unreasonable to exclude the existing BSR-based solution in SDT, where the non-SDT DRB(s) are also suspended.

	Qualcomm
	Same as Q7.

	Xiaomi
	Same as Q7.



Q.9) for 2nd Phase
Q.9) [bookmark: _Ref75003818]What is the expected UE behaviour for scenario x) when non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has initiated an SDT procedure and has sent the 1st UL RRC message +data via CG resource, but UE has not received any feedback during the CG response window?
	Company’s name
	Companies’ views

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Similar as in Q7, i.e. the UE should terminate the ongoing SDT procedure and initiate a RACH procedure, i.e. send a non-SDT RACH preamble and CCCH/RRCResumeRequest message.

	ZTE
	 Same as Q7. In this case, it makes even more sense to wait for network response since only contention resolution is pending. 

	InterDigital
	Same as Q7.

	CATT
	Same as Q7 and Q8, a unified UE behaviour is preferred for all stages of SDT procedure.

	Samsung
	Same as Q7

	Fujitsu
	As commented in Q7, we think that case-by-case optimization is not good. A single UE behaviour across all cases would be considered.

	LG
	Same as Q7

	Intel
	Response provided in previous Q.7) is also applicable here.

	NEC
	It is better that one unified UE behaviour is applied for all stages of SDT procedure. And from that perspective, the CCCH solution can met this requirement.

	Apple
	Same as Q7, up to UE implementation. 

	OPPO
	UE triggers CCCH solution or DCCH solution. 

	FGI, APT
	In addition to trigger a new RACH, the UE should also release the CG-SDT configuration/resources.

	Lenovo
	See Q7

	vivo
	Same as our comment to Q8.

	Qualcomm
	Same as Q7.

	Xiaomi
	Same as Q7.



[bookmark: _Ref74125826]CCCH-based approach
This section aims to clarify how CCCH-based approach works to enable the switch from an ongoing SDT session to non-SDT operation considering the related inputs provided in [5][9][12][13][14][18][20]. Note that some of the topics are inter-related with the ones discussed as part of previous general sections 2 and 3.1.
[CCCH point (1)] Detection of non-SDT data
Upon UE detects non-SDT data available during an ongoing SDT session, this section discusses initial UE’s actions associated with CCCH-based approach.
[CCCH point (1.1)] UE autonomous release
For CCCH-based approach, It is clarified in [5] that UE autonomously triggers the end or the release of the ongoing SDT session upon detecting the non-SDT data.
[bookmark: _Ref74138568][bookmark: _Toc78534532][bookmark: _Toc78538151][bookmark: _Toc79098911][bookmark: _Toc79415106][bookmark: _Toc79422048][bookmark: _Toc79422236][bookmark: _Toc79422254]For CCCH-based approach, UE autonomously triggers the end or the release of ongoing SDT session upon detecting the non-SDT data.
The following details and Q.10) are created based on the responses provided during 1st phase.
During current release procedure to suspend, the UE performs PDCP suspend operation and discard all buffered PDCP PDUs as it is also discussed in next section 3.2.4. For CCCH-based approach, it needs to be clarified whether this operation is maintained or not when UE autonomously ends the ongoing SDT session and initiates the new CCCH message. 
Option 1.a) Legacy behaviour - PDCP is suspended, and PDUs flushed.  If PDCP suspend operation is done upon UE autonomously triggers the end or the release of ongoing SDT session, UE/network may not be able to detect data duplication and prevent data loss. This is also explained by Observation 6 in next section 3.2.4. This is also related to the discussion in next section 3.2.4. 
Option 1.b) New behaviour - PDCP suspend operation is not done or changed upon UE autonomously triggers the end or the release of ongoing SDT session.  PDCP SN is not reset and PDUs are not flushed.  If so, it needs to be clarified if network needs to distinguish between the 1st and 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg. and the corresponding different actions would need to be addressed. This is related to Discussion point 3) in next section 3.2.3.
Option 1.c) Legacy behaviour with horizontal key derivation using the key derived after the first RRCResume as the base key - PDCP is suspended and PDUs flushed, the UE and RAN derive new KgNB* horizontally, which is used for new UP and CP keys calculation. This way issue mentioned in section 3.2.4 is avoided. 
[ZTE’s comment to option 1.c)] “This will still need some means to distinguish 1st and 2nd RRCResumeReq message since the UE may abort the 1st RRCResume procedure autonomously (i.e. before contention resolution etc)… please see more details below…”
[07/20] [Rapporteur’s input] This new option 1.c) added by Huawei is covered by option 1.a) that assume legacy behaviour of the PDCP handling i.e. “PDCP is suspended, and PDUs flushed”. The security mechanism to be used (e.g. horizontal key derivation) is discussed in next Q.14. Therefore, companies are suggested to provide their corresponding view on it as part of next Q.14).

Q.10) for 2nd Phase
Q.10) [bookmark: _Ref75003527]For CCCH-based approach, upon UE autonomously triggers the end or the release of ongoing SDT session, what is the expected “PDCP suspend operation” considering previous options 1.x or new ones? please justify your response and provide further details on the corresponding open points.
	Company’s name
	Option
	Justification

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 1.c)
	Option 1c) allows to reuse legacy behaviour when it comes to PDCP entities handling, but avoids the issue of reusing the COUNT value with the same security key by calculating new security keys horizontally. As mentioned in our answer to Q.1), since only PDCP PDUs are discarded and the PDCP SDUs are not discarded during this procedure, there is no data loss (same applies to option 1.a))

	ZTE
	Option 1.b)
	It should be noted that UE will derive a new KgNB after triggering RRCResume procedure. So, firstly, we should have a common understanding on which key is used as base key for the key derivation for second RRCResume procedure: 
· Is it the key in the UE INACTIVE AS context (this is how it works currently if we assume second RRCResume works exactly same as the first RRCResume) or
· Is it the key derived after first RRCResume procedure?
The figure below shows these options… 

[image: ]

It should be noted that the current RRCResumeProcedure is according to option 1 (since it uses the stored UE Inactive AS context to derive the new KgNB to be used). However, as pointed out, the problem is that if we stick with the current RRCResume procedure (i.e. option 1), then the key will not change after the second RRCResumeProcedure (i.e. KgNB2 is generated again since the input key has not changed and all other inputs to KDF are also the same). Hence, since the COUNT is reset, then we do need a new mechanism to derive the key after the second RRCResume procedure (i.e. the base key now is not anymore the key stored in the UE INACTIVE AS Context). Now, this is in option 2 above. This is also what is mentioned above as option 1.c in our understanding. It is worth being clear on this procedure to avoid any mis-understanding here:
a) For the initial RRCResume procedure, the base key is the key stored in the UE INACTIVE AS context
b) For the second RRCResume procedure (i.e. upon non-SDT data arrival and if CCCH message is to be used), then the UE has to derive a new key but for this key derivation, the base key is NOT the key stored in UE AS context (it is the key that id derived in step a) above. This procedure needs to be updated in RRCResume. 


Then, horizontal key derivation (i.e. Option 1.c) does not work in all cases.  The problem is that there could be cases where the network may not have received the first RRCResume message and the keys between network and UE will go out of sync in this case. 
For instance, if the UE autonomously terminates the RACH procedure and derives a new set of security keys, then it could be the case that the first RRCResumeRequest message is not received at the network and hence the network will not be able to derive the same security key in this case.. 

So, even if we want to go through option 1.c), we need to ensure at least that the network has received the first UL message. In this case, we need two different solutions: 
· Before contention resolution, if the UE terminates the ongoing RACH procedure, then it is unclear which keys shall be used on the UE side. Horizontal key derivation will not work in this case because the network will not be aware of the first RRCResume. This needs to be clarified in this solution.
· After contention resolution, then, option 1.c) can work, but then it means that the UE may have to adopt different solution based on whether or not contention resolution has happened.
 Based on this we would like to note the following observation: 

Observation: the CCCH solution should adopt one of the following options: 
Option 1: If the horizontal key derivation based on the initial derived key is used for the second RRCResumeProcedure, then an indication is needed in the RRCResumeReq to indicate that this is the second RRCResumeReq (to enable the network to also calculate the key correctly – if not, there should be a requirement that horizontal key derivation can only be used after contention resolution and prior to contention resolution, UE has to use same key and we need to check if this is okay)
Option 2: If the key stored in the UE Inactive AS context is used as the base key for the second key derivation, then the same key is derived in first and second RRCResume. In this case, the COUNT should not be reset (i.e. the existing RRCResume procedure is not applicable – UE has to keep continue the count to ensure no count reuse with same key). Also in this case, there is no need for the new kgNB to be included in UEContextResponse message from anchor gNB. 

We need to decide which option to choose for CCCH solution.  

	InterDigital
	1.x)
	If new keys are derived in the middle of the switch, then PDCP should be re-established to apply the new keys. Otherwise, PDCP is retained without any suspension/release as data transmission continues after the switch.

	CATT
	Option 1.a)
	Prefer to reuse legacy behaviour as much as possible.

	Samsung
	
	Agree with ZTE's observations

	Fujitsu
	Option 1.a)
	We also think that the starting point is the legacy behaviour.

	LG
	1.a or 1.c
	If there is no security issue, 1.a is enough. There is no data loss because PDCP SDUs are not discarded by PDCP Suspend.
If there is security issue, 1.c may need to be considered.

	Intel
	1.a) (including 1.c) as explained in next Q.14)) or
1.b)

	All options are technically feasible. The implications are as explained:
· For option 1.a), UE and network may not be able to detect data duplication and to prevent data loss. 
· For option 1.b), UE and network needs to be aligned/synched on not resetting the PDCP COUNT and not flushing the PDCP PDUs.
Note: we share the view explained by Rapporteur above that option 1.c) is a sub-option of option 1.a) that addresses how the security key is generated when PDCP is suspended (and PDCP COUNT is reset).

	NEC
	Option 1.b)
	We think this depends on the solution to solve the key stream issue. If new keys can be obtained in the second RRC Resume procedure, the existing procedure Option 1.a) can be used; and if the keys maintained, new behaviour Option 1.b) should be used. We prefer to avoid SA3 impact as much as possible, so Option 1.b) is better.

	Apple
	1.a) or 1.c)
	Option 1.a is used when there is no security issue; otherwise, Option 1.c is considered. 


	OPPO
	Option 1.a) or Option 1.b)
	It depends on whether new security key is available for the second RRC resume procedure.

	FGI, APT
	Option 1.c)
	We agree with ZTE’s observations and prefer the horizontal key derivation approach together with an indication in the RRCResumeRequst differentiating the 1st and 2nd RRCResumeRequest.

	Lenovo
	


Option 1.c
	
For option 1.b, since the PDCP SN is not reset and PDUs are not flushed for SDT DRB, what about PDCP entity for non-SDT DRB, will it be associated to the key applied by the SDT procedure? We think the SA3 should also confirm whether there is security issue here.
For option 1.c, the PDCP could be re_established by a new horizontal key, no security issue such as fake equipment may be introduced. We also agree with ZTE that an indication is needed to indicate that RRCResumeReq message is the one after the RRCResumeReq for SDT procedure to enable the network use the new key.


	vivo
	Option 1.c)
	In our understanding, the existing procedure (i.e. Option 1.c)) can be re-used and it seems no technical issues are found from the RAN2 perspective point of view. 

	Qualcomm
	Option 1.a)
	Reuse the legacy behavior, and option 1.c) might be a candidate solution if there is security issue.

	Xiaomi
	Option 1.a) or SA3 solution for fake gNB
	We prefer to reuse the legacy procedures. As SA3 already defined a new solution to avoid the replay attack for RRCResuemeRequest message, the gNB could also use the new SA3 solution.



[CCCH point (2)] RACH, UAC associated with the 2nd resume proc.
It is explained that CCCH-based approach [5] may require additional signalling to the network (e.g. RACH) and applies again UAC same as any UE in RRC_INACTIVE in order to send non-SDT data
[bookmark: _Toc78534533][bookmark: _Ref78537293][bookmark: _Toc78538152][bookmark: _Toc79098912][bookmark: _Toc79415107][bookmark: _Toc79422049][bookmark: _Toc79422237][bookmark: _Toc79422255]When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach, AS applies UAC and initiates random access procedure same as any legacy UE in RRC_INACTIVE.

[bookmark: _Ref74945710][CCCH point (3)] Resume cause 
This point (3) discuss the proposal that this 2nd RRCResumeRequest message uses a new resume cause value (for the network to differentiate it) [20].
Discussion point 3) [bookmark: _Ref74258597]When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach, whether a new value of the resume case is defined to differentiate the UE that had an ongoing SDT session and is sending a 2nd RRCResumeRequest.
Q.11) for 2nd Phase
This Q.11) is created based on previous discussion point.
Q.11) [bookmark: _Ref75004482]When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach, is there any needed for the network to differentiate that this UE had an SDT session ongoing and is sending a 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg., for example by including a new value of the resume cause?
	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Justification

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes, but no new indication is required
	gNB will be able to detect that the RRCResumeRequest is coming from the same UE by reading the I-RNTI included in the message. There is no need for a new resume cause nor any other new indication when switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach.

	ZTE
	Yes
	As noted above the gNB may not have received the first RRCResumeRequest (since the UE can terminate the 1st RRCResume Procedure autonomously). So, a new indication will be needed if the UE uses horizontally derived key for the 2nd RRCResume message. This means that we likely need a new CCCH message for the 2nd RRCResumeReq even in case of option 1.c

	InterDigital
	No
	We share Huawei’s view.
NW knows whether the same UE had any SDT session before or not for a particular UE and if the UE signals the non-SDT resumption request, then NW knows it’s switch from SDT to non-SDT operation. Thus, any additional information doesn’t need to be signalled.

	CATT
	Yes
	When receiving a RRCResumeRequest msg which is sent by the UE due to non-SDT available, the gNB may:
-	Have received the first RRCResumeRequest msg and perform anchor relocation;
-	Have received the first RRCResumeRequest msg but not perform anchor relocation;
-	Not have received the first RRCResumeRequest msg.
The gNB needs to be aware the received RRCResumeRequest msg is the second RRCResumeRequest msg even if the gNB haven’t received the first RRCResumeRequest msg, as the calculation of resumeMAC-I should be different between the two RRCResumeRequest msgs.

	Samsung
	See comments
	new indication will be needed if the UE uses horizontally derived key for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest message and gNB has not received the first RRCResumeRequest

	Fujitsu
	No
	We also think that the gNB’s internal counter (non-standardization counter) can count the number of RRCResumeRequest for the particular UE.

	LG
	No
	The gNB can detect that the UE had an ongoing SDT session based on I-RNTI. There is no need to include an indication to indicate that the UE had an ongoing SDT session.

	Intel
	See comments
	The answer depends on PDCP operation upon trigger the abrupt termination of the SDT session and immediate initiation of the 2nd resume procedure (discussed in previous Q.10)):
· For option 1.a) of Q10), i.e. PDCP suspend operation follows legacy suspend/resume, gNB does not need to know that UE had an ongoing SDT session. Same as  in legacy resume use, the I-RNTI is used by serving gNB to locate the anchor gNB and fetch the UE context. If serving gNB already had temporal copy of the UE context (from the previous ongoing SDT session), it can be left up to gNB implementation on how to handle it e.g. whether everything gets discarded or whether any of the stored data is re-used.
· For option 1.b) of Q10), i.e. PDCP suspend operation is not done, gNB needs to differentiate that this UE had an ongoing SDT session that was terminated abruptly by UE and UE is requesting a immediate request to resume the connection in order to continue the data transmission in RRC_CONNECTED. This option 1.b) requires that network also knows that PDCP COUNT is not reset for this UE and that its buffered data is not discarded/flushed in order to minimize data loss and duplication as explained in previous Q10. How gNB differentiates this 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg is FFS.

	NEC
	No
	There is no need for a new resume cause nor any other new indication when switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach.

	Apple
	See comments
	If NW can identify the second RRCResumeRequest from one UE, it’s no need to introduce new cause value. 
In our view, NW can identify the UE when successfully receiving the first UL SDT transmission. And if the non-SDT transmission is triggered after the first SDT transmission is successful, NW can identify the non-SDT access is the second access; otherwise, if non-SDT transmission is triggered before the first SDT transmission is successful, UE can just use the same key for the non-SDT access.  

	OPPO
	See comments
	If the first RRCResumeRequest message is sent successfully, there is no need to carry any indication for distinguish. Otherwise, an indication is necessary especially if a new key is autonomously derived for the second RRC resume procedure.

	FGI, APT
	Yes
	Agree with ZTE and Samsung that this new indication is needed if UE use horizontally derived key and gNB did not receive the first RRC resume request message. In addition to the UE autonomous release case, the NW may also fail to receive the first RRC resume request from the UE in some other cases like bad channel condition.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	NW needs to distinguish between 1st and 2nd RRCResumeRequest message, it is assumed that some new indication is necessary.

	vivo
	No
	Regarding the potential ambiguity of horizontal key derivation, we think NW can resolve this by implementation without explicit UE indication. Besides, we think the existing cause value for SDT can be reused since we are not sure what obvious benefit can be brought if an additional cause value is introduced. 

	Qualcomm
	See comments
	The first RRC resume request message may not be successful, and new indication is needed for the 2nd RRC resume request message.

	Xiaomi
	No
	As SA3 already defined a new solution to avoid the replay attack for RRCResuemeRequest message, the gNB could also use the new SA3 solution.



[bookmark: _Ref74945129][CCCH point (4)] PDCP COUNT and/or security key to be used
This section discusses the details of the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg or the corresponding behaviour in UE and network side to support switching to non-SDT data during an ongoing SDT session for CCCH-based approach considering the inputs provided in [4][5][8][9][12][13][14][16][18][20]. 
References from legacy Resume/Suspend procedure are included below to show that the PDCP COUNT for all RBs are always reset. For example, this is done when RRCRelease is received including suspendConfig as shown below on the references taken from TS 38.331 § 5.3.8.3 and TS 38.331 § 5.1.4.
[bookmark: _Toc60776816][bookmark: _Toc60867597]5.3.8.3	Reception of the RRCRelease by the UE
The UE shall:
***text omitted***
B> if the RRCRelease includes suspendConfig:
***text omitted***
2>	suspend all SRB(s) and DRB(s), except SRB0;
2>	indicate PDCP suspend to lower layers of all DRBs;
***text omitted***

[bookmark: _Toc12616333][bookmark: _Toc37126944][bookmark: _Toc46492057][bookmark: _Toc46492165][bookmark: _Toc52581955]5.1.4	PDCP entity suspend
When upper layers request a PDCP entity suspend, the transmitting PDCP entity shall:
-	set TX_NEXT to the initial value;
-	discard all stored PDCP PDUs;
When upper layers request a PDCP entity suspend, the receiving PDCP entity shall:
-	if t-Reordering is running:
-	stop and reset t-Reordering;
-	deliver all stored PDCP SDUs to the upper layers in ascending order of associated COUNT values after performing header decompression;
-	set RX_NEXT and RX_DELIV to the initial value.

Current Release with suspend and Resume Request procedure resets the PDCP COUNT for all RBs as shown above.  Since the CCCH method does not involve the RRC Release message, it is not clear if the COUNT for the RBs is reset for the second RRC Resume request.  
On summary, the handling of the PDCP COUNT and the security key when switching from SDT to non-SDT should be clarified for CCCH-based approach as explained by [6][8][12][15][19]. Therefore, CCCH-based approach requires some level of update to resume procedure considering the points here discussed.
Discussion point 4) [bookmark: _Hlk75005852][bookmark: _Ref74232964]When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach, understand whether the PDCP COUNT is (or not) reset.
Q.12) for 2nd Phase
This Q.12) is created based on previous discussion point.
Q.12) [bookmark: _Ref75005904]When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach, is the current behavior of resetting the PDCP count for RBs during the resume procedure applicable after the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg?
	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Justification

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	OK to reuse
	We are OK to reuse this behaviour, but this would require applying either option 1c) mentioned for Q10 or requiring the network to update the security keys right after the connection is resumed, i.e. when the UE is already in RRC_CONNECTED state, but before transmits/receives any data.

	ZTE
	Yes, 
but with new key only 
	According to the current procedure, PDCP count will be reset but this means: 
· New key is derived at the UE using Horizontal key derviation for second RRCResume (note this either needs new indication in the second RRCResume per above)
·  Since PDCP count is reset, we need new solution to ensure lossless data (i.e. in order delivery without redundancy).  

For DCCH solution, no new key is needed and PDCP count will simply continue. 

	InterDigital
	Depend-on new key derivation
	COUNT can be reset only when a new key is applied and so it’s up to the key handling during the switch. If any new keys are derived during the switch, then COUNT should be reset. Otherwise, COUNT value should be retained.

	CATT
	Yes
	Reusing the existing behavior is preferred.

	Samsung
	See comments
	If key is not changed, COUNT should not be reset.

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	We think that the starting point is the legacy behaviour.

	LG
	No
	We think current behavior is not to reset PDCP count when initiating normal RRCResume procedure. The PDCP entity resets PDCP count values when PDCP suspend is requested by RRC, and the RRC requests PDCP suspend when the RRCRelease message is received. As there is no RRCRelease message received in this case, PDCP suspend is not performed, and thus PDCP count values are not reset according to current specification.
And we don’t see any problem with not resetting the PDCP count values at initiating normal RRCResume procedure.

	Intel
	See comments
	Current NR operation always associates PDCP suspension with the reset of the PDCP COUNT. However currently it is considered whether this may not be the case for SDT operation.
In our understanding, the 2nd resume procedure can potentially be enabled via both approaches considering the corresponding implications and/or limitations summarized in table below.
	When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach
	PROS
	CONS

	A) PDCP COUNT is reset
	Minimal impact (as it is similar to current suspend/resume proc.)
	Data duplication of data sent during the SDT session and after getting CONNECTED cannot be detected.

Security related concerns need to be addressed as discussed in next questions (SA3 dependencies)

	B) PDCP COUNT continues (i.e. not reset)
	Some impact (as it is a new operation) 
	Data duplication of data sent during the SDT session and after getting CONNECTED can be detected





	NEC
	No
	Providing new keys has impact to SA3 and the current security mechanism. It would be better if RAN2 can handle the issue ourselves by retaining the COUNT value.

	Apple
	Yes
	Prefer the existing mechanism. 

	OPPO
	Depends
	It depends on whether a new key is horizontally derived based on the one derived used in the first RRC resume procedure.

	FGI, APT
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	See comments
	If keys are change that COUNT should be reset. 

	vivo
	No
	We share a similar view with LG. Take a step back, we think the mentioned operation is not applicable to SRB1 (if it is resumed) as it seems redundant to suspend SRB1, which will be re-established before the transmission 2nd RRCResumeRequest message.

	Qualcomm
	See comments
	It depends on whether new keys are derived or not. COUNT does not need to be reset if key is not changed.

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	We prefer to reuse the legacy procedure.



TS 38.331 § 5.3.1.2 explains that same PDCP COUNT cannot be reused with the same security key as shown below:
“It is not allowed to use the same COUNT value more than once for a given security key.”
Note that further related details are discussed in the following sections of this email discussion.
[bookmark: _Toc78534534][bookmark: _Toc78538153][bookmark: _Toc79098913][bookmark: _Toc79415108][bookmark: _Toc79422050][bookmark: _Toc79422238][bookmark: _Toc79422256]The mechanism to be defined that enables the switch from SDT to non-SDT shall meet the following NR requirement: the same PDCP COUNT value is not used more than once for a given security key.

If the PDCP COUNT is reset for the CCCH based approach and as the UE has not received a new key, how to satisfy the above requirements for the RBs should be discussed [6][8][12][15][19].  
Discussion point 5) [bookmark: _Ref74232975]When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach and if the PDCP COUNT is reset, how to prevent the reuse of the same PDCP COUNT and the same security key for the RBs.
Q.13) for 2nd Phase
This Q.13) is created based on previous discussion point.
Q.13) [bookmark: _Ref75005915]When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach and if the PDCP COUNT is reset, how can the reuse of the same PDCP COUNT and the same security key for the RBs be prevented?
	Company’s name
	Explanation

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	The security keys can be either derived horizontally when the second RRCResumeRequest is triggered (option 1c) as indicated in section 3.2.1.1) or the network may be required to update the security keys right after the second resume procedure is finalized i.e. when the UE is already in RRC_CONNECTED state, but before transmits/receives any data. 

	ZTE
	Using same COUNT value more than once for the same key is definitely not allowed and hence we have to use something similar to Horizontal key derivation but this needs new indication in the CCCH message or new procedure at the UE before and after contention resolution as noted above. 

	InterDigital
	The discussion should be other way around. If any new key derivation is required by SA3, then PDCP COUNT should be reset. Otherwise the COUNT should be retained.

	CATT
	The security keys can be derived horizontally when the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg is initiated.

	Samsung
	If key is not changed, COUNT should not be reset.

	Fujitsu
	We understand that PDCP COUNT for the RBs needs to be reset since reuse is not permitted. Horizontal key derivation can be considered according to the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg.

	LG
	We don’t think PDCP count values are reset. Then, there is no security issue foreseen. If RAN2 wants to reset the PDCP count values, then the solution mentioned by Huawei can be considered.

	Intel
	During the resume proc. Associated with the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg., if PDCP COUNT is reset as discussed in Q12, the usage of the same security keys should be prevented by one of the mechanisms discussed in next Q.14) e.g. horizontal key derivation.

	NEC
	RAN2 should try to solve this issue by COUNT value continuation to avoid impact to SA3. We can consider solutions of having new keys for this case only if it is not possible to solve this issue in RAN2. 

	Apple
	If NW can identify the non-SDT access is during the ongoing SDT session (i.e. after the first UL SDT transmission success), the new security key can be derived for the non-SDT access. 
If the non-SDT procedure is triggered before the first UL SDT transmission is successful, reusing the same key and same PDCP COUNT has no security issue. 

	OPPO
	Share same view with HW.

	FGI, APT
	We assume that a new key will be generated/used in the 2nd RRCResumeRequest, and hence reusing the same PDCP COUNT could not be an issue. 

	Lenovo
	Same view as Huawei

	vivo
	As we mentioned in Q10, we think horizontal key derivation will occur based on the existing NR procedure.

	Qualcomm
	It depends on whether the Horizontal key derivation is considered in Q10. 

	Xiaomi
	If PDCP count resets, a new key needs to be derived as requested by SA3.



If PDCP count is reset upon detecting non-SDT data during an ongoing SDT session for CCCH-based approach, UE/network may not be able to detect data duplication and prevent data loss after transitioning into RRC_CONNECTED.
[bookmark: _Ref74945454][bookmark: _Toc78534535][bookmark: _Toc78538154][bookmark: _Toc79098914][bookmark: _Toc79415109][bookmark: _Toc79422051][bookmark: _Toc79422239][bookmark: _Toc79422257]When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach, if the PDCP count is reset upon detecting non-SDT data during an ongoing SDT session, the UE/network may not be able to detect data duplication and prevent data loss during the transitioning into RRC_CONNECTED.

[bookmark: _Ref73980681][CCCH point (5)] security associated resume MAC-I (dependent on SA3 outcome)
This sub-section discuss how resumeMAC-I is calculated for this 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg and some of it is dependent on SA3 outcome. For reference, it is shown below related actions from TS 38.331 on this: 
1> set the resumeMAC-I to the 16 least significant bits of the MAC-I calculated: 
2> over the ASN.1 encoded as per clause 8 (i.e., a multiple of 8 bits) VarResumeMAC-Input; 
2> with the KRRCint  key in the UE Inactive AS Context and the previously configured integrity protection 
algorithm; and 
2> with all input bits for COUNT, BEARER and DIRECTION set to binary ones; 
Therefore, the suggested options are in relation to the NCC and the KRRCint key in used.  
Irrespective of the security issue that SA3 is addressing, RAN2 can still discuss whether the key used for generating the ResumeMAC-I – for example, is it the one that is currently in use for the SDT data transfer or the one used for generating the ResumeMAC-I of the first RRCResumeRequest.  Proposals were also made to address the security issue related to the reuse of key for generation of the ResumeMAC-I.  The proposals for key to use for generating ResumeMAC-I include:
option 6.a) NCC provided in last RRCRelease message i.e. same as for legacy RRCResumeRequest which was also used when the SDT session was started (before initiating ongoing switch to non-SDT).
option 6.b) Horizonal key derivation from current NCC [5] [14] [18].
option 6.c) New NCC that was provided by the serving gNB in the 1st DL message after UE sends the 1st UL SDT msg (i.e. upon initiating the SDT session) [5].
option 6.d) UE’s KRRCint key stored in UE Inactive AS Context i.e. same as for legacy RRCResumeRequest which was also used when the SDT session was started (before initiating ongoing switch to non-SDT) [12] (this may depend on the SA3 conclusion).
option 6.e) UE’s new KRRCint key i.e. the one calculated when triggering SDT [12].
Discussion point 6) [bookmark: _Ref73980652][bookmark: _Ref74170426]When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach, which key is used for generating the resumeMAC-I for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg.
Q.14) for 2nd Phase
This Q.14) is created based on previous discussion point.
Q.14) [bookmark: _Ref75005924][bookmark: _Ref75220747]When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach, which previous option 6.x or new option is preferable to calculate the key used for generating the resumeMAC-I for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg. (understanding that some of this is dependent on SA3 outcome)?
	Company’s name
	Option(s)
	Justification

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 6.d) if SA3 concludes security material can be reused for this.
Option 6.e) or 6.c) if SA3 concludes security material should not be reused.
	The answer to this question depends on the SA3 reply to RAN2 LS. We think option 6.d) is a baseline behaviour, but if SA3 concludes this would cause a security issue, then option 6.e) is the simplest. In this case the security key which is used would be the same as for DCCH message in the DCCH-based non-SDT data arrival indication. Option 6.c) is another viable option, but more complex and would require more specifications changes.

	ZTE
	Option 6.d)
	If there is no security issue, then option 6.d is the baseline. Other options are complex and unnecessary and have other issues and there is no time to pursue these at this time.

	InterDigital
	6.x
	COUNT=2 is used for resumeMAC-I calculation for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest (Note: see 33.501 subclause 6.8.2.1.3, COUNT=1 is currently always used for the resumeMAC-I calculation).
Alternatively, COUNT=1 is used for the CCCH message of the non-SDT data indication (and the regular resumption case) and COUNT=2 is used for the SDT operation.

	CATT
	Option 6.e)
	In exiting procedure, the UE calculates resumeMAC-I with the KRRCint key in the UE Inactive AS Context and the previously configured integrity protection algorithm and with all input bits for COUNT, BEARER and DIRECTION set to binary ones. In order to avoid the same keystreams for the resumeMAC-I in the two RRCResumeRequest msgs, the KRRCint key needs to be updated.

	Samsung
	6.d
	if SA3 concludes that there is security issue in using 6.d, we can simply follow SA3's suggestion on alternative solution

	Fujitsu
	Option 6.e)
	We think that the starting point is the legacy behaviour. As commented in Q13, horizontal derivation of KRRCint key can be considered according to 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg.

	LG
	Too early to discuss
	We think 6.d is the current behavior, and needs to be checked with SA3 whether this behavior causes any security problem. If SA3 think there is security problem, then we can discuss solutions.

	Intel
	See comments
	Firstly, we want to clarify our understanding on the proposed options above described via the following details and figures:

=> Option 6.a) and 6.e) seems the same to us but described differently where UE uses the NCC_1 (that was provided in last RRCRelease msg) to generate resumeMAC-I included in 2nd RRCResumeRequest, as shown in Figure 1 below. This would require a change to current resume procedure.



=> Option 6.d) uses the same securityKey_0 used for 1st RRCResumeRequest when initiating the SDT session and for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest. This would follow legacy resume procedure (as shown on the TS reference copied above Q.14) “with the KRRCint  key in the UE Inactive AS Context”) assuming security key stored in the UE AS Inactive Context is not updated during an ongoing SDT session. 



=> Option 6.b) A new securityKey_2 generated doing horizontal key derivation of NCC_1 is used for the data and alternatively it could also be used for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest (or even previous security_Key_1). This may require a change to current resume procedure.



=> Option 6.c) uses a new NCC_3 provided by the gNB_2 as soon as UE starts the SDT session. This would require a change to current resume procedure but as part of SDT operation.



To determine which approach may be preferable, SA3/RAN3 input/confirmation may be required as there are many factors to consider such as PDCP COUNT is reset, whether anchoring is used, which node processes ResumeMac-I, C-RNTI used for ResumeMAC-I calculation. 
· If PDCP COUNT is reset (as discussed in Q.12)), the same security key cannot be used for the 2nd time. Therefore, only options 6.b), 6.c) could be used.
· If PDCP COUNT is not reset (as discussed in Q.12)), the same security key can also be used for the 2nd time. To determine if any of the options is or not feasible RAN3 and SA3 input would be required considering e.g.
·  If anchor gNB (gNB_1) is not relocated during the SDT session, options 6e)/6.a) and 6.d) may have problems as gNB2 would use the same securityKey_1 for the data after 2nd RRCResumeReq is sent.
· If anchor gNB (gNB_1) is fully relocated to serving gNB (gNB_2) during the SDT session, option 6.d) would not work as gNB_2 is not aware of securityKey_0. This would depend on RAN3 design of the context relocation for SDT operation.
· After 2nd RRCResumeReq is sent, SA3 would need to confirm whether the same securityKey_1 used during the SDT session can be used when switching to CONNECTED as it may not provide key separation between nodes (depending on which node processes the ResumeMAC-I).
In addition, SA3 input may be required to understand which source-c-RNTI should use when calculating the VarResumeMAC-Input  for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest. E.g. should this be the one used when UE was previously CONNECTED or new on in used during the SDT operation.
VarResumeMAC-Input  ::=     SEQUENCE 
{    sourcePhysCellId                        PhysCellId,    
      targetCellIdentity                      CellIdentity,    
      source-c-RNTI                           RNTI-Value   }
On summary, SA3, RAN3 input/confirmation may be required on any solution that RAN2 may preferred.

	NEC
	Option 6.d, (should be confirmed by SA3)
	Option 6.d is the baseline if there is no security issue confirmed by SA3. If SA3 conclude that there is security issue, it is up to their decision on what solution to be applied.

	Apple
	Option 6.d,  or Option 6.b, 6.c.
	Option 6.d should be the baseline. 
But if SA3 indicates the security issue, new key derivation for the non-SDT needs to be considered, and Option 6.b and 6.c can be considered.

	OPPO
	Option 6.d
	Legacy behaviour can be baseline before the response from SA3.

	FGI, APT
	6.d
	6.d can be the baseline considering the time remaining for this release. 

	Lenovo
	6.d if no security issue is confirmed by SA3;
6.e if SA3 confirms security should be updated.

	Same view to Huawei comment. but it is preferable to option 6.e since it is more flexible and does not need a new NCC in the first DL message in SDT procedure.

	vivo
	Option 6.d)
	We prefer to reuse the existing UE behavior.

	Qualcomm
	-
	Should consult with SA3 before RAN2 makes decision.

	Xiaomi
	See comments
	SA3 already designed a new solution of calculating the resumeMAC-I to avoid the replay attack of the RRCResumeRequest message. We prefer the new SA3 solution designed in the fake gNB work item.



[CCCH point (6)] Identification of UE AS context in the network
For legacy resume procedure, the release of the UE context from the anchor gNB0 is done upon completion of the path switch with the AMF and the serving gNB. However for SDT option, when to release the UE AS context from the anchor gNB may require further discussion considering inputs in [6][19][11][17]. The possible options are the following (as shown in Figure 2):
Option a) UE AS Context is released from anchor gNB after doing the Path Switch during the ongoing SDT session. The drawback is that the I-RNTI stored in the UE during an SDT session points to the UE context in the anchor gNB when this has already been deleted.
Option b) UE AS Context is released from anchor gNB after serving gNB provides a new NCC and I-RNTI to the UE (i.e. at the end of the SDT session). The drawback is that serving gNB needs to inform anchor gNB when SDT session successfully ends in order to delete the corresponding UE AS Context.


[bookmark: _Ref74171790]Figure 2. SDT with anchor relocation from [19] but updated to include both options as explained in [6]
Upon initiation of the corresponding SDT session, the I-RNTI stored in the UE points to the UE context in the anchor/old gNB while the UE AS Context may be released from the anchor gNB after serving gNB completes the path switch with the AMF at the beginning of the SDT session.
On summary, during an ongoing SDT session, UE only has an stored/available I-RNTI that points to the anchor gNB. Therefore, if UE had an ongoing SDT session in a serving gNB that is different than the anchor gNB,  the identifier to be included in this 2nd RRCResumeRequest message and how it can identify the UE context should be discussed.  Some possible options also discussed in the contributions were:
option 7.a) I-RNTI i.e. same as for legacy RRCResumeRequest message which was also used when the SDT session was started (before initiating ongoing switch to non-SDT). This option would route the 2nd RRCResumeRequest message to the anchor/old gNB.
option 7.b) New I-RNTI that is provided by the serving gNB in the 1st DL message after UE sends the 1st UL SDT msg (i.e. upon initiating the SDT session) [6][14]. This option would route the 2nd RRCResumeRequest message to the serving gNB where the SDT session was ongoing.
Discussion point 7) [bookmark: _Ref74170625]When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach and for the scenario where the ongoing SDT session is with UE AS context relocation, how serving gNB can locate the UE AS Context in the network for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg based on the I-RNTI available in the UE that may point to a released UE context in the anchor gNB.  
Q.15) for 2nd Phase
This Q.15) is created based on previous discussion point.
Q.15) [bookmark: _Ref75007376]When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach and for the scenario where the ongoing SDT session is with UE AS context relocation, which previous option 7.x or new option is preferable for the serving gNB to locate/identify the UE AS Context in the network for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg.?
	Company’s name
	Option
	Justification

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Both option 7a) and option 7b) work
	We think both options work. Option 7a) should be the baseline and option 7b) can be used on top of this if it is agreed to support a new DL RRC message, e.g. to handle potential security issues for other cases.

	ZTE
	Option 7a
	We think we should not further discuss new solutions if there are security issues we should simply go with DCCH solution. 

	InterDigital
	7.a)
	The 2nd RRCResumeRequest message would be processed by the anchor gNB and so it makes more sense to use the I-RNTI used for the ongoing SDT session. New I-RNTI makes sense only after the context relocation and so 7.b) can’t be the option here.
This applies for the DCCH solution as well.

	CATT
	Option 7.a)
	With option 7.b), does it mean that the serving gNB provides new I-RNTI to the anchor gNB and the anchor gNB sends the new I-RNTI via RRC message to the UE? And what’s the UE behaviour if the UE doesn’t receive the New I-RNTI while non-SDT data is available? We cannot ensure the UE always has the new I-RNTI with scenarios in Q.8)-Q.9).

	Samsung
	Option 7a
	Agree with ZTE

	Fujitsu
	Option 7a
	We think that the starting point is the legacy behaviour.

	LG
	Both
	7.a is the baseline, but 7.b can also be considered.

	Intel
	7.a) 
	Both options 7.a) or 7.b) are feasible. However, option 7.b) would make more sense if a 1st DLRRC msg were sent in the SDT session by the network e.g. to provide a new NCC or if RAN1 requires any reconfiguration. Therefore, for CCCH-based approach, option 7.a) could be assumed as baseline. RAN2 should inform about this scenario to RAN3 to enable it and solve potential issues e.g. anchor gNB may need to keep a copy or reference of the UE AS context until SDT session is successfully terminated by the network.

	NEC
	Option 7a)
	As the UE context is still kept at the anchor gNB, we don’t see any issue of using the same I-RNTI.

	Apple
	Option 7.a
	7.a is the baseline. And we donot see any problem.

	OPPO
	Option 7a)
	Agree with ZTE.

	FGI, APT
	Option 7a
	Option 7a doesn’t necessarily mean the 2nd RRCResumeRequst must be routed to the old anchor gNB. Since the serving gNB has received this I-RNTI before, it knows what happened earlier (e.g., anchor relocation), and may handle the 2nd RRCResumeRequest properly. 

	Lenovo
	Option 7.a)
	Agree with ZTE

	vivo
	option 7.a)
	We think option 7.1) is feasible with proper NW implementation.

	Qulacomm
	Option 7a)
	Same view with ZTE.

	Xiaomi
	Option 7a)
	Agree with ZTE.



[CCCH point(7)] Network handling of the 2nd RRCResumeRequest and the RRCResume messages.
When the anchor/old gNB has/keeps stored the UE AS Context, after receiving the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg from the same UE, it needs to be discussed whether anchor gNB generates or not another new KgNB associated with the same target gNB, as explained in Figure 3 below from [18].


[bookmark: _Ref74171670]Figure 3: Key generation after the second CCCH message [18]
Discussion point 8) [bookmark: _Ref74170544]When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach with anchor gNB, after network receives the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg, whether anchor gNB generates (or not) another new KgNB associated with the same target gNB. The following were raised in [18]:
· [bookmark: _Hlk75006728]Will the second RRCResumeReq (i.e., in step 7) be routed to the old anchor gNB regardless of anchor relocation or not?
· After receiving the second RRCResumeRequest msg from the same UE, will the anchor gNB generate another new KgNB associated with the same target gNB? 
Q.16) for 2nd Phase
This Q.16) is created based on previous discussion point.
Q.16) [bookmark: _Ref75005936][bookmark: _Ref75089914]When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach with anchor gNB, after network receives the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg, does the anchor gNB generate another new KgNB associated with the same serving/target gNB? Please justify your response and provide further details on any open points not addressed here or in other questions in relation to this scenario.
	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Justification

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	It depends on SA3
	This is similar issue as in question Q.2) and it is common for both CCCH and DCCH based solutions. In our opinion it can be consulted with SA3 whether new KgNB* has to be used, but if it has to be, then with CCCH-based solution it can be derived horizontally as presented above.

	ZTE
	See Q10
	The situation is different between DCCH and CCCH solutions. 
In case of DCCH solution, the difference is that the DCCCH RRC message will always be routed to the node that terminates the RRC layer and hence the response message (i.e. RRCResume) can be generated by this node. Count continues in both DL and UL and there is no interruption to data and no new keys are derived during the process. 

In case of CCCH message, the message is always routed to the node identified by the I-RNTI (i.e. the old anchor gNB). However, the old anchor gNB does not terminate the RRC layer in case of anchor relocation. So, the old anchor gNB needs to process the received second RRCResumeReq and the generate new key and provide the new key to the new anchor gNB (although anchor relocation would have happened) and the new gNB would then have to start using the new keys. This needs a new procedure for anchor relocation case (i.e. the old anchor gNB will have to send the new key without UE context in this case and the old anchor gNB would need to retain the UE context even after the UE anchor relocation to support this case). 

Then, further question is which key is used as the base key for the 2nd key derivation? Is it the key in the stored UE AS security context or is it the first key (generated after the first RRCResume procedure) and this issue is then same as Q10 above. 

The final question is handling of COUNT. It seems the proponents want to reuse the existing RRCResume procedure, in which case count will be reset, however, when count is reset, there will be out of order packets and/or redundancy in the DL (similar to UL). Further, any packets transmitted in DL during the interaction with the old anchor gNB on Xn, will be lost and will need to be recovered at PDCP level. 

	InterDigital
	Yes
	When the UE context is moved from the anchor to a new serving gNB, then new keys should be derived as the old keys are associated with an anchoring point and the anchoring point is moved to the other gNB for this case.
This applies for the DCCH solution as well.

	CATT
	Yes
	1)	If PDCP COUNT is reset with CCCH-based approach, the security key needs to be updated in both UE and gNB sides.
2)	The issue is not common for both CCCH and DCCH based solutions as PDCP COUNT is not reset with DCCH based solution.

	Samsung
	
	Depends on solution agreed for Q 10

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	We understand that the old (anchor) gNB would deal with KgNB according to 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg.

	LG
	Check with SA3
	Same comments as Q.2. We first have to check with SA3 whether this is a real issue. And, even if this is an issue, terminate the current SDT procedure and initiate a new SDT procedure can work without any security issue.
Some companies commented that PDCP count is reset when switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach. However, we don’t think PDCP count is reset in this case, as explained in Q.12.

	Intel
	-
	We suggest asking this question to SA3. We understand that solution details discussed in other questions (e.g. whether PDCP COUNT is or not reset, which security key is used, etc). Therefore, RAN2 agreements (if any) on those other topics would be important to flag and RAN3 would also need to be kept on the loop.
In addition, we share ZTE’s view that DCCH approach does not have any issue related to this. 

	NEC
	New security key is regenerated, but it is the same as previous one used during the SDT procedure
	According to TS33.501, 6.8.2.1.3,
 “The source gNB retrieves the stored UE context including the UE 5G AS security context from its database using the I-RNTI. The source gNB calculates KgNB* using the target cell PCI, target ARFCN-DL and the KgNB/NH in the current UE 5G AS security context based on either a horizontal key derivation or a vertical key derivation according to whether  the source gNB has an unused pair of {NCC, NH} as described in Annex A.11.” 
the anchor gNB generate the security based on KgNB/NH in the current AS security text, and it will results in same security key used in previous SDT procedure.

	Apple
	
	Prefer to check with SA3. 

	OPPO
	Yes with comments
	If new security key is used for the second RRC resume procedure, the anchor needs to update the key in order to make the alignment with UE. Otherwise, there is problem to send further RRC message, either for RRCRelease or RRCResume.

	FGI, APT
	
	This question seems to be more valid if the anchor relocation doesn’t occur during the SDT phase. If UE’s context has been relocated to the serving gNB during the SDT phase, the serving gNB is able to derive the new key based on the given key (i.e., target_KgNB1) and UE’s context. The 2nd RRCResumeRequest also does not have to be forwarded to the old anchor gNB in this case.

	Lenovo
	See comments
	Depends on the solution agreed (if PDCP COUNT is reset, new key is required)

	vivo
	Yes
	In our understanding, we think the answer is Yes according to the current spec. Anyway, we can request SA3 for input first.

	Qualcomm
	
	Prefer to check with SA3.

	Xiaomi
	
	Prefer to check with SA3.



[bookmark: _Ref74125851]DCCH-based approach
This section aims to clarify how DCCH-based approach work to enable non-SDT switching from an ongoing SDT session considering the inputs provided by companies [3][5][12][18][20][22]. 
[bookmark: _Ref75008109][bookmark: _Ref74126151][DCCH point (1)] Detection of non-SDT data
For DCCH-approach, it is assumed that the PDCP COUNT is maintained as the SDT session fallbacks into CONNECTED upon gNB sends RRCResume message during the ongoing SDT session.
[bookmark: _Toc78534536][bookmark: _Toc78538155][bookmark: _Toc79098915][bookmark: _Toc79415110][bookmark: _Toc79422052][bookmark: _Toc79422240][bookmark: _Toc79422258]When switching from SDT to non-SDT via DCCH-based approach, the PDCP COUNT is maintained for SDT DRBs (i.e. the SDT session fallbacks into CONNECTED upon gNB sends RRCResume message during the ongoing SDT session).
The sub-section below discusses how/what information the UE shares with the network when non-SDT data becomes available during an ongoing SDT session when using DCCH-based approach.
[DCCH point (1.1)] NAS/AS trigger
On new data arrival for the DCCH approach, the following options were proposed:
optoin 9.a) AS triggers the DCCH indication/request from UE to transition into RRC_CONNECTED when non-SDT data becomes available during the SDT session [18]. 
optoin 9.b) NAS trigger new DCCH indication/request to AS for UE to move to RRC_CONNECTED state when non-SDT data becomes available during the SDT session [18].
Discussion point 9) When detecting non-SDT data during ongoing SDT via DCCH-based approach, whether AS layer can initiate the indication/request to the network.
Q.17) for 2nd Phase
This Q.17) is created based on previous discussion point.
Q.17) [bookmark: _Ref75005945]From RAN2 point of view, when detecting non-SDT data during ongoing SDT via DCCH-based approach, which previous option 9.x or new option is preferable for AS or NAS layer to trigger the DCCH indication/request to the network?
	Company’s name
	Option
	Justification

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Depends on CT1 reply
	In our understanding NAS will trigger another request for the UE to move to RRC CONNECTED state and based on this AS will trigger DCCH message transmission. In any case NAS behaviour is not for RAN2 to decide and we have already asked a relevant question to CT1 in R2-2104644.

	ZTE
	Option 9.b (based on latest CT1 status)
	Based on latest status in CT1, our understanding is that NAS will trigger a new request this NAS request should trigger the DCCH message in AS. 

	InterDigital
	Depends on CT1 reply
	We share Huawei/HiSilicon’s view.

	CATT
	Option 9.a)
	DCCH message is generated in AS layer, it is AS layer to trigger or initiate the transmission of the DCCH message. But AS layer may trigger the transmission of DCCH message based on request from NAS layer which is depended on CT1 reply.

	Samsung
	Option 9.a)
	Same view as CATT

	Fujitsu
	Option 9.b)
	We understand that NAS will trigger a new request to AS.

	LG
	Check with CT1
	We have to check first with CT1 whether 9.b is feasible. If 9.b is not feasible by CT1, RAN2 should work on 9.a.

	Intel
	9.a)
	In our understanding, NAS is not aware whether a RB is or not configured for SDT operation although CT1 confirmation of this may be required. Therefore, detecting SDT or non-SDT data could be left up to UE implementation or if any, SDAP may be the optimum layer to handle this. Therefore, we suggest agreeing that AS can handle the trigger from RAN2 point of view and subject to CT1 input/confirmation.

	NEC
	Option 9.a)
	NAS layer will indicate connection resume to AS layer, and AS layer trigger the sending of DCCH message.

	Apple
	Option 9.a)
	Same view as CATT. 

	OPPO
	Option 9.a)
	We think NAS is not able to determine whether there is non-SDT data since NAS is not aware of the radio bearer, while AS is where the radio bearers are handled. Final decision can be made depending on CT1 reply.

	FGI, APT
	Option 9.a)
	The request is come from NAS but AS can determine to use DCCH or CCCH approach, if both approaches co-exist.

	Lenovo
	See comments
	Depends on CT1 reply. 

	vivo
	Option 9.a)
	In our understanding, the RRC layer plays a role in triggering this DCCH type of assistance info, which is similar to the existing UE assistance info reporting.

	Qualcomm
	Option 9.a)
	AS layer generates DCCH message and initiates the transmission of DCCH message. But should base on NAS request which depends on CT1 reply. 

	Xiaomi
	See comments
	Depends on CT1 reply. 



[DCCH point (1.2)] non-SDT notification to network
For DCCH-based approach, how UE sends the indication/request to switch into RRC_CONNECTED when non-SDT becomes available during an ongoing SDT session, the following options were proposed to provide the indication to the network:
option 10.a) New UL RRC message [3].
option 10.b) Re-using legacy UL RRC message e.g. UEAssistanceInformation message [3].
Discussion point 10) [bookmark: _Hlk75009674]For DCCH-based approach, how UE sends the indication/request to switch into RRC_CONNECTED when non-SDT becomes available during an ongoing SDT session.
Q.18) for 2nd Phase
This Q.18) is created based on previous discussion point.
Q.18) [bookmark: _Ref75006015]For DCCH-based approach, which previous option 10.x or new option is preferable for UE to send the indication/request to switch into CONNECTED when non-SDT becomes available during an ongoing SDT session?
	Company’s name
	Option
	Justification

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 10.b)
	In case we proceed with this approach, we prefer to reuse an existing message and UEAssistanceInformation would fit the purpose well in our opinion.

	ZTE
	no strong view
	We are fine with either. However, if NAS triggers the new request, it seems we can define a new message too (including the contents from NAS). 

	InterDigital
	10.b)
	The existing message plus a new IE, which tells gNB that UE requests the switch from SDT to non-SDT.

	CATT
	10.a)
	We can decide the preferred options after the content for the indication/request when non-SDT becomes available is concluded. From our point of view, the content for the indication/request when non-SDT becomes available is different from the existing UEAssistanceInformation message. Therefore, it is good to define a new UL RRC message.

	Samsung
	10.a
	Slightly prefer new message

	Fujitsu
	TBD
	Firstly, we would clarify what contents would be sent to the gNB.
It is proposed in [3] that the contents can be list of one or more RB IDs for which data is arrived or data volume per RB or cumulative. After the content is decided, we can discuss signalling design e.g. UEAssistanceInformation or new RRC message.

	LG
	10.a
	We think using a new UL RRC message would be simple and clear.

	Intel
	10.a)
	Both options are possible. We prefer not to re-use UEAssistanceInformation msg as to avoid complexity associated with other UE assistance information that may be configured for that UE while in RRC_CONNECTED and would not be applicable while UE is in SDT.

	NEC
	10.b)
	We prefer reusing the existing message with new IE.

	Apple
	10.b)
	We prefer to use the existing message. 

	OPPO
	10.b)
	

	FGI, APT
	10.a
	Prefer to use a new message for clear separation. 

	Lenovo
	No strong view
	Prefer to reuse existing message. However, it depends also on the detailed content of this indication.

	vivo
	option 10.b)
	We think the existing IE preferredRRC-State-r16 can be reused for SDT.

	Qualcomm
	10.b 
	Reusing the existing message with new IE.

	Xiaomi
	No strong view
	We slightly prefer a new meassage, which seems clearer from the specification.



Additionally, it was also proposed to provide the following information to the network in the indication:
option 11.a) List of one or more RB IDs for which data is arrived [3].
option 11.b) Data volume per RB or cumulative can also be indicated [3].
option 11.c) Resume cause.
Discussion point 11) For DCCH-based approach, which information is provided by UE to indicate/request the switch into RRC_CONNECTED when non-SDT becomes available during an ongoing SDT session.
Q.19) for 2nd Phase
This Q.19) is created based on previous discussion point and the responses provided during the 1st phase.
Q.19) [bookmark: _Ref75006027]For DCCH-based approach, which previous option 11.x or new option is preferable for the information to be provided by UE to indicate/request about the switch into CONNECTED when non-SDT becomes available in UE during an ongoing SDT session?
	Company’s name
	Option(s)
	Justification

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 11.c)
	Since this will be based on another request from NAS layer, we understand the resume cause will also be provided (pending CT1 response). If this is confirmed by CT1, then we think resume cause needs to be included. There is no need to include 11.a) nor 11.b) – such information will be known via usual means, i.e. BSR.

	ZTE
	Mandatory: 11.c
Optional others
	Resume cause can be included for sure, the remaining are nice to have and can be further discussed (leave to stage-3). 

	InterDigital
	At least 11.c)
	Resume cause should be provided. We are open to other options.

	CATT
	Option 11.a)/11.b)/ 11.c)
	1)	The UE initiates the DCCH message due to different cause values, e.g. emergency service becomes available, or normal big data becomes available. The network needs to know the resume cause to perform different behaviours, e.g. the network switches the UE into RRC_CONNECTED immediately if it finds emergency service is available.
2)	As non-SDT was not resumed, BSR cannot be triggered. We prefer to report the data volume available of non-SDT RBs and list of RB IDs to the network. The network can perform different behaviours based on the info, e.g. whether to configure DC for the UE.

	Samsung
	11.a, 11.b, 11.c
	Samsung

	Fujitsu
	Option 11.b)
	We guess that 11.b) covers 11.a).
The key point is that data volume would be informed to the gNB for the purpose of proper configuration and data scheduling to the UE.

	LG
	11.c
	We think non-SDT data does not arrive at AS layer. Thus, 11.a and 11.b are not suitable.

	Intel
	11c), 11.d)
	In our understanding, it is sufficient if UE indicates that there is non-SDT data waiting to be delivered for the network to decide whether to transition or not the UE to RRC_CONNECTED. On other hand, there might be scenarios where providing resume cause information may be helpful e.g. for emergency access.

	NEC
	At least 11.c)
	We are open to other options.

	Apple
	11.c, 11.a, 11.b
	11.c is mandatory. 11.a and 11.b are optional. 

	OPPO
	11.c)
	

	FGI, APT
	Option 11.c
	The other two options are more from optimization perspective.

	Lenovo
	11.b, 11c
	Resume seems to be required. Some buffer status information will also necessary for the NW as normal BSR is not available in our understanding. 

	vivo
	none
	We think the existing IE preferredRRC-State-r16 can be reused for SDT.

	Qualcomm
	11.a, 11.b, 11.c
	

	Xiaomi
	11.a, 11.b, 11.c
	



[bookmark: _Ref75008680][DCCH point (2)] switch from SDT to CONNECTED
For DCCH approach, the switch from SDT to CONNECTED is under network control, therefore after UE informs the network that non-SDT data is available, UE continues with the SDT session ongoing until network informs otherwise to UE. For example, network may respond at some point with RRCResume or RRCRelease. Upon UE receives RRCResume message, UE only re-establishes/resumes the non-SDT DRBs (as SDT RBs were already re-established/resumed upon initiating the SDT session) [3][5][12][18].
[bookmark: _Toc78534537][bookmark: _Toc78538156][bookmark: _Toc79098916][bookmark: _Toc79415111][bookmark: _Toc79422053][bookmark: _Toc79422241][bookmark: _Toc79422259][bookmark: _Hlk75009070]For DCCH approach, after UE informs the network that non-SDT data is available, UE continues with the SDT session ongoing until network informs otherwise to UE (i.e. by transitioning the UE into RRC_CONNECTED or releasing the UE into legacy RRC_INACTIVE or RRC_IDLE). Upon UE receives RRCResume message, only the PDCP of non-SDT DRBs are re-established and resumed (as SDT RBs were already re-established/resumed upon initiating the SDT session).
For DCCH-based approach, the topic addressed in Discussion point 1) on how to handle the scenario when switching from SDT to CONNECTED during an ongoing SDT session where the UE context was not relocated by the network at the beginning of the SDT session is also applicable. 
Discussion point 12) When switching from SDT to non-SDT (i.e. CONNECTED) via DCCH-based approach and for the scenario where the ongoing SDT session is without UE AS context relocation, previous Discussion point 1) is applicable (and would also need to be addressed).
Q.20) for 2nd Phase
This Q.20) is created based on previous discussion point.
Q.20) [bookmark: _Ref75005953]When switching from SDT to non-SDT (i.e. CONNECTED) via DCCH-based approach and for the scenario where the ongoing SDT session is without UE AS context relocation, previous Q.1) to Q.5) and the responses are expected to be applicable. Please indicate if your responses provided for previous Q.1) to Q.5) are not applicable when using DCCH-based approach and if so, please explain the different behaviour/operation.
	Company’s name
	Q.1) to Q.6) with responses not applicable to DCCH 
	Justification on the different behaviour/operation for the specific question with DCCH-based approach

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	Our replies to Q.1-Q.6 may apply for this approach. 

	ZTE
	
	yes, our replies Q 1-6 apply here too. 

	InterDigital
	-
	Our replies for Q.1-6 apply for the DCCH-based approach too.

	CATT
	
	How to switch from SDT to CONNECTED during an ongoing SDT session without UE AS context relocation is a common issue for both CCH and DCCH approaches.
Even with CCCH-based approach, if DL non-SDT RBs are available, the network needs to initiate the switching from SDT to CONNECTED during on-going SDT session without UE AS context relocation too.

	Fujitsu
	
	Our replies to Q.1-Q.6 apply for this approach.

	LG
	We are not sure what this question really asks. Specific issue should be discussed case-by-case.
	

	Intel
	
	Yes, we also understand that Q.1-Q.6 seems applicable when switching from SDT to non-SDT (i.e. CONNECTED) via DCCH-based approach

	NEC
	
	Our replies Q 1-6 apply here too.

	Apple
	
	Yes, our replies to Q1-Q6 are applicable on the DCCH-based approach.

	OPPO
	
	Our replies Q 1-6 apply here too.

	FGI, APT
	-
	Our previous replies are also applicable here.

	vivo
	
	We share similar views with the above companies.

	Qualcomm
	
	Our replies Q1-Q6 apply here.

	Xiaomi
	
	Our replies to Q.1-Q.6 apply for this approach.



Q.21) for 2nd Phase
This Q.21) is created based on the responses provided during the 1st phase.
Q.21) [bookmark: _Ref75224054]What is the expected UE behaviour after UE sends DCCH message during an ongoing SDT session? Consider the following options. 
option 16.1) UE continues with the SDT session ongoing until network informs otherwise to UE by transitioning the UE into RRC_CONNECTED or releasing the UE into legacy RRC_INACTIVE or RRC_IDLE. UE does not expect receiving an explicit confirmation for the reception of the DCCH message.
option 16.2) UE expects receiving a confirmation of reception of the DCCH message. If so, clarify the details of this confirmation and the expected UE behaviour when not received.
option 16.3) Other options.
	Company’s name
	Option
	Justification

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 16.2
	Option 16.1 is not acceptable in our opinion. The newly arrived data can be related to latency sensitive applications, e.g. emergency call, and the UE cannot just wait for the SDT procedure to end in case DCCH message was not received by the network. The safest approach would be for the UE to fallback to legacy RRC Resume procedure in case the network does not reply with RRCResume within a certain time (this is why we believe CCCH-based solution makes more sense from the beginning). Alternative could be to move the UE to RRC IDLE, but this would further delay the connection establishment.

	ZTE
	16.1 or 16.2
	We are not sure if 16.1 and 16.2 are mutually exclusive. Our understanding is also that a network response is needed, but the response will be RRCResume message in DL.
With regards to latency of DCCH approach, we don’t think this is any worse than CCCH. There are two cases: 
· Case1: If there is UL grant available, DCCH message eliminates the need for RACH and RAR (due the unnecessary RACH procedure needed in case of CCCH). Thus it is quicker than CCCH in this case. 
· Case 2: If there is no UL grant, both DCCH and CCCH approach will trigger RACH procedure and the MSG3 includes the request to move to RRC_CONNECTED state
So, in fact, the DCCH approach is at least as good as the CCCH based approach and is better in case there is UL grant to include the DCCH message.  

	InterDigital
	16.3
	UE should terminate the SDT operation upon data arrival from the non-SDT DRBs. If that’s agreeable, then we don’t need to worry about the UE behaviour of SDT session while in non-SDT session initiation.

	CATT
	16.1
	Compared with MAC CE solution, DCCH message has more reliability with AM mode. If the UE cannot send the DCCH message to the network successfully, the RRC layer in the UE will receive a failure indicator from RLC.

	Samsung
	16.1, 16.2
	Same view as ZTE

	Fujitsu
	16.1)
	There seems no problem with carrying on the continuation of SDT after sending DCCH message. If the gNB doesn’t permit to receive SDT data, the gNB would just discard those SDT data.

	LG
	16.3
	It has to be discussed first whether the UE can send DCCH message while SDT procedure is ongoing. Our view is that the UE should terminate the ongoing SDT procedure and initiate a normal RRCResume procedure, as replied to Q7.

If it is assumed that the UE can send DCCH message while SDT procedure is ongoing, the UE then follows legacy behavior. That is, the DCCH uses RLC AM, and we can rely on RLC status report for DCCH reception confirmation. Until the network provides RRCResume, the UE can keep the ongoing SDT procedure.

	Intel
	16.1)
	We agree that network should react to UE’s request of transitioning to RRC_CONNECTED due to non-SDT data, however final decision should be left up to network implementation as explained by option 16.2. Therefore, UE should continue with SDT while it waits for network instructions.

	NEC
	16.2
	If the UE sends DCCH to the network to indicate the arriving of non-SDT data, the network need to give a response to the UE in a timely manner.  We should align with existing principle as much as possible.

	Apple
	16.1, 16.2
	Same view as ZTE

	OPPO
	16.1)
	

	FGI, APT
	16.1
	It’s simpler (and has less specification impact) if the DCCH approach aims to “inform” but not “request” the network, with regard to the arrival of non-SDT traffic.

	Lenovo
	16.1, 16.2
	Same view as ZTE, but we think a timer as mentioned by Huawei may be needed after UE sending the DCCH message to avoid the UE waiting the response message all the time.

	vivo
	option 16.1)
	In our understanding, the subsequent UL grant or RRC Resume message can be implicitly regarded as a confirmation. This is no strong motivation to introduce a new feedback mechanism. 

	Qualcomm
	16.1, 16.2
	Same view as ZTE.

	Xiaomi
	16.1, 16.2
	Same view as ZTE




[bookmark: _Ref75007984][DCCH point (3)] release from SDT to INACTIVE
Q.22) for 2nd Phase
This Q.22) is created based on the responses provided during the 1st phase.
Q.22) [bookmark: _Ref75009485]When UE generates DCCH message to inform that non-SDT data is available during an ongoing SDT session, what is the expected UE behaviour if the network releases the SDT session before the UE can send the generated DCCH message considering the following options?
option 16.1) UE triggers a new RRC Resume procedure (i.e. no changes needed)
option 16.2) Other approaches
	Company’s name
	Option
	Justification

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 16.1) with comments
	We are not sure if we can assume no changes are needed. In our understanding (pending confirmation from CT1), NAS will trigger another resume request to AS layers when non-SDT data arrives. This request will trigger the UE to generate the DCCH message. Then the question arises whether another RRC Resume procedure can be triggered based on the same NAS request or we need to indicate a failure to NAS and wait for another request? In both of these cases, some changes to the current specifications will be most likely needed.

	ZTE
	Option 16.1)
	When RRCRelease is received and there is pending data at NAS, then NAS will trigger a new RRCResumeRequest (this is same as today and needs no further discussion). Since new NCC will be there in the RRCRelease message, the next RRCResume can be done normally. 

	InterDigital
	16.2
	We share Huawei/HiSilicon’s view.

	CATT
	Option 16.1)
	When the UE receives RRC release message and enters RRC_INACTIVE, the AS layer indicates the suspension of the RRC connection to upper layers. According to the current descriptions in TS24.501 below, the NAS layer will trigger a new request to AS layer to transition to RRC_CONNECTED. Then the AS layer of the UE triggers a new RRC Resume procedure. No change is needed.
	The UE shall transition from 5GMM-CONNECTED mode over 3GPP access to 5GMM-CONNECTED mode with RRC inactive indication upon receiving an indication from the lower layers that the RRC connection has been suspended.
NOTE 0:	Any pending procedure or uplink data packet when receiving an indication from the lower layers that the RRC connection has been suspended, triggers a request to the lower layers to transition to RRC_CONNECTED state. This is also the case when the pending procedure or uplink data packet triggered a previous request to the lower layers to transition to RRC_CONNECTED state.





	Samsung
	16.1
	Same view as ZTE

	Fujitsu
	16.1)
	We also think that the starting point is the legacy behaviour.

	LG
	16.1 with comments
	We also think some changes are needed in any case. As Huawei mentioned, we have to discuss first whether another RRC Resume procedure can be triggered based on the same NAS request or we need to indicate a failure to NAS and wait for another request. In both cases, some changes are needed.
In addition, some changes are also needed for triggering of DCCH message. If there is no ongoing SDT procedure, the UE shall trigger CCCH message according to current specification. If DCCH-based solution is introduced, upon NAS request for non-SDT RB, the UE has to check whether there is ongoing SDT procedure or not to decide which message (CCCH or DCCH) to generate.

	Intel
	16.1)
	Currently network can release/suspend UE’s RRC connection at any time (even when UE’s data is still available in the buffer). If so, UE’s corresponding actions are not defined (unless barring time is provided in release msg). Therefore, we understand that similar behaviour would also apply for SDT. On summary, UE’s actions if SDT session is terminated by the network when non-SDT data is available in UE are left up to UE implementation and no special handling needs to be defined in TS for this scenario. Note that the expected behaviour of a good UE would be triggering a new RRCResumeReq msg (as there is data still on buffers waiting to be sent) as explained in option 16.1.

	NEC
	Option 16.1) with comments
	Agree with Huawei’s comments.

	Apple
	16.1
	Agree with Huawei that some changes may be needed. 

	OPPO
	16.1)
	Agree with ZTE.

	FGI, APT
	Option 16.1)
	Same view as ZTE.

	Lenovo
	16.1
	Same view as ZTE

	vivo
	option 16.1)
	We also agree with ZTE.

	Qualcomm
	16.1
	

	Xiaomi
	16.1
	Agree with ZTE.



[bookmark: _Ref75009329][DCCH point (4)] UL grant availability
Q.23) for 2nd Phase
This Q.23) is created based on the responses provided during the 1st phase.
Q.23) [bookmark: _Ref75008457]What is the expected UE behaviour if there is no UL grant for a UE to send the DCCH message for non-SDT data indication during an ongoing SDT session?
	Company’s name
	Companies’ views

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	In this case the UE needs to trigger SR via RACH procedure. This again makes the whole procedure similar to CCCH-based solution and it would be more straightforward to apply it from the beginning in our opinion.

	ZTE
	Yes, in this case RACH procedure will be triggered. 
· So, if there is no UL grant, then DCCH message will incur an extra RACH procedure (same as CCCH)
· If there is UL grant DCCH approach will avoid the unnecessary RACH procedure, but CCCH approach always requires a RACH procedure and hence the extra latency associated with the RACH procedure to move to connected state. 

	InterDigital
	UE should trigger a SR (which will end up in RACH procedure initiation) if UE doesn’t have any valid grant for the DCCH message of non-SDT data indication. It needs to be discussed how to uniquely identify the UE from a DCCH message included in Msg3 or MsgA.

	CATT
	In this case the UE would trigger SR via RACH procedure. Compared to CCCH based approach, the UE triggered SR via RACH is not an always-required behaviour with DCCH-based approach.

	Samsung
	RACH will be triggered

	Fujitsu
	We also think that the starting point is the legacy behaviour. It means that SR RACH procedure would be initiated.

	LG
	RACH shall be triggered. Moreover, even if UL grant is enough to send DCCH message, we think RACH shall be triggered, as replied to Q7. The UE terminates the ongoing SDT procedure and initiates a normal RRCResume procedure

	Intel
	RAN2 agreed that “SR resource is not configured for SDT. When the BSR is triggered by SDT data, the UE will trigger RA because SR resource is not available, same as legacy”. Therefore, similar operation is assumed for current scenario i.e. UE triggers RA to indicate that non-SDT data is available during the SDT session. We also share ZTE’s view on the related details provided for CCCH vs DCCH based solution.

	NEC
	During the subsequent transmission, if there is no valid UL grant for CCCH, RACH procedure can be triggered. However, during the initial transmission phase, the RACH solution doesn’t work, as we cannot have two parallel RACH procedure, and the UE has to wait until msg4/B reception. And if RRCRelease is received in msg4/B, the DCCH is not able to be transmitted at all, and UE has to start over one RRC Resume procedure as in Q22. To avoid this kinds of situation, we think CCCH based solution which can terminate the SDT procedure immediately is better.

	Apple
	UE shoul trigger RACH to request the UL grant. 

	OPPO
	Trigger RACH.

	FGI, APT
	We prefer UE can choose the CCCH approach when this case happens. If the DCCH approach anyway needs to be performed, UE should trigger RACH (same as CCCH). 

	Lenovo
	SR via RACH as usual

	vivo
	When the BSR is triggered by SDT data, the UE will trigger RA because SR resource is not available, same as legacy.

	Qualcomm
	UE needs to trigger RACH procedure

	Xiaomi
	The UE would trigger RACH.



1. [bookmark: _Ref74123323][bookmark: _Ref74146897]Failure handling during ongoing SDT session
This section aims to understand how failure of an SDT connection could be handled. The main focus of this email discussion is in a failure due to cell reselection during a given SDT session, however companies are invited to provide their inputs in first sections aiming to understand whether a common UE behaviour could be defined regardless of the kind of trigger of the abrupt SDT failure.
[bookmark: _Hlk73969416]Triggers to an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session
The following triggers were identified by companies as potential triggers that lead to an abrupt termination or failure of an ongoing SDT session:
Event 1) Cell reselection [4][7][8][9][14][18] 
Event 2) [bookmark: _Hlk74089440]Expiry of failure detection timer [4][8][18][20]
Event 3) Lower layers indication [4][9]
Event 4) Maximum number of retransmissions is reached in RLC [15][18] 
Event 5) Reject reception during SDT [9]
Event 6) Abortion of connection establishment by upper layers (need FFS) [9]
Event 7) Other events
Discussion point 13) [bookmark: _Ref74222528][bookmark: _Ref73969972]Identify the trigger events that leads to an abrupt termination or failure of an ongoing SDT session.
Q.24) for 2nd Phase
This Q.24) is created based on previous discussion point.
Q.24) [bookmark: _Ref75005959]Which previous trigger events or new ones can lead to an abrupt termination or failure of an ongoing SDT session?
	Company’s name
	Events(s)
	Comments, if any

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	1, 2, 3, 4
	Cell reselection is not a failure as such, but we need to specify some UE behaviour for this case. Events 2 and 4 can be treated as SDT failure and also require some UE behaviour to be specified. Event 3 would require to specify some form of RS monitoring in lower layers, e.g. to detect beam failure and we think RAN1 should investigate this. Event 5 can be handled as per legacy behaviour and we do not see it as an “SDT failure”. For RRC Resume abortion it was concluded during the last meeting that it should not be captured in specifications, so we can keep it the same way for SDT.

	ZTE
	1, 2, 3, 4
	Same view as Huawei on Event 6). Then for Event 5), we have some comments: Considering the data packet may be included in the first UL message (and this is different from legacy reject case), this may lead to some issues with key reuse and hence we propose to not support RRC Reject for SDT. We can discuss this further at next meeting. Events 1-4 seems to be agreeable. 

	InterDigital
	See comment
	We think each event has different expected behaviour.
1. Cell reselection [4][7][8][9][14][18] 
[IDC] For cell reselection during ongoing SDT procedure, UE should remain in INACTIVE and transmits an RRC Resume Request at the new cell (still subject to SA3 confirmation)
2. Expiry of failure detection timer [4][8][18][20]
[IDC] Upon SDT failure detection timer expiry, the UE follows the same procedure as T319 expiry (e.g. UE transitions to IDLE as in the case of expiry of the T319 timer and attempts RRC connection setup). 
3. Lower layers indication [4][9]
[IDC] Upon Lower layer’s failure indication, the UE follows the same procedure as T319 expiry (e.g. UE transitions to IDLE as in the case of expiry of the T319 timer and attempts RRC connection setup).
4. Maximum number of retransmissions is reached in RLC [15][18] 
[IDC] It should be handled similar way as RLF. So UE should iniate a cell search and is camped on the suitable cell and then initiate the SDT operation at a new serving cell.
5. Reject reception during SDT [9]
[IDC] UE aborts the SDT operation and performs the legacy procedure for the case of RRCReject reception  (clear keys and stays in INACTIVE)
6. Abortion of connection establishment by upper layers (need FFS) [9]
[IDC] ditto
7. Other events
[IDC] DL data arrival event at gNB also needs to be addressed.


	CATT
	Depends on the conclusion on FFS
	It is not clear how the failure detection timer works and what lower layer indication is. But we prefer to have a unified UE behaviour if we have concluded an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session due to some events.

	Samsung
	1, 2
	3 and 4 are not required to be handled in RRC_INACTIVE, similar to connection resume procedure. We can simply rely on failure detection timer expiry.

5 and 6 can be handled as in legacy

	Fujitsu
	TBD
	The failure detection mechanism is not decided yet. Firstly, it should be decided.

	LG
	1, 2, 3, 4
	We are ok not to consider Event 4 because it is very rare case.

	Intel
	1, 2, 3, 4

	We understand that event 5) is a termination under network control and therefore should not be categorized/handled as a failure of the SDT session. For event 6), it is not clear when this may be triggered.

	NEC
	2, 3, 4, 5
	For Event 1), go to IDLE state can be a better option, as SDT procedure is performed above RSRP threshold, cell re-selection during SDT procedure can be a corner case, no strong need for optimization.
For Event 6), during last meeting, it ([Post114-e][051]) was agree that if upper layers abort the RRC connection resume procedure after the UE sent  RRCResumeRequest/RRCResumeRequest1 message but not yet entered RRC Connected state, it is up to UE implementation whether to move to RRC_IDLE state or continue RRC connection resume procedure. So SDT abortion shall not performed.
For Event 5), if RRCReject is received, the current SDT procedure should be terminated (e.g. suspend SDT RBs, reset MAC etc), which is not performed in legacy RRC Reject procedure, and then perform the legacy RRC reject procedure. And this is also can be seen as an “abnormal termination” of SDT.

	Apple
	1,2,3,4
	For event 5 and 6, the UE operation is same as legacy.

	OPPO
	1, 2
	We are open to include 3 and 4 when more progress is made.

	FGI, APT
	1,2,3,4
	We have similar view as Huawei that cell reselection isn’t really a failure case (more like abrupt termination) and may need a separate treatment. 2, 3, and 4 are indeed failure cases, with only the difference that 3/4 aims to detects/declares failure earlier than 2.

	Lenovo
	1,2,4
	Not clear about 3. 

	vivo
	1,2
	For 3, 4, it seems optimizations since we already have the SDT failure detection timer. As long as this timer is running, the UE should be allowed to keep SDT attempts, this is similar to the case where UE can keep RA attempts even though the transmission counter has reached the threshold.
For 5, we can reuse the legacy rule.
For 6, we think some input from CT1 might be needed (e.g. whether this case will occur or not).

	Qualcomm
	1,2,3,4
	

	Xiaomi
	1,2,3,4
	



[bookmark: _Ref75010368]UE’s action upon detecting an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session 
It is also discussed by [4][18][8] whether a common UE behaviour when any of the applicable trigger events from previous Discussion point 13) that lead to an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session.
Discussion point 14) Having a common UE behaviour when any of the applicable trigger events from previous Discussion point 13) lead to an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session.
Q.25) for 2nd Phase
This Q.25) is created based on previous discussion point.
Q.25) [bookmark: _Ref75005964]Do you support aiming to have a common UE behaviour when any of the applicable trigger events from previous Q.24) lead to an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session?
	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Justification

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	CCCH-based approach can easily be reused to handle at least cases 1, 2 and 4. This is not possible with DCCH-based approach as DCCH message needs to be sent over a dedicated grant and requires having a stable radio connection.  How to handle event 3 depends on the details of lower layers indication, e.g. how much it resembles the current beam failure indications etc. (which should be decided by RAN1).

	ZTE
	Yes
	The common UE behaviour should be either:
1) UE moves to IDLE mode and informs NAS (e.g. NAS recovery is performed) or
2) UE stays in RRC_INACTIVE state and initiates PDCP reestablishment based approach. 
We prefer option 2). However, we are now a bit concerned that the time remaining in Rel-17 may not be enough for us to solve all the open issues associated with option 2. If we cannot reach a quick consensus on how to handle this, we may have to live with option 1 in Rel-17

	InterDigital
	No
	See our comment for Q.24).

	CATT
	Yes
	We prefer to have a unified UE behaviour for all applicable trigger events.

	Samsung
	yes
	State transition and data loss recovery mechanism can be same

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	We think that the starting point is the common behaviour rather than optimizing behaviour case by case.

	LG
	No
	Events 1~4 can be handled in a common way. However, we are not sure other events can be handled in the common way.

	Intel
	Yes
	We support handling the same handling for any of the abrupt termination/failures of an SDT session. 

	NEC
	Yes
	We prefer to have unified solution for all the events, and CCCH-like mechanism can be reused.

	Apple
	Yes
	The unified UE behavior is prefered, and UE can go back to the INACTIVE state. 

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	FGI, APT
	No
	Cell reselection can be treated separately (allow UE to remain in RRC_INACTIVE), while the rest can have a common solution (UE goes to RRC_IDLE).

	Lenovo
	Yes
	A common UE behaviour for all cases.

	vivo
	Yes
	It helps to reduce UE complexity.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	UE goes to IDLE as a common UE behavior, in which the legacy can be largely reused.

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	



The following approaches are proposed when having to handle abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session:
Approach 1) [bookmark: _Hlk75174134]  UE transitions autonomously into RRC_IDLE. 
Approach 2)   UE remains in RRC_INACTIVE. 
For example, for cell reselection trigger event, approach 1) is proposed by [16][14] and approach 2) by [7][12][13][18][20][21][4][10]. The following sub-sections aims to clarify how each approach may work taken into consideration the inputs from proposing companies. The following sub-sections aims to clarify how the approach 2) may work taken into consideration the inputs from proposing companies.

Approach 2) UE remains in RRC_INACTIVE 
This section aims to clarify how approach 2) would work like, i.e. UE remains in RRC_INACTIVE upon detecting an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session. The motivation to enable this mechanism is to guarantee data continuity, and minimize/prevent data loss and duplication of the ongoing SDT session. Upon detecting this failure, the UE shall immediately initiate a sub-sequent access. It is important to keep in mind that the feasibility of this approach 2) depends on the inputs to be provided by SA3 in relation to the security related LS [23] sent by RAN2.
[bookmark: _Toc78534538][bookmark: _Toc78538157][bookmark: _Toc79098917][bookmark: _Toc79415112][bookmark: _Toc79422054][bookmark: _Toc79422242][bookmark: _Toc79422260]Upon UE detects an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session and remains into legacy RRC_INACTIVE, the UE shall immediately initiate a request to resume the suspended RRC connection or to (re)start the SDT session
This sub-sequent access after the failure (referred for this discussion as “recovery solution”) is explained by supporting companies from different angles and levels of details. For example:
· Recovery solution 0) UE suspends SDT DRBs and PDCP entities upon failure and performs SDT/RRC Resume procedure in the reselected new cell [12][20][7][13].
· Recovery solution 1) serving gNB provides a new NCC and I-RNTI upon initiating any SDT mechanism (i.e. 1st DL SDT msg) for future use after current SDT session ends or terminates [4][14].
· Recovery solution 2) gNB provides new NCC/RNTI immediately after an abrupt termination of the SDT session with UE’s behaviour aligned with RRC Reestablishment message operation continuing the SDT session in RRC_INACTIVE [4].
· Recovery solution 3) UE uses horizonal key derivation for the recovery mechanism after an abrupt termination of an SDT session (where data uses this new key but short MAC-I may still be calculated based on the stored key) [4].
· Recovery solution 4) Assuming that SA3 informs that NCC and I-RNTI can be reused in a different cell, the recovery solution for cell reselection case works as follows [14][18]: 
· The RRCResumeRequest is routed to the old anchor gNB and the old anchor gNB shall be able to verify the UE and generate new keys irrespective of whether anchor relocation and path switch happens before in the SDT session – needs to be checked with RAN3
· The new key is derived for the new cell (using the same NCC and the KgNB in the stored UE inactive context, but using new PCI/ARFCN)
· PDCP based recovery mechanism is used to recover the lost/unacknowledged data whilst the UE Stays in RRC_INACTIVE state
On summary, the recovery solutions 1)-4) explained above aim to define a mechanism that address the following concerns:
· Security concerns, such as, b.1) if new NCC is not provided after the failure of the SDT session, b.2) the NCC to be used for the follow up RRCResumeRequest in the recovery, and b.3) if the Data PDCP COUNT reset as the same key cannot be used with same count. 
· Concerns of additional delay or even confusion when looking for the gNB where UE’s context was previously stored. I.e. I-RNTI stored in UE points to the anchor gNB when the new serving gNB has a copy of the UE AS context or is actually already relocated.
These concerns are common to some of the ones discussed in previous section sections, therefore the suggestion is to discuss them for the failure handling scenario keeping in mind the details/options provided in the corresponding previous points.
Discussion point 15) When a UE detects a failure of an ongoing SDT session and remains in RRC_INACTIVE, UE shall initiate immediately a recovery mechanism (e.g. via SDT or resume) and the following sub-topics needs to also be addressed for this specific scenario (in relation to the 2nd resume procedure):
A) [bookmark: _Hlk75089702]Previous Discussion point 3) Resume Cause value for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg.
B) Previous  Discussion point 4) and Discussion point 5) on the PDCP COUNT and/or security key to be used.
C) Previous Discussion point 6) on which key is used for the generation of the resumeMAC-I.
D) Previous Discussion point 7) on the identification of UE AS context in the network when the ongoing SDT session is with UE AS context relocation. 
E) Previous Discussion point 8) on the network handling of the 2nd RRCResumeRequest and the RRCResume messages.
Q.26) for 2nd Phase
This Q.26) is created based on previous discussion point.
Q.26) [bookmark: _Ref75005971]When a UE detects a failure of an ongoing SDT session and remains in RRC_INACTIVE, UE shall initiate immediately a recovery mechanism (e.g. via SDT or resume). Please indicate if your responses provided for previous Q.11) to Q.16) are not applicable for this specific scenario (in relation to the 2nd resume procedure) and if so, please explain the different behaviour/operation.
Q.26.1) Previous Q.11) Resume Cause value for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg.
Q.26.2) Previous Q.12) and Q.13) on the PDCP COUNT and/or security key to be used.
Q.26.3) Previous Q.14) on which key is used for the generation of the resumeMAC-I.
Q.26.4) Previous Q.15) on the identification of UE AS context in the network when the ongoing SDT session is with UE AS context relocation. 
Q.26.5) Previous Q.16) on the network handling of the 2nd RRCResumeRequest and the RRCResume messages.
	Company’s name
	Q.11) to Q.16) with responses not applicable here
	Justification on the different behaviour/operation for the specific question 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	All our replies are applicable to this case as well and the common approach can be used for both non-SDT data indication, cell reselection and potentially other “failure” cases in case CCCH-based solution is used.

	ZTE
	
	Our answers are also applicable here. 
Then, if we go with a solution to support for all these Events, then we need to discuss whether the UE needs to send an UL message to indicate the failure case and we need to agree on the contents of this UL message (e.g. indicating the event that caused the error – e.g. event 1), 2), 3) 4)), other information included in this message etc. Then we can decide which message to use. 

	InterDigital
	
	Our replies are applicable for the scenario.

	CATT
	
	The UE may perform cell reselection again after the first cell reselection. We wonder how to handle the case when the UE remains in RRC_INACTIVE and initiates a recovery mechanism after detection of a failure of an on-going SDT session. Would a 3rd RRCResumeRequest msg be initiated?

	Samsung
	
	Replies are applicable for this scenario

	Fujitsu
	
	Our replies to Q.11-Q.16 apply for this specific scenario.
Failure indication can be considered, but existing failure indication would be the starting point.
Cell reselection can also be considered, but existing cell reselection mechanism would also be the starting point.

	LG
	We are not sure what this question really asks. Specific issue should be discussed case-by-case.
	

	Intel
	Q.14) may require further discussion as the recovery mechanism may be done with a new gNB. If so, the options 6.e and 6.d may not work (as the security key used during SDT session with gNB_2 should not be reused with the new gNB_3). Therefore options 6.b) and 6.c) may be more suitable.

However  as discussed in previous Q.14), to determine which approach may be preferable for this, SA3/RAN3 input/confirmation may be required as there are many factors to consider such as PDCP COUNT is reset, whether anchoring is used, which node processes ResumeMac-I, C-RNTI used for ResumeMAC-I calculation.


	We understand that our responses to Q.11) to Q.16) are applicable for the new recovery mechanism to handle an abrupt termination of an SDT session (considering the comments provided on the other column). 

However, it is important to understand why CCCH based approach may be suitable for a failure scenario (discussed here) but not for a normal handling (discussed in previous section 3.2) to enable the switch from SDT to RRC_CONNECTED. 
· The switch from an ongoing (SDT to RRC_CONNECTED is a normal scenario that could happen frequently. For non-SDT data scenario, UE has an ongoing communication with gNB, therefore it seems preferable keeping the control in the network side on when to initiate the switch (as allowed by DCCH based operation), instead of allowing the UE to autonomously break/stop and ongoing SDT session in order to resume the connection.
· The recovery mechanism after an abrupt termination of an SDT session may not be as frequent scenario. When this happens the communication between UE and gNB is already broken. Therefore, CCCH like approach should be used which allows the UE autonomously to initiate the recovery mechanism (w/o network control).

The following flow for failure recovery involving gNB3 figure also highlights the difference to CCCH:  




	NEC
	
	Our replies are applicable for the scenario.

	OPPO
	
	Our replies are applicable for the scenario.

	FGI, APT
	
	Our previous replies are also applicable here.

	vivo
	
	We share similar views with above companies.

	Qualcomm
	-
	We prefer to Approach 1) UE transitions autonomously into RRC_IDLE.

	Xiaomi
	
	Our replies are applicable for the scenario.





1. [bookmark: _Ref78359390]Summary report from 2nd Phase (including proposals)
This report summarizes the views of 16 companies provide their views to the 2nd phase of this email discussion (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, InterDigital, CATT, Samsung, Fujitsu, LG, Intel, NEC, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
Aiming to help with the review of the report, hyperlinks to the different questions of the 2nd phase are added in the “Q.#” added in each section header of the report below. In addition, to help with the meeting discussion/progress, the proposals are categorized starting with: [To agree] when there is large support and hence proposed for easy agreement, and [To discuss] when there is substantial level of support and agreement may be possible.
The proposals also start with a number: for the format [x], ‘x’ represents the number of supportive companies (i.e. these solutions are marked as FFS as the proposed solutions were not discussed by all companies) and, for the format [x/y], ‘x’ represents the number of supportive companies, and (y-x) the number of companies with different view. 
[bookmark: _Ref78409965]Topic #1: Handling to switch from SDT to CONNECTED during an ongoing SDT session without UE AS context relocation
Option 1.a) Network releases the UE back into RRC_INACTIVE when anchor relocation is required in the middle of an SDT session
Q.1) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to ”Q.1) 	For previous option 1.a), is there any mechanism needed to prevent data loss in case UE is moved back to INACTIVE state”
· No: 14 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, InterDigital, CATT, Samsung, Fujitsu, LG, Intel, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi). It is explained:
· PDCP SDUs are not discarded when the UE moves to RRC INACTIVE, i.e. data loss can be prevented.
· Some companies acknowledged that redundancy of PDCP PDUs may happen.
· Optimizations, if any, are up to UE or network implementation to prevent data loss or duplication in DL and UL.
· Yes: 1 company (ZTE). 
· [ZTE] Option (1.a) does not resolve the issues of avoiding redundancy or ensuring the delivery in order of PDCP PDUs. Moreover it is clarified that RAN2 agreed to a lossless delivery.
· Maybe: 2 companies (Intel, NEC). It is explained:
· [NEC] For SDT SRB, both PDCP PDUs and SDUs are discarded during the PDCP re-establishment in the subsequent RRC resume procedure
Proposal 1 [suggested during 2nd phase].	[To agree] [14/16] No new solution is defined to address the scenario where the anchor relocation is required in the middle of an SDT session, i.e. network relies on releasing the UE back into RRC_INACTIVE. For this approach, data loss can be minimized by network and UE implementation, but data duplication may happen.
This suggested proposal 1 is updated based on companies inputs during 3rd phase in section 6.4.1 for question Q.C). Changes done in 3rd phase are marked in purple and underline.
Proposal 1. [bookmark: _Toc79098918][bookmark: _Toc79098970][bookmark: _Toc79115548][bookmark: _Toc79115714][bookmark: _Toc79396207][bookmark: _Toc79404812][bookmark: _Toc79404945][bookmark: _Toc79415057][bookmark: _Toc79419223][bookmark: _Toc79419976][bookmark: _Toc79420023][bookmark: _Ref78327180][bookmark: _Toc79098919][bookmark: _Toc79098971][bookmark: _Toc79115549][bookmark: _Toc79115715][bookmark: _Toc79396208][bookmark: _Toc79404813][bookmark: _Toc79404946][bookmark: _Toc79415058][bookmark: _Toc79419224][bookmark: _Toc79419977][bookmark: _Toc79420024][bookmark: _Toc79422055][bookmark: _Toc79422091][bookmark: _Toc79422189][bookmark: _Toc79422261][bookmark: _Toc78492597][bookmark: _Ref78492685][bookmark: _Toc78497644][bookmark: _Toc78534539][bookmark: _Ref78536627][bookmark: _Toc78538158][bookmark: _Toc78538206][To agree] [14/16] No new solution is defined to prevent data loss or duplication for the scenario where the anchor relocation is required in the middle of an SDT session, i.e. network can rely on releasing the UE back into RRC_INACTIVE. 

[bookmark: _Ref78326789]Option 1.b) New mechanism that allow performing anchor relocation in the middle of an SDT session in order to switch from SDT to CONNECTED
Q.2) - report of 2nd Phase
[bookmark: _Hlk78318482]The summary report to ” Q.2)	Is the following understanding confirmed: for the scenario where anchor relocation is performed in the middle of an ongoing SDT session, the security key is updated to meet SA3 requirement that the same security key is not re-used in two nodes?”
· Check with SA3 on whether this is an issue: 13 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, CATT, Samsung, LG, Intel, NEC, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· [Huawei-HiSilicon] Scenario might be different than legacy because all the messages are anyway sent over the air interface between serving gNB and the UE (i.e. between the UE and a single gNB, not two different gNBs).
· [Huawei-HiSilicon] The security issue may only be with RRCResume msg as right after resuming the connection, the serving gNB can perform security key update based on the new NCC received from AMF during Path Switch. 
[Rapporteur’s input] How the security is updated in UE after resume might require clarification (e.g. does network trigger HO procedure immediately after Resume proc. or adding NCC to Resume message).
· [NEC] PDCP location is changed, but the radio link is not changed
· Yes: 7 companies (ZTE, InterDigital, CATT, Fujitsu, Intel, OPPO, FGI-APT,)
· [ZTE] Handling of the pending PDCP entity will then need to be performed
· [InterDigital] AS keys should be updated upon change of anchoring point
Proposal 2 [suggested during 2nd phase].	 [To agree] [14/16] If a new mechanism is defined to enable the scenario where anchor relocation is performed in the middle of an ongoing SDT session to move UE to CONNECTED, RAN2 needs to check with SA3 if the security key needs to be updated in order to meet SA3 requirement that the same security key is not re-used in two nodes or not.   .
This suggested proposal 2 is updated based on companies inputs during 3rd phase in section 6.4.1 for question Q.C). Changes done in 3rd phase are marked in purple and underline.
Proposal 2. [bookmark: _Toc79098920][bookmark: _Toc79098972][bookmark: _Toc79115550][bookmark: _Toc79115716][bookmark: _Toc79396209][bookmark: _Toc79404814][bookmark: _Toc79404947][bookmark: _Toc79415059][bookmark: _Toc79419225][bookmark: _Toc79419978][bookmark: _Toc79420025][bookmark: _Toc79098921][bookmark: _Toc79098973][bookmark: _Toc79115551][bookmark: _Toc79115717][bookmark: _Toc79396210][bookmark: _Toc79404815][bookmark: _Toc79404948][bookmark: _Toc79415060][bookmark: _Toc79419226][bookmark: _Toc79419979][bookmark: _Toc79420026][bookmark: _Toc79422056][bookmark: _Toc79422092][bookmark: _Toc79422190][bookmark: _Toc79422262][bookmark: _Toc78492598][bookmark: _Toc78497645][bookmark: _Toc78534540][bookmark: _Ref78536638][bookmark: _Toc78538159][bookmark: _Toc78538207][To discuss] [14/16] To discuss whether a new mechanism is defined to allow fallbacking from SDT to CONNECTED that requires performing anchor relocation in the middle of an ongoing SDT session. 
Proposal 2.1. [bookmark: _Toc79098922][bookmark: _Toc79098974][bookmark: _Toc79115552][bookmark: _Toc79115718][bookmark: _Toc79396211][bookmark: _Toc79404816][bookmark: _Toc79404949][bookmark: _Toc79415061][bookmark: _Toc79419227][bookmark: _Toc79419980][bookmark: _Toc79420027][bookmark: _Toc79422057][bookmark: _Toc79422093][bookmark: _Toc79422191][bookmark: _Toc79422263]If proposal 2 is agreed, RAN2 needs to check with SA3 if the security key needs to be updated in order to meet SA3 requirement that the same security key is not re-used in two nodes or not.   

Q.3) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.3) 	Assuming that RAN2 confirms in previous point in Q.2) (i.e. “the scenario where anchor relocation is performed in the middle of an ongoing SDT session, the security key is updated”), The following points summarize suggested RAN2 solutions to be confirmed for the new mechanism that updates the security key when performing anchor relocation in the middle of an ongoing SDT session. Please indicate your view on the solution points listed below and/or if you propose new ones to consider.”
· Solution Point 3) (which seems the same as option 1.a) discussed in Q.1)): 12 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, Samsung, Fujitsu, LG, Intel, Apple, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· [ZTE] UE shall trigger the next resume procedure using normal rules.
· [CATT] Points that solution point 2) introduces additional delay
· [Samsung] Assuming that SA3 confirms that security key needs to be updated.
· Solution Point 1) & Solution Point 2): 2 companies (Intel, OPPO)
· Solution Point 2) (which seems same as RRC Conn. Reestablishment): 1 company (InterDigital)
· [CATT] Points that solution point 3) introduces additional delay
[Rapporteur’s input] Majority of companies supports solution point 3) which is the same as option 1.a) of Q.1), therefore corresponding proposal is already addressed in related summary report section 5.1.1.1.

Q.4) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.4)	The following questions/points are suggested to be asked/informed to RAN3 in order to enable the new mechanism that allows the switching from SDT to RRC_CONECTED during an ongoing SDT session where the UE context was not relocated by the network (as explained in previous option 1.b). Please indicate if you do not agree to include any of them and/or if you propose new questions to be shared with RAN3”
· Not to send any question: 7 companies (ZTE, Samsung, LG, Apple, Lenovo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· [ZTE] Wait until solution details are discussed for Topic #1.
· [Apple] Check with SA3 first before asking RAN3.
· Not to include Q4.1): 6 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, Fujitsu, NEC, OPPO, FGI-APT, vivo)
· Not to include Q4.2): 6 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, Fujitsu, NEC, OPPO, FGI-APT, vivo)
· Not to include Q4.3): 7 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, InterDigital, Fujitsu, NEC, OPPO, FGI-APT, vivo)
· Not to include Q4.4): 7 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, InterDigital, Fujitsu, NEC, OPPO, FGI-APT, vivo)
· Not to include Q4.5): 4 companies (Fujitsu, NEC, OPPO, vivo)
· Not to include Q4.6): 3 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, CATT, FGI-APT)
· Include all Q4.1) to Q4.6): companies (Intel)
· [Intel] If (and only if) RAN2 agrees to enable the mechanism explained by option 1.b).
[Rapporteur’s input] No proposal is suggested as there is larger support not to ask any question to RAN3 yet until solution details are progressed or SA3’s input is gotten. 

Q.5) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.5)	The following questions/points are suggested to be asked/informed to SA3 in order to enable a new mechanism that allows the switching from SDT to RRC_CONECTED during an ongoing SDT session where the UE context was not initially relocated by the network during SDT (as explained in previous option 1.b). Please indicate if you do not agree to include any of them and/or if you propose new questions to share with SA3.”
· Not to include Q5.1): 10 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, Fujitsu, LG, NEC, OPPO, FGI-APT, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· Include Q5.1): 5 companies (InterDigital, Samsung, Intel, Apple, Lenovo,)
· [Samsung, vivo] Refers to the question/description ask in Q.2) better than the wording in Q5.1)
[Rapporteur’s input] No proposal is suggested as there is larger support not to send Q5.1) to SA3 if a simple solution of moving UE back to INACTIVE (option 1.a)) is adopted.  Although some companies are open to consider this topic as part of previous Q.2. Proposal in summary report of Q2 (section 5.1.2.1) addresses related topic.

Topic #2: Radio bearer handling when switching from SDT to CONNECTED
Observation 2. (from 1st phase)	When switching from SDT to CONNECTED, it is left up to network implementation that the data exchanged before triggering the fallback to resume is not lost (i.e. UE does not need to retransmit it) and SDT related data traffic can continue after UE gets CONNECTED.
Q.6) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.6)	When UE receives RRCResume message during an ongoing SDT session or in response to RRCResumeRequest message sent for SDT (i.e. switch from SDT to CONNECTED), how are the PDCP entities handled?
· Option 2.a): 12 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, InterDigital, CATT, Fujitsu, Intel, NEC, Apple, FGI-APT, Lenovo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· Option 2.a) is “PDCP entities for only the non-SDT RBs are re-established (i.e., SDT RBs are not re-established as were already resumed for the SDT session)”
· [Huawei-HiSilicon, Interdigital, CATT, Fujitsu, Intel, NEC, Apple, FGI-APT, Lenovo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi] Option 2.a) applies if same security key is used e.g. for anchor relocation case or in case serving gNB is already an anchor when SDT is triggered.
· [Huawei-HiSilicon, InterDigital, CATT, Intel] Option 2.a) only applies if security key is not updated
· [ZTE] Option 2.a) should be baseline one.
· Option 2.c) : 13 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, InterDigital, CATT, Samsung, Fujitsu, LG, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· [Huawei-HiSilicon, InterDigital, CATT, Fujitsu, Intel, NEC, Apple, FGI-APT, Lenovo] (new) option 2.c.1) all RBs need to be re-established if new keys are going to be used e.g. for non-anchor relocation case
· [ZTE, Samsung, LG, OPPO, vivo] UE follows network configuration
· [ZTE] (new) network indicates the RBs to re-establish when performing reconfiguration with sync but existing signaling already supports this.
· [LG, vivo] Network can indicate whether PDCP entities are or not re-established via RRCResume msg. (applicable even for SDT RBs)
· [OPPO] Network indicates whether PDCP entities are reestablished in RRCRelease msg.
[Rapporteur’s input] No proposal is added for non-anchor relocation case as there was not a large support to provide new keys when relocating the context in the middle of the SDT session (as summarized in section 5.1.2)
Proposal 3. [bookmark: _Toc78492599][bookmark: _Toc78497646][bookmark: _Toc78534541][bookmark: _Ref78536647][bookmark: _Toc78538160][bookmark: _Toc78538208][bookmark: _Toc79098923][bookmark: _Toc79098975][bookmark: _Toc79115553][bookmark: _Toc79115719][bookmark: _Toc79396212][bookmark: _Toc79404817][bookmark: _Toc79404950][bookmark: _Toc79415062][bookmark: _Toc79419228][bookmark: _Toc79419981][bookmark: _Toc79420028][bookmark: _Toc79422058][bookmark: _Toc79422094][bookmark: _Toc79422192][bookmark: _Toc79422264][To agree] [13/16] [option 2.c)] The PDCP entities of only the non-SDT RBs are re-established (i.e. not for the SDT RBs) unless any new security keys are derived during the switch from SDT to CONNECTED (i.e. when UE receives RRCResume message during an SDT session).  Current signalling (e.g. resume) can be used by the network to re-establish these PDCP entities as required.

[bookmark: _Ref78409994]Non-SDT data handling during ongoing SDT session
Topic #3: non-SDT Data available when “starting” an SDT session
Q.7) - report of 2nd Phase
“Scenario 1) When non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has initiated an SDT procedure (i.e. UE sends RACH preamble), but 1st UL RRC message has not been sent yet. This could be when UE has already sent PRACH preamble when using 4-step RA-SDT. Scenario 1) only targets RA-SDT.”
The summary report to “Q.7)	What is the expected UE behaviour for scenario 1) when non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has initiated an SDT procedure (i.e. RACH preamble is sent) but 1st UL RRC message has not been sent yet?” 
· This scenario is a corner case one: 5 companies (ZTE, InterDigital, Samsung, Intel, Qualcomm)
· Handling for this scenario is left up to UE implementation: 5 companies (LG, Intel, Apple, vivo, Qualcomm)
· For CCCH-based solution, UE terminates RACH proc. and initiate a new non-SDT RACH proc.: 8 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, InterDigital, Samsung, NEC, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo)
· For DCCH-based solution, UE continues current RACH proc.: 5 companies (ZTE, InterDigital, Samsung, OPPO, Lenovo)
· An unified UE behaviour is preferable: 6 companies (CATT, Samsung, Fujitsu, NEC, Lenovo, Xiaomi)
[Rapporteur’s input] No proposal is suggested as majority of companies’ prefers following option (1) the same mechanism as when non-SDT data is detect (which is discussed in detailed in separate sections for CCCH-based and DCCH-based solution), or option (2) the handling is left up to UE implementation. However for either option no specification change seems required to support this scenario beyond the behaviour specified for CCCH/DCCH solution (1).

Q.8) - report of 2nd Phase
“Scenario 2) When non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has initiated an SDT procedure and has sent the 1st UL RRC message + data successfully, but contention resolution has not been received by UE in Msg.4/Msg.B. Scenario 2) only targets RA-SDT.”
The summary report to “Q.8)	What is the expected UE behaviour for scenario 2) when non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has initiated an SDT procedure and has sent the 1st UL RRC message + data successfully, but contention resolution has not been received by UE in Msg.4/Msg.B?”
· Majority of companies shares the views provided to Q7.
· [vivo] Suggest postponing the discussion until RAN2 addresses whether BSR reporting for suspended DRB is allowed.
[Rapporteur’s input] No need to address this scenario here – see report of related Q.7) in section 5.3.1.1.

Q.9) - report of 2nd Phase
“Scenario x) When non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has initiated an SDT procedure and has sent the 1st UL RRC message + data via CG resource, but UE has not received any feedback during the CG response window. Scenario x) only targets CG-SDT.”
The summary report to “Q.9)	What is the expected UE behaviour for scenario x) when non-SDT Data becomes available after UE has initiated an SDT procedure and has sent the 1st UL RRC message +data via CG resource, but UE has not received any feedback during the CG response window?”
· Majority of companies shares the views provided to Q7 and/or Q8.
[Rapporteur’s input] No need to address this scenario here – see report of related Q.7) in section 5.3.1.1.

[CCCH point (1)] Detection of non-SDT data
Observation 3. (from 1st phase)	For CCCH-based approach, UE autonomously triggers the end or the release of ongoing SDT session upon detecting the non-SDT data.
Q.10) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.10)	For CCCH-based approach, upon UE autonomously triggers the end or the release of ongoing SDT session, what is the expected “PDCP suspend operation” considering previous options 1.x or new ones?”
· Option 1.a): 7 companies (CATT, LG, Intel, Apple, OPPO, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
Option 1.c): 8 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, Fujitsu, LG, Intel, Apple, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo)
· Option 1.a) is “Legacy behaviour - PDCP is suspended, and PDUs flushed.  If PDCP suspend operation is done upon UE autonomously triggers the end or the release of ongoing SDT session, UE/network may not be able to detect data duplication and prevent data loss. This is also explained by Observation 6 in next section 3.2.4. This is also related to the discussion in next section 3.2.4. ”
· Option 1.c) is “Legacy behaviour with horizontal key derivation using the key derived after the first RRCResume as the base key - PDCP is suspended and PDUs flushed, the UE and RAN derive new KgNB* horizontally, which is used for new UP and CP keys calculation. This way issue mentioned in section 3.2.4 is avoided”.  However Rapporteur clarified that this new option 1.c) is already covered by option 1.a) that assume legacy behaviour of the PDCP handling i.e. “PDCP is suspended, and PDUs flushed” (understanding that the security mechanism to be used (e.g. horizontal key derivation) is discussed in next Q.14)). 
· [ZTE, Samsung, FGI-APT] Horizontal key derivation may not always work as the keys between network and UE will go out of sync in this case e.g. when the network may not have received the first RRCResume message.
· [ZTE, Samsung, FGI-APT, Lenovo] If the horizontal key derivation based on the initial derived key is used for the 2nd RRCResume procedure, an indication is needed in the RRCResumeReq to indicate that this is the 2nd RRCResumeReq
· [Intel] UE and network may not be able to detect data duplication and to prevent data loss.
· [NEC, OPPO] Option 1.a) requires that new keys can be obtained in the second RRC Resume procedure
· [Qualcomm] Option 1.c) if there is any security issue.
· [Xiaomi] SA3 new solution defined to avoid the replay attack for RRCResuemeRequest message could be re-used here.
· Option 1.b): 5 companies (ZTE, Samsung, Intel, NEC, OPPO)
· Option 1.b) is “New behaviour - PDCP suspend operation is not done or changed upon UE autonomously triggers the end or the release of ongoing SDT session.  PDCP SN is not reset and PDUs are not flushed.  If so, it needs to be clarified if network needs to distinguish between the 1st and 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg. and the corresponding different actions would need to be addressed. This is related to Discussion point 3) in next section 3.2.3.”
· [Intel] UE and network needs to be aligned/synched on not resetting the PDCP COUNT and not flushing the PDCP PDUs.
· [NEC, OPPO] Option 1.b) requires that the keys are maintained
· [Lenovo] what about PDCP entity for non-SDT DRB, will it be associated to the key applied by the SDT procedure?
· [Interdigital] Option 1.x) New keys are derived in the middle of the switch (which leads to a re-establishment of the PDCP).
· [ZTE, Samsung, FGI-APT] which key is used for 2nd RRCResume procedure needs to be clarified: option 1) key stored in the UE INACTIVE AS context (which would follow legacy resume proc.) vs option 2) new key derived after 1st RRCResume procedure. Option 2) should be used for CCCH-based  approach.
[Rapporteur’s input] Understanding that option 1.c) is a subpoint of option 1.a), a total of 12 companies supported the approach explained for the expected “PDCP suspend operation”. Note that the security key handling is summarized in the report of Q.14 in next section 5.3.6.1.
[ZTE’s input provided during 3rd phase in section 6.4.1 for question Q.C)] For CCCH solution, the suspend operation may or may not be the legacy PDCP suspend operation since the COUNT may or may not be reset (depending on the solution chosen – i.e. proposal f)).
Proposal 4 [suggested during 2nd phase].	Proposal 4.	[To agree] [12/16] [Option 1.a) & 1.c)] For CCCH-based approach, upon UE autonomously triggers the end or the release of ongoing SDT session, PDCP is suspended and PDUs flushed.
This suggested proposal 4 is updated based on companies inputs during 3rd phase in section 6.4.1 for question Q.C). Changes done in 3rd phase are marked in purple and underline.
Proposal 4. [bookmark: _Toc79098924][bookmark: _Toc79098976][bookmark: _Toc79115554][bookmark: _Toc79115720][bookmark: _Toc79396213][bookmark: _Toc79404818][bookmark: _Toc79404951][bookmark: _Toc79415063][bookmark: _Toc79419229][bookmark: _Toc79419982][bookmark: _Toc79420029][bookmark: _Toc78492600][bookmark: _Ref78492707][bookmark: _Toc78497647][bookmark: _Toc78534542][bookmark: _Toc78538161][bookmark: _Toc78538209][bookmark: _Toc79098925][bookmark: _Toc79098977][bookmark: _Toc79115555][bookmark: _Toc79115721][bookmark: _Toc79396214][bookmark: _Toc79404819][bookmark: _Toc79404952][bookmark: _Toc79415064][bookmark: _Toc79419230][bookmark: _Toc79419983][bookmark: _Toc79420030][bookmark: _Toc79422059][bookmark: _Toc79422095][bookmark: _Toc79422193][bookmark: _Toc79422265][To agree] [12/16] [Option 1.a) & 1.c)] For CCCH-based approach, upon UE autonomously triggers the end or the release of ongoing SDT session, PDCP is suspended and PDUs flushed. FFS whether PDCP operation is same or not as legacy one (depdendent to other details to be agreed on CCCH-based approach).

[CCCH point (2)] RACH, UAC associated with the 2nd resume proc.
Observation 4. (from 1st phase)	When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach, AS applies UAC and initiates random access procedure same as any legacy UE in RRC_INACTIVE.

[CCCH point (3)] Resume cause 
Q.11) - report of 2nd Phase
[bookmark: _Hlk78366184]The summary report to “Q.11)	When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach, is there any needed for the network to differentiate that this UE had an SDT session ongoing and is sending a 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg., for example by including a new value of the resume cause?”
· Yes: 14 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, InterDigital, CATT, Samsung, Fujitsu, LG, Intel, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm)
· [Intel] For option 1.b) of Q10), i.e. PDCP suspend operation is not done, gNB needs to differentiate that this UE had an ongoing SDT session that was terminated abruptly by UE and UE is requesting a immediate request to resume the connection in order to continue the data transmission in RRC_CONNECTED
· New indication send to differentiate the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg.
· Not needed [Huawei-HiSilicon, InterDigital, Fujitsu, LG, NEC, Apple, OPPO, vivo]
· gNB differentiates the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg implicitly via the I-RNTI [Huawei-HiSilicon, InterDigital]
· gNB internal counter (not-standardized) can be used for this [Fujitsu]
· when gNB can identify the UE as first SDT transmission is successful [Apple, OPPO]
· Needed [ZTE, CATT, Samsung, FGI-APT, Lenovo, Qualcomm]
· When UE uses horizontal key derivation for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest [ZTE, Samsung, FGI-APT]
· when gNB cannot identify the UE e.g. if first SDT transmission is not successful [Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT]
· FFS [Intel]
· No: companies (Intel, NEC, Xiaomi)
· [Intel] For option 1.a) of Q10), i.e. PDCP suspend operation follows legacy suspend/resume, gNB does not need to know that UE had an ongoing SDT session
· [Xiaomi] SA3 new solution defined to avoid the replay attack for RRCResuemeRequest message could be re-used here.
[Huawei’s input provided during 3rd phase in section 6.4.1 for question Q.C)] Clarification on their understanding:
1.  In case there horizontal key derivation is not needed and not performed, then the network does not have to be able to distinguish 1st and 2nd resume request as the stored key is used for both.
2. In case horizontal key derivation is done, then if the 2nd request is to be successful, the network needs to be able to distinguish it from the 1st one. 
The only case when 2) is not possible is when contention resolution was not successful for the first attempt which is a corner case as already commented by many companies. Therefore thwere are three options on how to handle this issue:
1. Do not use horizontal key derivation in this case, i.e. trigger RACH with an old key. 
2. Perform key derivation, but assume this is a corner case and not address this issue. In this situation second RRCResumeRequest may fail ocassionally.
3. Introduce some indication in RRCResumeRequest which most likely means new resumecause if we want to avoid new message definition.
Proposal 5 [suggested during 2nd phase].	 [To agree] [14/16] For CCCH-based approach, when switching from SDT to non-SDT, network should be able to differentiate that this UE had an SDT session ongoing and is sending a 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg,  [8/16] If horizonal key derivation is not done, network can differentiate the 2nd access implicitly (e.g. via I-RNTI and gNB’s implementation) and a new indication is not needed. [6/16] If horizonal key derivation is done, network can differentiate the 2nd access with a new indication sent in that 2nd RRCResumeRequest. Note: whether horizontal key derivation is done is discussed in next Proposal 8.
This suggested proposal 5 is updated based on companies inputs during 3rd phase in section 6.4.1 for question Q.C). Changes done in 3rd phase are marked in purple and underline.
Proposal 5. [bookmark: _Ref78413723][bookmark: _Ref79414718][bookmark: _Toc79415065][bookmark: _Toc79419231][bookmark: _Toc79419984][bookmark: _Toc79420031][bookmark: _Toc79422060][bookmark: _Toc79422096][bookmark: _Toc79422194][bookmark: _Toc79422266][bookmark: _Toc79098926][bookmark: _Toc79098978][bookmark: _Toc79115556][bookmark: _Toc79115722][bookmark: _Toc79396215][bookmark: _Toc79404820][bookmark: _Toc79404953][bookmark: _Toc78492601][bookmark: _Toc78497648][bookmark: _Toc78534543][bookmark: _Toc78538162][bookmark: _Toc78538210][To agree] [14/16] For CCCH-based approach, when switching from SDT to non-SDT, network should be able to differentiate, if necessary, that this UE had an SDT session ongoing and is sending a 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg. 
Proposal 5.1. [bookmark: _Toc79415066][bookmark: _Toc79419232][bookmark: _Toc79419985][bookmark: _Toc79420032][bookmark: _Toc79422061][bookmark: _Toc79422097][bookmark: _Toc79422195][bookmark: _Toc79422267][To discuss] If Proposal 5 is agreed, to discuss possible related handlings depend on the need to perform horizontal key derivation (note: whether horizontal key derivation is done is discussed in next Proposal 8):
Proposal 5.1.1. [bookmark: _Toc79098927][bookmark: _Toc79098979][bookmark: _Toc79115557][bookmark: _Toc79115723][bookmark: _Toc79396216][bookmark: _Toc79404821][bookmark: _Toc79404954][bookmark: _Toc79415067][bookmark: _Toc79419233][bookmark: _Toc79419986][bookmark: _Toc79420033][bookmark: _Toc79422062][bookmark: _Toc79422098][bookmark: _Toc79422196][bookmark: _Toc79422268][bookmark: _Toc78492602][bookmark: _Ref78493024][bookmark: _Toc78497649][8/16] If horizonal key derivation is not done, network may not have to distinguish 1st and 2nd resume request. If it does, it can differentiate the 2nd access implicitly (e.g. via I-RNTI and gNB’s implementation) and a new indication is not needed. 
Proposal 5.1.2. [bookmark: _Toc79098928][bookmark: _Toc79098980][bookmark: _Toc79115558][bookmark: _Toc79115724][bookmark: _Toc79396217][bookmark: _Toc79404822][bookmark: _Toc79404955][bookmark: _Toc79415068][bookmark: _Toc79419234][bookmark: _Toc79419987][bookmark: _Toc79420034][bookmark: _Toc79422063][bookmark: _Toc79422099][bookmark: _Toc79422197][bookmark: _Toc79422269][6/16] If horizonal key derivation is needed, network needs to differentiate the 2nd access, e.g. with a new indication sent in that 2nd RRCResumeRequest. 

[CCCH point (4)] PDCP COUNT and/or security key to be used
Observation 5. (from 1st phase)	The mechanism to be defined that enables the switch from SDT to non-SDT shall meet the following NR requirement: the same PDCP COUNT value is not used more than once for a given security key.
Observation 6. (from 1st phase)	When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach, if the PDCP count is reset upon detecting non-SDT data during an ongoing SDT session, the UE/network may not be able to detect data duplication and prevent data loss during the transitioning into RRC_CONNECTED.
Q.12) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.12)	When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach, is the current behavior of resetting the PDCP count for RBs during the resume procedure applicable after the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg?”
· Yes: 13 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, InterDigital, CATT, Samsung, Fujitsu, Intel, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo,  Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· [Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, InterDigital, Samsung, Intel, Apple, OPPO, Lenovo, Qualcomm] Yes but only when the new key is derived at the UE e.g. using Horizontal key derivation for second RRCResumeRequest msg
· [ZTE, Intel] Lossless data (i.e. in order delivery without redundancy) might not be guarantee when PDCP COUNT is reset
· [Intel] Security related concerns need to be addressed as discussed in next questions (SA3 dependencies)
· No: 10 companies (InterDigital, Samsung, LG, Intel, NEC, Apple, OPPO, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm)
· [InterDigital, Samsung, Intel, Apple, Lenovo, Qualcomm] When key is not updated during the switch.
· [LG, vivo] PDCP count values are set only when PDCP suspend is requested by RRC, and the RRC requests PDCP suspend when the RRCRelease message is received
· [NEC] It is preferable to handle the issue in RAN2 (i.e. retain COUNT value) instead of impacting SA3 (if new keys were provided)
[ZTE’s input provided during 3rd phase in section 6.4.1 for question Q.C)] For the CCCH based solution, in case there is a DL SRB message during the SDT session, will the RRCRelease message be sent with the same key/COUNT pair with the other SRB message sent during the SDT session before the second CCCH message? Or will the key be updated before sending the RRCRelease in this case?
Proposal 6. [bookmark: _Toc79098929][bookmark: _Toc79098981][bookmark: _Toc79115559][bookmark: _Toc79115725][bookmark: _Toc79396218][bookmark: _Toc79404823][bookmark: _Toc79404956][bookmark: _Toc79415069][bookmark: _Toc79419235][bookmark: _Toc79419988][bookmark: _Toc79420035][bookmark: _Ref78493060][bookmark: _Toc78497650][bookmark: _Toc78492603][bookmark: _Toc78534544][bookmark: _Toc78538163][bookmark: _Toc78538211][bookmark: _Toc79098930][bookmark: _Toc79098982][bookmark: _Toc79115560][bookmark: _Toc79115726][bookmark: _Toc79396219][bookmark: _Toc79404824][bookmark: _Toc79404957][bookmark: _Toc79415070][bookmark: _Toc79419236][bookmark: _Toc79419989][bookmark: _Toc79420036][bookmark: _Toc79422064][bookmark: _Toc79422100][bookmark: _Toc79422198][bookmark: _Toc79422270][To agree] For CCCH-based approach, when switching from SDT to non-SDT, RAN2 needs to choose between options 1 and 2 not to use the same PDCP COUNT and security key. [13/16] [Option 1)] PDCP COUNT is reset, when the security key is updated. [10/16] [Option 2)] PDCP COUNT is maintained (i.e. not reset), when the security key is not updated. Note: whether security key needs to be updated is discussed in next Proposal 7 and Proposal 8.

Q.13) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.13)	When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach and if the PDCP COUNT is reset, how can the reuse of the same PDCP COUNT and the same security key for the RBs be prevented?”
· [bookmark: _Hlk78377613]Security key is updated (when PDCP COUNT is reset): 13 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, InterDigital, CATT, Fujitsu, Intel, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· Horizontal derivation is used to update the security key for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest: 9 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, Fujitsu, LG, Intel, OPPO, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm)
· Network provides updated security key right after getting RRC_CONNECTED: 5 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, LG, Apple, OPPO, Lenovo)
· [Apple] Network provides new security key for non-SDT access that follows a previous SDT session (i.e. after 1st UL SDT transmission success)
· New procedure at UE before and after contention resolution (ZTE).
· [InterDigital] Whether security key is or not updated depends on SA3 input.
· [Intel] The usage of the same security keys should be prevented by one of the mechanisms discussed in next Q.14).
· If key is not updated, COUNT is not reset: 4 companies (Samsung, LG, NEC, Apple)
· [Apple] Reuse of same key and PDCP COUNT is ok when non-SDT access is before the 1st UL SDT transmission is successfully received by the network.
[Rapporteur’s input] Inputs here are included in the report of next Q.14) are companies’ responses are addressing similar details (mainly in the support of horizontal derivation to update the security key for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg and whether network provides updated security key right after getting RRC_CONNECTED).

[CCCH point (5)] security associated resume MAC-I (dependent on SA3 outcome)
Q.14) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.14)	When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach, which previous option 6.x or new option is preferable to calculate the key used for generating the resumeMAC-I for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg. (understanding that some of this is dependent on SA3 outcome)?”
· Preference dependent on SA3’s input: 9 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, Intel, Samsung, LG, NEC, Apple, Lenovo, Qualcom)
· Option 6.d): 11 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, Intel, Samsung, LG, NEC, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo, Xiaomi)
· option 6.d) is “UE’s KRRCint key stored in UE Inactive AS Context i.e. same as for legacy RRCResumeRequest which was also used when the SDT session was started (before initiating ongoing switch to non-SDT) (this may depend on the SA3 conclusion).”
· [Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, Samsung, LG, NEC, Apple, Lenovo] Baseline solution if SA3 indicates that security key can be re-used. 
· [Intel] If the security is re-used, the PDCP COUNT is not reset (as discussed in Q.12)).
· [LG] If SA3 has concerns with option 6.d), other options can be discussed
· [Intel] Clarifies that Option 6.d) uses the same securityKey_0 used for 1st RRCResumeRequest when initiating the SDT session and for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest (as shown in a Figure)
· [Intel] Potential issue #1 (for options 6.e)/6.a) and 6.d)): if anchor gNB (gNB_1) is not relocated during the SDT session, gNB2 would use the same securityKey_1 for the data after 2nd RRCResumeReq is sent
· [Intel] Potential issue #2 (for options 6.d)): If anchor gNB (gNB_1) is fully relocated to serving gNB (gNB_2) during the SDT session, gNB_2 is not aware of securityKey_0. This would depend on RAN3 design of the context relocation for SDT operation.
· [Intel] Potential issue #3 (for options 6.d)): After 2nd RRCResumeReq is sent, SA3 would need to confirm whether the same securityKey_1 used during the SDT session can be used when switching to CONNECTED as it may not provide key separation between nodes (depending on which node processes the ResumeMAC-I).
· In Q.13) report of 2nd phased (captured in section 5.3.5.2), the following 5 companies supported that network provides updated security key right after getting RRC_CONNECTED (Huawei-HiSilicon, LG, Apple, OPPO, Lenovo)
· Option 6.e): 4 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, Intel, CATT, Fujitsu, Lenovo)
· option 6.e) is “UE’s new KRRCint key i.e. the one calculated when triggering SDT”.
· [Huawei-HiSilicon] If SA3 has a security concern with re-using the same security key.
· [Intel] option 6.a) and 6.e) seems the same, and clarifies that UE uses the NCC_1 (that was provided in last RRCRelease msg) to generate resumeMAC-I included in 2nd RRCResumeRequest (as shown in a Figure).
· [Intel] Potential issue #1 (for options 6e)/6.a) and 6.d)): if anchor gNB (gNB_1) is not relocated during the SDT session, gNB2 would use the same securityKey_1 for the data after 2nd RRCResumeReq is sent.
· [Lenovo] Option e) is more flexible and does not need new NCC in the 1st DL msg of the SDT proc.
· Option 6.a): 1 company (Intel)
· option 6.a) is “NCC provided in last RRCRelease message i.e. same as for legacy RRCResumeRequest which was also used when the SDT session was started (before initiating ongoing switch to non-SDT)”.
· [Intel] option 6.a) and 6.e) seems the same
· Option 6.b): companies (Fujitsu, Intel, Apple)
· option 6.b) is “Horizonal key derivation from current NCC”.
· [Intel] Clarifies that Option 6.b) uses a new securityKey_2 generated doing horizontal key derivation of NCC_1 is used for the data and alternatively it could also be used for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest (or even previous security_Key_1), as shown in a Figure.
· [Intel] This option is applicable if the security is updated and the PDCP COUNT is reset (as discussed in Q.12)).
· In Q.13) report of 2nd phased (captured in section 5.3.5.2), the following 9 companies support option 6.b) of doing “Horizonal key derivation” (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, Fujitsu, LG, Intel, OPPO, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm).
· Option 6.c): companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, Intel, Apple)
· [bookmark: _Hlk78386050]option 6.c) is “New NCC that was provided by the serving gNB in the 1st DL message after UE sends the 1st UL SDT msg (i.e. upon initiating the SDT session)”.
· [Huawei-HiSilicon, Apple] If SA3 has a security concern with re-using the same security key.
· [Intel] Clarifies that Option 6.c) uses a new NCC_3 provided by the gNB_2 as soon as UE starts the SDT session (as shown in a Figure).
· [Intel] This option is applicable if the security is updated and the PDCP COUNT is reset (as discussed in Q.12)).
· Option 6.x) TS 33.501 is updated to use COUNT=2 for resumeMAC-I calculation of the 2nd RRCResumeRequest for SDt operation (instead than COUNT=1): company (InterDigital)
· [Intel] SA3 input may be required to understand which source-c-RNTI should use when calculating the VarResumeMAC-Input  for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest.
· [Xiaomi] SA3 new solution defined to avoid the replay attack for RRCResuemeRequest message could be re-used here.
[Ericsson’s input provided during 3rd phase in section 6.2.4 for question Q.A)] There would not be a need for a “new key” if only a new MAC-I is defined to prevent replay attacks of RRCResumeRequest message. PDCP SN should not be reset to avoid reusing same key and PDCP SN in same cell. New MAC-I can be obtained by changing MAC-I generation by not putting “all input bits for COUNT, BEARER and DIRECTION set to binary ones”.
Proposal 7.1 [suggested during 2nd phase].	 [To agree] [12/16] [option 6.d)] If SA3 has no security concern, the security key in the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg is the same than in the 1st RRCResumeRequest msg (i.e. UE’s KRRCint key stored in UE Inactive AS Context).  Note: further details may need to be discussed, such as, security concerns (e.g. for data after the 2nd RRCResumeRequest or source-c-RNTI used for calculating the VarResumeMAC-Input) or network handling of the 2nd RRCResumeRequest.
This suggested proposal 7.1 is updated based on companies inputs during 3rd phase in section 6.4.1 for question Q.C). Changes done in 3rd phase are marked in purple and underline.
Proposal 7. [bookmark: _Toc79098931][bookmark: _Toc79098983][bookmark: _Toc79115561][bookmark: _Toc79115727][bookmark: _Toc79396220][bookmark: _Toc79404825][bookmark: _Toc79404958][bookmark: _Toc79415071][bookmark: _Toc79419237][bookmark: _Toc79419990][bookmark: _Toc79420037][bookmark: _Ref78470690][bookmark: _Toc78492604][bookmark: _Toc78497651][bookmark: _Toc78534545][bookmark: _Toc78538164][bookmark: _Toc78538212][bookmark: _Toc79098932][bookmark: _Toc79098984][bookmark: _Toc79115562][bookmark: _Toc79115728][bookmark: _Toc79396221][bookmark: _Toc79404826][bookmark: _Toc79404959][bookmark: _Toc79415072][bookmark: _Toc79419238][bookmark: _Toc79419991][bookmark: _Toc79420038][bookmark: _Toc79422065][bookmark: _Toc79422101][bookmark: _Toc79422199][bookmark: _Toc79422271][To agree] [9/16] For CCCH-based approach, when switching from SDT to non-SDT, RAN2 requires SA3 input to conclude on which key is used for generating the resumeMAC-I for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg (inter-related to previous LS sent by RAN2 to SA3).
Proposal 7.1. [bookmark: _Ref78385063][bookmark: _Toc78492605][bookmark: _Toc78497652][bookmark: _Toc78534546][bookmark: _Toc78538165][bookmark: _Toc78538213][bookmark: _Toc79098933][bookmark: _Toc79098985][bookmark: _Toc79115563][bookmark: _Toc79115729][bookmark: _Toc79396222][bookmark: _Toc79404827][bookmark: _Toc79404960][bookmark: _Toc79415073][bookmark: _Toc79419239][bookmark: _Toc79419992][bookmark: _Toc79420039][bookmark: _Toc79422066][bookmark: _Toc79422102][bookmark: _Toc79422200][bookmark: _Toc79422272][To agree] [12/16] [option 6.d)] If SA3 has no security concern as explained in proposal 7, the security key in the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg is the same than in the 1st RRCResumeRequest msg (i.e. UE’s KRRCint key stored in UE Inactive AS Context).  Note: additional/new details explained by companies in this email discussion may need further discussion, such as, other security concerns (e.g. for data after the 2nd RRCResumeRequest or source-c-RNTI used for calculating the VarResumeMAC-Input) or network handling of the 2nd RRCResumeRequest.
Proposal 8. [bookmark: _Toc78497653][bookmark: _Toc78497654][bookmark: _Toc78497655][bookmark: _Toc78492608][bookmark: _Toc78497656][bookmark: _Toc78534547][bookmark: _Ref78537271][bookmark: _Toc78538166][bookmark: _Toc78538214][bookmark: _Toc79098934][bookmark: _Toc79098986][bookmark: _Toc79115564][bookmark: _Toc79115730][bookmark: _Toc79396223][bookmark: _Toc79404828][bookmark: _Toc79404961][bookmark: _Toc79415074][bookmark: _Toc79419240][bookmark: _Toc79419993][bookmark: _Toc79420040][bookmark: _Toc79422067][bookmark: _Toc79422103][bookmark: _Toc79422201][bookmark: _Toc79422273][To agree] [12/16] If SA3 has some security concern with Proposal 7.1 or agreement in Proposal 6 requires an update of the security key, to continue discussion on how to update the security key for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest, considering at least the following proposed options:
Proposal 8.1. [bookmark: _Toc78492609][bookmark: _Toc78497657][bookmark: _Toc78534548][bookmark: _Toc78538167][bookmark: _Toc78538215][bookmark: _Toc79098935][bookmark: _Toc79098987][bookmark: _Toc79115565][bookmark: _Toc79115731][bookmark: _Toc79396224][bookmark: _Toc79404829][bookmark: _Toc79404962][bookmark: _Toc79415075][bookmark: _Toc79419241][bookmark: _Toc79419994][bookmark: _Toc79420041][bookmark: _Toc79422068][bookmark: _Toc79422104][bookmark: _Toc79422202][bookmark: _Toc79422274][To discuss] [5/16] [option 6.e)/6.a)] UE’s new KRRCint key i.e. the one calculated when triggering SDT (which is calculated based on the NCC provided in last RRCRelease msg). 
Proposal 8.2. [bookmark: _Toc78492610][bookmark: _Toc78497658][bookmark: _Toc78534549][bookmark: _Toc78538168][bookmark: _Toc78538216][bookmark: _Toc79098936][bookmark: _Toc79098988][bookmark: _Toc79115566][bookmark: _Toc79115732][bookmark: _Toc79396225][bookmark: _Toc79404830][bookmark: _Toc79404963][bookmark: _Toc79415076][bookmark: _Toc79419242][bookmark: _Toc79419995][bookmark: _Toc79420042][bookmark: _Toc79422069][bookmark: _Toc79422105][bookmark: _Toc79422203][bookmark: _Toc79422275][To discuss] [10/16] [option 6.b)] Horizonal key derivation.
Proposal 8.3. [bookmark: _Toc78492611][bookmark: _Toc78497659][bookmark: _Toc78534550][bookmark: _Toc78538169][bookmark: _Toc78538217][bookmark: _Toc79098937][bookmark: _Toc79098989][bookmark: _Toc79115567][bookmark: _Toc79115733][bookmark: _Toc79396226][bookmark: _Toc79404831][bookmark: _Toc79404964][bookmark: _Toc79415077][bookmark: _Toc79419243][bookmark: _Toc79419996][bookmark: _Toc79420043][bookmark: _Toc79422070][bookmark: _Toc79422106][bookmark: _Toc79422204][bookmark: _Toc79422276][To discuss] [3/16] [option 6.c)] New NCC that was provided by the serving gNB in the 1st DL message after UE sends the 1st UL SDT msg (i.e. upon initiating the SDT session)
Proposal 8.4. [bookmark: _Toc78492612][bookmark: _Toc78497660][bookmark: _Toc78534551][bookmark: _Toc78538170][bookmark: _Toc78538218][bookmark: _Toc79098938][bookmark: _Toc79098990][bookmark: _Toc79115568][bookmark: _Toc79115734][bookmark: _Toc79396227][bookmark: _Toc79404832][bookmark: _Toc79404965][bookmark: _Toc79415078][bookmark: _Toc79419244][bookmark: _Toc79419997][bookmark: _Toc79420044][bookmark: _Toc79422071][bookmark: _Toc79422107][bookmark: _Toc79422205][bookmark: _Toc79422277][To discuss] [1] [option 6.x)] TS 33.501 is updated to use COUNT=2 for resumeMAC-I calculation of the 2nd RRCResumeRequest for SDT operation (instead than COUNT=1)

[CCCH point (6)] Identification of UE AS context in the network
Q.15) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.15)	When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach and for the scenario where the ongoing SDT session is with UE AS context relocation, which previous option 7.x or new option is preferable for the serving gNB to locate/identify the UE AS Context in the network for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg.?”
· Option 7.a): 16 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, InterDigital, CATT, Samsung, Fujitsu, LG, Intel, NEC, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· Option 7.a) is “I-RNTI i.e. same as for legacy RRCResumeRequest message which was also used when the SDT session was started (before initiating ongoing switch to non-SDT). This option would route the 2nd RRCResumeRequest message to the anchor/old gNB.”
· [bookmark: _Hlk78386651][InterDigital] Anchor gNB is the node to process the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg.
· [Intel] Inform about this scenario to RAN3 to enable it and solve potential issues e.g. anchor gNB may need to keep a copy or reference of the UE AS context until SDT session is successfully terminated by the network
· Option 7.b): companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, LG)
· Option 7.b) is “New I-RNTI that is provided by the serving gNB in the 1st DL message after UE sends the 1st UL SDT msg (i.e. upon initiating the SDT session). This option would route the 2nd RRCResumeRequest message to the serving gNB where the SDT session was ongoing.”
· [Huawei-HiSilicon] Option 7.b) could be used if a new DL RRC message is agreed, e.g. to handle potential security issues for other cases
· [InterDigital] This only makes sense after relocation.
· [Intel] Option 7.b) makes sense if a 1st DL RRC msg were sent in the SDT session by the network e.g. to provide a new NCC or if RAN1 requires any reconfiguration
· Both options 7.a) and 7.b): companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, LG)
· [InterDigital] This topic is also applicable to DCCH.
Proposal 9. [bookmark: _Ref78387184][bookmark: _Toc78492615][bookmark: _Toc78497661][bookmark: _Toc78534552][bookmark: _Toc78538171][bookmark: _Toc78538219][bookmark: _Toc79098939][bookmark: _Toc79098991][bookmark: _Toc79115569][bookmark: _Toc79115735][bookmark: _Toc79396228][bookmark: _Toc79404833][bookmark: _Toc79404966][bookmark: _Toc79415079][bookmark: _Toc79419245][bookmark: _Toc79419998][bookmark: _Toc79420045][bookmark: _Toc79422072][bookmark: _Toc79422108][bookmark: _Toc79422206][bookmark: _Toc79422278][To agree] [16/16] [option 7.a)] For CCCH-based approach, when switching from SDT to non-SDT and for the scenario where the ongoing SDT session is with UE AS context relocation, I-RNTI provided in last RRCRelease msg is used for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg (which would locate/identify the UE AS Context in the network). Note: if agreed, RAN3 might need to be informed (e.g. anchor gNB may need to keep a copy or reference of the UE AS context until SDT session is successfully terminated by the network).

[CCCH point(7)] Network handling of the 2nd RRCResumeRequest and the RRCResume messages.
Q.16) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.16)	When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach with anchor gNB, after network receives the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg, does the anchor gNB generate another new KgNB associated with the same serving/target gNB?”
· Yes: companies (ZTE, InterDigital, CATT, Fujitsu, NEC, OPPO, vivo)
· [NEC] New security key is regenerated, but it is the same as previous one used during the SDT procedure considering the reference captured in TS 33.501, section 6.8.2.1.3, “The source gNB retrieves the stored UE context including the UE 5G AS security context from its database using the I-RNTI. The source gNB calculates KgNB* using the target cell PCI, target ARFCN-DL and the KgNB/NH in the current UE 5G AS security context based on either a horizontal key derivation or a vertical key derivation according to whether  the source gNB has an unused pair of {NCC, NH} as described in Annex A.11.” 
· [OPPO] If new security key is used for the second RRC resume procedure, the anchor needs to update the key in order to make the alignment with UE
· [Huawei-HiSilicon, LG, Intel, Apple, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi] Depends on SA3: companies.
· [ZTE, Samsung, LG, Intel, Lenovo] Some responses are overlap and dependencies with topics discussed in previous Q.10) to Q.14) (e.g. whether PDCP COUNT is or not reset, which security key is used, etc).
· [ZTE] For CCCH-based approach, the message is always routed to the node identified by the I-RNTI (i.e. the old anchor gNB). However, the old anchor gNB does not terminate the RRC layer in case of anchor relocation. So, the old anchor gNB needs to process the received second RRCResumeReq and the generate new key and provide the new key to the new anchor gNB (although anchor relocation would have happened) and the new gNB would then have to start using the new keys. This needs a new procedure for anchor relocation case (i.e. the old anchor gNB will have to send the new key without UE context in this case and the old anchor gNB would need to retain the UE context even after the UE anchor relocation to support this case).
· [FGI-APT] The 2nd RRCResumeRequest also does not have to be forwarded to the old anchor gNB in this case.
· Relation of this questions with DCCH-based approach:
· [Huawei-HiSilicon, Interdigital] Topic common to DCCH-based approach.
· [ZTE, CATT, Intel] Topic is not applicable to DCCH-based approach. 
· [ZTE] difference is that the DCCCH RRC message will always be routed to the node that terminates the RRC layer and hence the response message (i.e. RRCResume) can be generated by this node. Count continues in both DL and UL and there is no interruption to data and no new keys are derived during the process.
Proposal 10. [bookmark: _Ref78413728][bookmark: _Toc78492618][bookmark: _Toc78497662][bookmark: _Toc78534553][bookmark: _Toc78538172][bookmark: _Toc78538220][bookmark: _Toc79098940][bookmark: _Toc79098992][bookmark: _Toc79115570][bookmark: _Toc79115736][bookmark: _Toc79396229][bookmark: _Toc79404834][bookmark: _Toc79404967][bookmark: _Toc79415080][bookmark: _Toc79419246][bookmark: _Toc79419999][bookmark: _Toc79420046][bookmark: _Toc79422073][bookmark: _Toc79422109][bookmark: _Toc79422207][bookmark: _Toc79422279][To agree] [7/16] For CCCH-based approach, ask SA3 on whether anchor gNB generate another new KgNB associated with the same serving/target gNB when switching from SDT to non-SDT after network receives the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg.

[DCCH point (1)] Detection of non-SDT data
Observation 7. (from 1st phase)	When switching from SDT to non-SDT via DCCH-based approach, the PDCP COUNT is maintained for SDT DRBs (i.e. the SDT session fallbacks into CONNECTED upon gNB sends RRCResume message during the ongoing SDT session).
Q.17) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.17)	From RAN2 point of view, when detecting non-SDT data during ongoing SDT via DCCH-based approach, which previous option 9.x or new option is preferable for AS or NAS layer to trigger the DCCH indication/request to the network?”
· Depends on CT1’s response: 12 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, InterDigital, CATT, Samsung, LG, Intel, Apple, OPPO, Lenovo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· Option 9.a): 9 companies (CATT, Samsung, Intel, NEC, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, vivo, Qualcomm)
· Option 9.a) is “AS triggers the DCCH indication/request from UE to transition into RRC_CONNECTED when non-SDT data becomes available during the SDT session”. 
· [CATT, Samsung, NEC, Apple, FGI-APT, Qualcomm] DCCH msg is generated/initiated by AS layer although based on CT1’s input, NAS may send a corresponding request to AS.
· [Intel, OPPO] NAS is not aware whether a RB is or not configured for SDT operation although CT1 confirmation of this may be required. 
· [Intel] Detecting SDT or non-SDT data could be left up to UE implementation or if any, SDAP may be the optimum layer to handle this. 
· Option 9.b): 2 companies (ZTE, Fujitsu)
· Optoin 9.b) is “NAS trigger new DCCH indication/request to AS for UE to move to RRC_CONNECTED state when non-SDT data becomes available during the SDT session”.
· [ZTE] CT1 latest status seems that NAS will trigger a new request this NAS request should trigger the DCCH message in AS.
[LG’s input provided during 3rd phase in section 6.4.1 for question Q.C) and in section 6.2.4 for question Q.A)] If there is no ongoing SDT procedure, the UE shall trigger CCCH message according to current specification. If DCCH-based solution is introduced, upon NAS request for non-SDT RB, the UE has to check whether there is ongoing SDT procedure or not to decide which message (CCCH or DCCH) to generate.

Proposal 11. [bookmark: _Toc79098941][bookmark: _Toc79098993][bookmark: _Toc79115571][bookmark: _Toc79115737][bookmark: _Toc79396230][bookmark: _Toc79404835][bookmark: _Toc79404968][bookmark: _Toc79415081][bookmark: _Toc79419247][bookmark: _Toc79420000][bookmark: _Toc79420047][bookmark: _Toc78492619][bookmark: _Ref78493465][bookmark: _Ref78493474][bookmark: _Toc78497663][bookmark: _Toc78534554][bookmark: _Toc78538173][bookmark: _Toc78538221][bookmark: _Toc79098942][bookmark: _Toc79098994][bookmark: _Toc79115572][bookmark: _Toc79115738][bookmark: _Toc79396231][bookmark: _Toc79404836][bookmark: _Toc79404969][bookmark: _Toc79415082][bookmark: _Toc79419248][bookmark: _Toc79420001][bookmark: _Toc79420048][bookmark: _Toc79422074][bookmark: _Toc79422110][bookmark: _Toc79422208][bookmark: _Toc79422280][To agree] [9/16] [option 9.a)] AS layer generates DCCH message and initiates the transmission of DCCH message. [12/16] FFS if NAS/AS interaction is required for this scenario and if so, how this is done (inter-related with previous LS sent to CT1).

Q.18) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.18)	For DCCH-based approach, which previous option 10.x or new option is preferable for UE to send the indication/request to switch into CONNECTED when non-SDT becomes available during an ongoing SDT session?”
· Option 10.a): 7 companies (ZTE, CATT, Samsung, LG, Intel, FGI-APT, Lenovo)
· Option 10.a) is “new UL RRC msg”.
· Option 10.b): 10 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, InterDigital, NEC, Apple, OPPO, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· Option 10.b is “re-using legacy UL RRC message e.g. UEAssistanceInformation message”
· No strong view or FFS: companies (ZTE, Fujitsu, Lenovo)
Proposal 12. [bookmark: _Toc78492620][bookmark: _Ref78493534][bookmark: _Ref78493550][bookmark: _Toc78497664][bookmark: _Toc78534555][bookmark: _Toc78538174][bookmark: _Toc78538222][bookmark: _Toc79098943][bookmark: _Toc79098995][bookmark: _Toc79115573][bookmark: _Toc79115739][bookmark: _Toc79396232][bookmark: _Toc79404837][bookmark: _Toc79404970][bookmark: _Toc79415083][bookmark: _Toc79419249][bookmark: _Toc79420002][bookmark: _Toc79420049][bookmark: _Toc79422075][bookmark: _Toc79422111][bookmark: _Toc79422209][bookmark: _Toc79422281][To discuss] For DCCH-based approach, whether UE’s indication/request to switch into CONNECTED when non-SDT becomes available during an ongoing SDT session is sent via [7/16] [option a)] new UL RRC msg, or [10/16] [option b)] reuse legacy UL RRC msg e.g. UEAssistanceInformation message

Q.19) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.19)	For DCCH-based approach, which previous option 11.x or new option is preferable for the information to be provided by UE to indicate/request about the switch into CONNECTED when non-SDT becomes available in UE during an ongoing SDT session?”
· Option 11.a): 6 companies (CATT, Samsung, Intel, Apple, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· Option 11.a) is “List of one or more RB IDs for which data is arrived”.
· [Huawei-HiSilicon] Not needed as this information can be known via legacy BSR
· [CATT] Needed as legacy BRS cannot be used while non-SDT is not resumed.
· [Apple] Defined as optional
· Option 11.b): 7 companies (CATT, Samsung, Fujitsu, Apple, Lenovo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· Option 11.b) is “Data volume per RB or cumulative can also be indicated”
· [Huawei-HiSilicon] Not needed as this information can be known via legacy BSR
· [CATT] Needed as legacy BRS cannot be used while non-SDT is not resumed.
· [Fujitsu] Option 11.b) covers option 11.a)
· [Apple] Defined as optional
· Option 11.c): 14 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, InterDigital, CATT, Samsung, LG, Intel, NEC, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· Option 11.c) is “Resume cause”
· [Huawei-HiSilicon] Option 11.c) would be pending on CT1’s input
· [ZTE, Apple] Defined as mandatory to be provided in this scenario
· [CATT, Intel] Beneficial for network handling differentiation e.g. for emergency access.
· Option 11.d): flag indication when non-SDT data is waiting to be delivered (Intel)
· Option 11.e) none (vivo)
· [ZTE, NEC] Other information can be defined and/or optional to be discussed during stage-3.
Proposal 13. [bookmark: _Toc78492621][bookmark: _Ref78493584][bookmark: _Toc78497665][bookmark: _Toc78534556][bookmark: _Ref78536413][bookmark: _Toc78538175][bookmark: _Toc78538223][bookmark: _Toc79098944][bookmark: _Toc79098996][bookmark: _Toc79115574][bookmark: _Toc79115740][bookmark: _Toc79396233][bookmark: _Toc79404838][bookmark: _Toc79404971][bookmark: _Toc79415084][bookmark: _Toc79419250][bookmark: _Toc79420003][bookmark: _Toc79420050][bookmark: _Toc79422076][bookmark: _Toc79422112][bookmark: _Toc79422210][bookmark: _Toc79422282][To agree] [14/16] [option 11.c)] For DCCH-based approach, resume cause is provided by UE to indicate/request the switch into CONNECTED when non-SDT becomes available in UE during an ongoing SDT session. Agreement dependent on CT1’s input.
Proposal 13.1. [bookmark: _Toc78492622][bookmark: _Toc78497666][bookmark: _Toc78534557][bookmark: _Toc78538176][bookmark: _Toc78538224][bookmark: _Toc79098945][bookmark: _Toc79098997][bookmark: _Toc79115575][bookmark: _Toc79115741][bookmark: _Toc79396234][bookmark: _Toc79404839][bookmark: _Toc79404972][bookmark: _Toc79415085][bookmark: _Toc79419251][bookmark: _Toc79420004][bookmark: _Toc79420051][bookmark: _Toc79422077][bookmark: _Toc79422113][bookmark: _Toc79422211][bookmark: _Toc79422283][To discuss] whether other information can be provided, e.g. [6/16] [option 11.a)] List of one or more RB IDs for which data is arrived, or [7/16] [option 11.b)] Data volume per RB or cumulative can also be indicated.

[DCCH point (2)] switch from SDT to CONNECTED
Observation 8. (from 1st phase)	For DCCH approach, after UE informs the network that non-SDT data is available, UE continues with the SDT session ongoing until network informs otherwise to UE (i.e. by transitioning the UE into RRC_CONNECTED or releasing the UE into legacy RRC_INACTIVE or RRC_IDLE). Upon UE receives RRCResume message, only the PDCP of non-SDT DRBs are re-established and resumed (as SDT RBs were already re-established/resumed upon initiating the SDT session).
Q.20) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.20)	When switching from SDT to non-SDT (i.e. CONNECTED) via DCCH-based approach and for the scenario where the ongoing SDT session is without UE AS context relocation, previous Q.1) to Q.5) and the responses are expected to be applicable. Please indicate if your responses provided for previous Q.1) to Q.5) are not applicable when using DCCH-based approach and if so, please explain the different behaviour/operation.”
· Responses Q1- Q6 are all applicable: companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, InterDigital, CATT, Samsung, Fujitsu, Intel, NEC, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· [LG] Issues should be discussed case by case
[Rapporteur’s input] No proposal is added as responses to Q1-Q6 are equally applicable here and therefore no special/different proposal is required for DCCH-based approach.

Q.21) - report of 2nd Phase
[bookmark: _Hlk78408368]The summary report to “Q.21)	What is the expected UE behaviour after UE sends DCCH message during an ongoing SDT session? Consider the following options.”
· Option 16.1): 13 companies (ZTE, CATT, Samsung, Fujitsu, Intel, NEC, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· option 16.1) is “UE continues with the SDT session ongoing until network informs otherwise to UE by transitioning the UE into RRC_CONNECTED or releasing the UE into legacy RRC_INACTIVE or RRC_IDLE. UE does not expect receiving an explicit confirmation for the reception of the DCCH message.”
· [Huawei-HiSilicon] Option 16.1) is not acceptable e.g. for latency sensitive data.
· [ZTE, Samsung, Apple, Lenovo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi] If there is UL grant available, DCCH msg is sent (which is faster than CCCH as there is no RACH or RAR); otherwise (i.e. if there is no UL grant available), RACH is trigger to send DCCH msg (in which case DCCH takes same time as CCCH)
· [CATT] DCCH msg is more reliable with AM than MAC CE solution.
· [Intel] Network should react to UE’s request of transitioning to RRC_CONNECTED due to non-SDT data, however final decision should be left up to network implementation
· [Lenovo] Timer might be needed not to wait for network response for long time.
· Option 16.2): 7 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, Samsung, Apple, Lenovo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· Option 16.2) is “UE expects receiving a confirmation of reception of the DCCH message. If so, clarify the details of this confirmation and the expected UE behaviour when not received”.
· Option 16.3): UE should terminate the SDT operation upon data arrival from the non-SDT DRBs (i.e. no need to define UE behaviour of SDT session while in non-SDT session initiation) (InterDigital, LG)
· [ZTE, Samsung, Apple, Lenovo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi] Options 16.1 and 16.2 are not mutually exclusive.
· [LG] It should be discuss if DCCH msg can be sent while SDT proc. is ongoing.
· If SDT proc. is ongoing, DCCH uses RLC AM, UE can use RLC status report for DCCH reception for confirmation and can also continue with the ongoing SDT session.
Proposal 14. [bookmark: _Toc78492623][bookmark: _Ref78493596][bookmark: _Toc78497667][bookmark: _Toc78534558][bookmark: _Ref78536443][bookmark: _Toc78538177][bookmark: _Toc78538225][bookmark: _Toc79098946][bookmark: _Toc79098998][bookmark: _Toc79115576][bookmark: _Toc79115742][bookmark: _Toc79396235][bookmark: _Toc79404840][bookmark: _Toc79404973][bookmark: _Toc79415086][bookmark: _Toc79419252][bookmark: _Toc79420005][bookmark: _Toc79420052][bookmark: _Toc79422078][bookmark: _Toc79422114][bookmark: _Toc79422212][bookmark: _Toc79422284][To agree] [13/16] [option 16.1)] For DCCH-based approach, after UE sends DCCH message during an ongoing SDT session, UE continues with the SDT session ongoing until network informs otherwise to UE by transitioning the UE into RRC_CONNECTED or releasing the UE into legacy RRC_INACTIVE or RRC_IDLE. 
Proposal 14.1. [bookmark: _Toc78492624][bookmark: _Toc78497668][bookmark: _Toc78534559][bookmark: _Toc78538178][bookmark: _Toc78538226][bookmark: _Toc79098947][bookmark: _Toc79098999][bookmark: _Toc79115577][bookmark: _Toc79115743][bookmark: _Toc79396236][bookmark: _Toc79404841][bookmark: _Toc79404974][bookmark: _Toc79415087][bookmark: _Toc79419253][bookmark: _Toc79420006][bookmark: _Toc79420053][bookmark: _Toc79422079][bookmark: _Toc79422115][bookmark: _Toc79422213][bookmark: _Toc79422285][To discuss] [7/16] [option 16.2)] Whether UE should expect a confirmation of reception of the DCCH message; and if so, clarify the details of this confirmation and the expected UE behaviour when not received (e.g. after certain time controlled by a timer)

[DCCH point (4)] UL grant availability
Q.23) - report of 2nd Phase
[bookmark: _Hlk78409339]The summary report to “Q.23)	What is the expected UE behaviour if there is no UL grant for a UE to send the DCCH message for non-SDT data indication during an ongoing SDT session?”
· UE initiates SR via RACH procedure: 4 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon,  InterDigital, CATT, Lenovo)
· UE initiates RACH procedure (as SR resources are not available in SDT): 14 companies (ZTE, CATT, Samsung, Fujitsu, LG, Intel, NEC, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· [InterDigital] It needs to be discussed how to uniquely identify the UE from a DCCH message included in Msg3 or MsgA
· [NEC] Applicable for subsequent SDT transmission.
· [NEC] During initial transmission phase, UE needs to wait for mgs.4/MsgA reception.
This suggested proposal 15 is updated based on companies inputs during 3rd phase in section 6.4.1 for question Q.C). Changes done in 3rd phase are marked in purple and underline.
Proposal 15. [bookmark: _Toc79098948][bookmark: _Toc79099000][bookmark: _Toc79115578][bookmark: _Toc79115744][bookmark: _Toc79396237][bookmark: _Toc79404842][bookmark: _Toc79404975][bookmark: _Toc79415088][bookmark: _Toc79419254][bookmark: _Toc79420007][bookmark: _Toc79420054][bookmark: _Toc78492625][bookmark: _Toc78497669][bookmark: _Toc78534560][bookmark: _Ref78536458][bookmark: _Toc78538179][bookmark: _Toc78538227][bookmark: _Toc79098949][bookmark: _Toc79099001][bookmark: _Toc79115579][bookmark: _Toc79115745][bookmark: _Toc79396238][bookmark: _Toc79404843][bookmark: _Toc79404976][bookmark: _Toc79415089][bookmark: _Toc79419255][bookmark: _Toc79420008][bookmark: _Toc79420055][bookmark: _Toc79422080][bookmark: _Toc79422116][bookmark: _Toc79422214][bookmark: _Toc79422286][To confirm] [14/16] For DCCH-based approach, UE initiates RACH procedure when there is no UL grant for a UE to send the DCCH message for non-SDT data indication during an ongoing SDT session. Note: this operation is aglined to RAN2#113bis-e agreement “SR resource is not configured for SDT. When the BSR is triggered by SDT data, the UE will trigger RA because SR resource is not available, same as legacy.”

3. [bookmark: _Ref78413937]Failure handling during ongoing SDT session
Triggers to an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session
Q.24) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.24)	Which previous trigger events or new ones can lead to an abrupt termination or failure of an ongoing SDT session?”
· Event 1)	Cell reselection - supported by 12 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, Samsung, LG, Intel, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi) 
· [NEC] UE can go to IDLE w/o any enhancement as it is a corner case
· Event 2)	Expiry of SDT failure detection timer - supported by 12 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, Samsung, LG, Intel, NEC, Apple, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· Event 3)	Lower layers indication - supported by 9 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, LG, Intel, NEC, Apple, FGI-APT, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· [Samsung] Event 3 is not required as UE is in RRC_INACTIVE and UE can rely on failure detection timer expiry.
· [OPPO] Neutral to consider event 3.
· Event 4)	Maximum number of retransmissions is reached in RLC - supported by 10 companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, LG, Intel, NEC, Apple, FGI-APT, Lenovo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· [Samsung] Event 4 is not required as UE is in RRC_INACTIVE and UE can rely on failure detection timer expiry.
· [LG] Event 4 is ok not to consider it as it is a corner case.
· [OPPO] Neutral to consider event 4.
· Event 5)	Reject reception during SDT - supported by 1 company (NEC)
· [Samsung] Event 6 is not required as it can be handled like legacy.
· [Intel] Event 6 is not an abrupt failure as it is under network control.
· [NEC] When RRCReject is received, the current SDT procedure should be terminated (e.g. suspend SDT RBs, reset MAC etc), which is not performed in legacy RRC Reject procedure, and then perform the legacy RRC reject procedure
· Event 6)	Abortion of connection establishment by upper layers (need FFS)
· [Samsung] Event 6 is not required as it can be handled like legacy.
· [NEC] Event 6 is not needed as RAN2 agreed that that if upper layers abort the RRC connection resume procedure after the UE sent  RRCResumeRequest/RRCResumeRequest1 message but not yet entered RRC Connected state, it is up to UE implementation whether to move to RRC_IDLE state or continue RRC connection resume procedure.
· [InterDigital] Different behaviour expected and explained for each event that they support.
· [CATT] Unified behaviour is desirable
· [CATT, Fujitsu] Details of the trigger events are still FFS e.g. failure detection timer operation or what lower layer indication means.
This suggested proposal 15 is updated based on companies inputs during 3rd phase in section 6.4.1 for question Q.C). Changes done in 3rd phase are marked in purple and underline.
Proposal 16. [bookmark: _Toc79098950][bookmark: _Toc79099002][bookmark: _Toc79115580][bookmark: _Toc79115746][bookmark: _Toc79396239][bookmark: _Toc79404844][bookmark: _Toc79404977][bookmark: _Toc79415090][bookmark: _Toc79419256][bookmark: _Toc79420009][bookmark: _Toc79420056][bookmark: _Ref78412687][bookmark: _Toc78492626][bookmark: _Toc78497670][bookmark: _Toc78534561][bookmark: _Toc78538180][bookmark: _Toc78538228][bookmark: _Toc79098951][bookmark: _Toc79099003][bookmark: _Toc79115581][bookmark: _Toc79115747][bookmark: _Toc79396240][bookmark: _Toc79404845][bookmark: _Toc79404978][bookmark: _Toc79415091][bookmark: _Toc79419257][bookmark: _Toc79420010][bookmark: _Toc79420057][bookmark: _Toc79422081][bookmark: _Toc79422117][bookmark: _Toc79422215][bookmark: _Toc79422287][To agree]  Events that trigger a termination or failure of an ongoing SDT session: [12/16] [event 1)] cell reselection, [12/16] [event 2)] expiry of the SDT failure detection timer and [10/16] [event 4)] Maximum number of retransmissions is reached in RLC
Proposal 16.1. [bookmark: _Toc78492627][bookmark: _Toc78497671][bookmark: _Toc78534562][bookmark: _Toc78538181][bookmark: _Toc78538229][bookmark: _Toc79098952][bookmark: _Toc79099004][bookmark: _Toc79115582][bookmark: _Toc79115748][bookmark: _Toc79396241][bookmark: _Toc79404846][bookmark: _Toc79404979][bookmark: _Toc79415092][bookmark: _Toc79419258][bookmark: _Toc79420011][bookmark: _Toc79420058][bookmark: _Toc79422082][bookmark: _Toc79422118][bookmark: _Toc79422216][bookmark: _Toc79422288][To discuss] whether to also consider [9/16] [event 4)] Lower layer indication

UE’s action upon detecting an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session 
Q.25) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.25)	Do you support aiming to have a common UE behaviour when any of the applicable trigger events from previous Q.24) lead to an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session?”
· Yes: companies 13 (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, CATT, Samsung, Fujitsu, Intel, NEC, Apple, OPPO, Lenovo, vivo, Qualcomm, Xiaomi)
· [Huawei-HiSilicon, NEC] CCCH-based approach can be reused at least for events 1), 2), and 4). 
· [Huawei-HiSilicon] Handling of event 3) may depend on details of the lower layers, e.g. how much it resembles the current beam failure indications etc. (which should be decided by RAN1).
· [ZTE] Possible options are: a) UE moves to IDLE and inform NAS (to trigger this NAS recovery), or b) UE stays in INACTIVE and initiates PDCP reestablishment based approach. Option b) is preferable if there is time to enable it.
· [Samsung] At least same for state transition and data loss recovery mechanism can be same.
· [Qualcomm] At least same for UE going into IDLE (in which case legacy can be reused)
· No: 3 companies (InterDigital, LG, FGI-APT)
· [InterDigital] Different behaviors explained in previous question.
· [LG] Events 1-4 might be ok for a common behaviour but not other events
· [FGI-APT] Event 1 might require different handling than other ones.
Proposal 17. [bookmark: _Toc78492628][bookmark: _Ref78494336][bookmark: _Toc78497672][bookmark: _Toc78534563][bookmark: _Toc78538182][bookmark: _Toc78538230][bookmark: _Toc79098953][bookmark: _Toc79099005][bookmark: _Toc79115583][bookmark: _Toc79115749][bookmark: _Toc79396242][bookmark: _Toc79404847][bookmark: _Toc79404980][bookmark: _Toc79415093][bookmark: _Toc79419259][bookmark: _Toc79420012][bookmark: _Toc79420059][bookmark: _Toc79422083][bookmark: _Toc79422119][bookmark: _Toc79422217][bookmark: _Toc79422289][To agree] [13/16] The aim is to define a common UE behaviour, if possible, when any of the agreed trigger events from Proposal 16 lead to an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session.
[bookmark: _Ref79397394]Approach 2) UE remains in RRC_INACTIVE 
Observation 9. (from 1st phase)	Upon UE detects an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session and remains into legacy RRC_INACTIVE, the UE shall immediately initiate a request to resume the suspended RRC connection or to (re)start the SDT session
Q.26) - report of 2nd Phase
The summary report to “Q.26)	When a UE detects a failure of an ongoing SDT session and remains in RRC_INACTIVE, UE shall initiate immediately a recovery mechanism (e.g. via SDT or resume). Please indicate if your responses provided for previous Q.11) to Q.16) are not applicable for this specific scenario (in relation to the 2nd resume procedure) and if so, please explain the different behaviour/operation”
· Responses Q11- Q16 are all applicable: companies: companies (Huawei-HiSilicon, ZTE, InterDigital, Samsung, Fujitsu, Intel, NEC, Apple, OPPO, FGI-APT, Lenovo, vivo, Xiaomi)
· [ZTE] Discuss whether to send an UL message to indicate the failure case 
· [CATT] How would UE handle the recovery after sub-sequent failures e.g. would a 3rd RRCResumeRequest msg be initiated?
· [LG] Specific issues should be discussed case by case.
· [Intel] Q.14) requires further discussion as the recovery mechanism may be done with a new gNB. 
· If so, the options 6.e and 6.d may not work (as the security key used during SDT session with gNB_2 should not be reused with the new gNB_3 (as shown in figure)). Therefore options 6.b) and 6.c) may be more suitable. SA3/RAN3 inputs/confirmation would be required in this topic as explained in Q.14) e.g. for PDCP COUNT is reset, whether anchoring is used, which node processes ResumeMac-I, C-RNTI used for ResumeMAC-I calculation.
· [Intel] Clarification is provided on why CCCH based approach may be suitable for a failure scenario (discussed here) but not for a normal handling (discussed in previous section 3.2) to enable the switch from SDT to RRC_CONNECTED.
· [Qualcomm] Approach 1) is preferred over this approach 2).
[Rapporteur’s input] From the views provided in Q.11) to Q.16) during the 2nd phase, Proposal 5 to Proposal 10 are suggested as part of the summary report.
Proposal 18. [bookmark: _Toc78492629][bookmark: _Ref78494370][bookmark: _Toc78497673][bookmark: _Toc78534564][bookmark: _Toc78538183][bookmark: _Toc78538231][bookmark: _Toc79098954][bookmark: _Toc79099006][bookmark: _Toc79115584][bookmark: _Toc79115750][bookmark: _Toc79396243][bookmark: _Toc79404848][bookmark: _Toc79404981][bookmark: _Toc79415094][bookmark: _Toc79419260][bookmark: _Toc79420013][bookmark: _Toc79420060][bookmark: _Toc79422084][bookmark: _Toc79422120][bookmark: _Toc79422218][bookmark: _Toc79422290][To agree] [13/16] [Approach 2)] When a UE detects a failure of an ongoing SDT session and if UE remains in RRC_INACTIVE, details addressed Proposal 5 to Proposal 10 are applicable to this approach. Note: handling in a new third gNB (i.e., previous/anchor gNB, serving gNB, and new gNB after cell reselection) might require further discussion.


1. [bookmark: _Ref78359469]3rd Phase: new questions and corresponding report
This section aims to down-scope between the proposed mechanisms considering the technical details explained during the 2nd phase. 
The summary report from 3rd Phase includes views provided by 16 companies (vivo, Samsung, Xiaomi, ZTE, Intel, Sharp, LG, CATT, ASUSTek, OPPO, Ericsson, NEC, Qualcomm, FGI-APT, Nokia-Nokia Shanghai Bell, and Huawei-HiSilicon). 
The report to Q.A) and Q.B) questions is added afterwards, and to Q.C) in a new column added within the table. Note that the report focus on the questions but does not summarize technical details that were already asked or supposed to be discussed in previous 1st or 2nd phase.
Topic #1: Handling to switch from SDT to CONNECTED during an ongoing SDT session without UE AS context relocation
The report of this topic is in section 5.1 (which is related to the discussion on Q1) to Q.5) during the 2nd phase). Large majority of companies seem to support resolving this issue via option 1.a) (moving UE back to INACTIVE) instead that the new mechanism explained in option 1.b). Proposal 1 covers this topic and has good majority. Therefore this topic does not need to be discuss again in the 3rd phase (as companies already did the down-selection implicitly when providing their views during the 2nd phase. 

Non-SDT data handling during ongoing SDT session
The report of this topic is in section 5.3 (which is related to the discussion on Q.10) to Q.16) for CCCH-based approach and Q.17) to Q.23) for DCCH-based approach).
Based on the majority comments received, the two options can be summarized as (hyperlink to the inter-related proposals are also added for easier reference). Note that updates are done based on companies inputs during 3rd phase in section 6.4.1 for question Q.C) where the changes done in 3rd phase are marked in purple and underline.

Summary of CCCH-based approach: 
a) If anchor relocation is required, UE is pushed back to INACTIVE (Proposal 1); if a new solution is to be developed instead, liaise with SA3 on issue of key update during node change (Proposal 2)
b) PDCP entities of non-SDT RBs are re-established using existing mechanisms (Proposal 3)
c) PDCP is suspended and PDUs flushed. FFS whether PDCP operation is same or not as legacy one (depdendent to other details to be agreed on CCCH-based approach) (Proposal 4) 
d) UE performs UAC and initiates RACH. (Observation 4)
e) Same I-RNTI is used in the 2nd RRCResumeRequest and network needs to differentiate that 2nd RRCResumeRequest for that UE (e.g. implicit detection via I-RNTI). (Proposal 5)
f) Discussion needed on whether PDCP count is reset or not.  And if reset, discussion about a new security mechanism with SA3 needed to prevent the re-use of the same security key for data after PDCP COUNT is reset. (Proposal 6 and Proposal 8)
g) Liaise with SA3 on whether there is an issue with the re-use of ResumeMac-I in the 2nd Resume request; if considered an security issue,  discussion of a new security mechanism with SA3 needed. (Proposal 7, Proposal 8)
h) Liaise RAN3 to enable a mechanism to identify the UE context in the new gNB if the UE context was relocated, as I-RNTI in second ResumeRequest points to the context in the old gNB. (Proposal 9).
i) Liaise with SA3 on whether a new KgNB is needed in serving gNB (different from anchor gNB) for the 2nd gNB after 2nd ResumeRequest if context was previously anchored. (Proposal 10)
j) Liaise with CT1 to complete the discussion on whether NAS will trigger a new ResumeRequest for non-SDT data. (Proposal 11)
Summary of DCCH-based approach:
a) If anchor relocation is required, UE is pushed back to INACTIVE (Proposal 1); if a new solution is to be developed instead, liaise with SA3 on issue of key update during node change (Proposal 2)
b) PDCP entities of non-SDT RBs are re-established using existing mechanisms (Proposal 3)
c) AS to initiate the DCCH message. (Proposal 11)  
1) Discuss whether NAS will trigger the DCCH message message and if so, liaise with CT1 to complete the discussion on whether NAS will trigger it. (Proposal 11)
d) Discuss which DCCH message to use (new or UE assistance information). (Proposal 12)
e) New Resume cause to be provided in DCCH message. (Proposal 13)
f) Discuss what additional information is needed in the DCCH message (list of RB IDs/data volume per RB). (Proposal 13)
g) UE waits for network response after sending DCCH message; discuss whether a confirmation of reception of DCCH message is needed (Proposal 14)
h) UE initiates RACH procedure if there is no UL grant to send DCCH message (Proposal 15)

Q.A) for 3rd Phase
Q.A) [bookmark: _Ref78409884]Please indicate whether you prefer CCCH-based approach and/or DCCH-based approach to handle non-SDT data that becomes available during an ongoing SDT procedure considering the clarifications done for each approach during the 2nd phase of this email discussion.
	Company’s name
	Approach(s)
	Justification

	vivo
	DCCH-based approach if BSR reporting for suspended DRB is not  allowed
	Generally, we still suggest postponing the down-selection until RAN2 resolves whether BSR reporting for DRB which is suspended can be supported in NR since it might be the simplest and most effective solution for the handling of non-SDT RBs. Frankly, parallel discussion on a similar topic is not expected in our view.
Anyway, take a step back, we prefer the DCCH-based approach (which also works well and is simpler) over the CCCH-based approach. This is because we have identified the CCCH-based approach largely involves security issues, and has potential essential impacts on PDCP count handling and even the RAN3 context fetch procedure (as discussed in Q.15)). What’s worse, it seems no extra performance gain can be brought by the CCCH-based solution. 


	Samsung
	DCCH based approach
	There are several issues for CCCH based solution (f, g, h, i in section 6.2.1).

	xiaomi
	DCCH-based approach
	The CCCH-based approach causes more security issues, which may require more discussion in SA3. However we would also accept that if SA3 already defined some solutions to resolve the security issues for RRCResumeRequest message, e.g. via the fake gNB work item or based on the LS provided by RAN2. RAN2 could also simply reuse the solutions provided by SA3. Given that SA3 may require some security enhancements for the RRCResumeRequest message regardless of the SDT procedure, according to the discussion in the the fake gNB work item in SA3.

	ZTE
	DCCH-based approach
	Unfortunately, even after this extensive discussion, CCCH approach seems to require more correspondence with other WGs and given the time available we would recommend that RAN2 takes a decision on this with DCCH as the way forward. 
For CCCH solution, further work is needed in RAN2 to converge on the details, impacts to PDCP suspend operation need to be finalised, and then SA3 input needs to be requested for the security framework including horizontal key derivation and finally RAN3 needs to also design a solution that works when there is anchor relocation. Given the lack of reply from SA3 even for our earlier (simple) question, we are concerned that relying on design work from SA3 or other WGs is impractical for the timeline. 

The DCCH solution is all contained within RAN2 and has no such issues or dependencies with other WGs. The latency of the DCCH approach is at least as good as CCCH approach (in case of RACH) and is better in case there is an UL grant available.

	Intel
	DCCH-based approach
	DCCH-based is simpler and with less number of potential issues to be addressed as summarized in previous sections. In addition, this approach keeps the control on when to trigger the switch from SDT to CONNECTED in the network side. We understand that letting a UE to trigger a termination of the SDT session autonomously should not be done for normal case scenarios that could be handled via network control. 

	Sharp
	DCCH-based approach
	Consering the security issue in CCCH-based approach, we prefer a simple solution with less impact.

	LG
	CCCH-based approach
	We think CCCH-based approach is simple and well aligned with legacy behavior. Some companies think that there may be security issue, but, as PDCP count is not reset according to current specification, we don’t think there is security issue.

Though rapporteur listed smaller number of issues for DCCH-based approach, we think they have more impacts in RAN2 than CCCH-based approach. For DCCH-based approach, a new message should be defined, and it is easily understood that lots of works are expected.

ZTE: Thanks! Indeed, we agree that a new messge needs to be defined. We don’t think that defining a new message in RAN2 should be the show stopper for either solution though (note this might be needed even in case of CCCH – see below). Further interaction with other groups might on the otherhand be a different question from timeline perspective. This is what we are concerned about.  

[Rappetour’s response] The new DCCH-message is already addressed in Q.18) and Q.19)

In addition to the issues listed above, following issue should also be discussed.
- If there is no ongoing SDT procedure, the UE shall trigger CCCH message according to current specification. If DCCH-based solution is introduced, upon NAS request for non-SDT RB, the UE has to check whether there is ongoing SDT procedure or not to decide which message (CCCH or DCCH) to generate.

ZTE: Again, we also agree with this observation. i.e. if there is an ongoing SDT procedure (needs one “if” clause in RRC), RRC can generate DCCH message and submit the same to the lower layers. 

[Rappetour’s response] This is related to Q.17). LG’s comment is added in section 5.3.9.1,

- If there is no UL grant, the UE has to initiate RACH. But, it is not clear what kind of RACH procedure is initiated. Is it legacy RACH procedure for RRCResume (i.e. CCCH message)? or SDT-RACH procedure for DCCH message?

ZTE: The RA-SDT resources are only used for initial UL message (to indicate to the network that the RA procedure is for SDT). For any other RACH procedure we have never agreed to use RA-SDT resources. So, of course the RA for SR would need to use normal RA resources (similar to any RA based SR) and not the RA-SDT resources. There may be many other reasons for sending RACH (and none of these would apply for RA-SDT RACH resources). 

[Rappetour’s response] Please see response provided in related LG’s input added in Q.C)

There are still many aspects not clear in DCCH-based approach.


	CATT
	DCCH-based approach
	As summarized in 6.2.1, CCCH-based approach has many issues to be discussed/resolved, and requires further enhancements which involve SA3/RAN3 in. While DCCH-based approach is simpler.

	ASUSTeK
	CCCH-based approach
	We prefer to use CCCH-based approach for non-SDT data arrival. We think CCCH-based approach is more aligned with the legacy RRC resume procedure upon data arrival in RRC_INACTIVE state.

	OPPO
	DCCH-based solution
	Considering that CCCH-based solution needs to involve other WGs and introduce more spec impacts, we prefer DCCH-based solution.

	Ericsson
	CCCH based approach
	We think that the security issues for a CCCH based solution is not nec essarily that complex. For example, there would not be a need for a “new key” if only a new MAC-I is defined to prevent replay attacks of RRCResumeRequest message. PDCP SN should not be reset to avoid reusing same key and PDCP SN in same cell. New MAC-I can be obtained by changing MAC-I generation by not putting “all input bits for COUNT, BEARER and DIRECTION set to binary ones”. We would agree with some of the issues listed by LG, for instance that the amount of work would be much more than companies indicate when defining a DCCH based solution. We further think that in any case correspondence with other groups will be necessary to complete the work.
In addition, reusing legacy comes with known procedures and behaviour across layers and procedures not only defined in RAN2.

ZTE: Thanks! This is useful input in our view. Infact if we go this way, then the security issues can be solved. However, we would like to observe that this needs a new CCCH message. Since the MAC-I generation uses a new mechanism. So, this needs something like UL-CCCH2 message. 

[Rappetour’s response] This is related to Q.12), Q.13) and Q.14).  Ericsson’s comment is added in section 5.3.6.1,

ZTE: In the end, the CCCH approach is not the legacy CCCH procedure anymore. Then, we would also like to make the following observations for this new CCCH approach: 

a) The PDCP COUNT is not reset with this approach (exactly similar to how it works in case of DCCH)

b) No new keys are derived with this approach and UE continues to use the old keys generated after first RRCResumeReq (again exactly same as how it works in case of DCCH)

c) The only difference is that instead of sending a DCCH message (which uses the existing PDCP based encryption and integrity protection), we would define a new CCCH message (which would use new resumeMAC-I presumably with different COUNT/BEARER etc as mentioned above – which would need to be designed by SA3??). So, this is the only difference between DCCH and CCCH approaches then. 

For the progress, it seems good to acknowledge that at least a) and b) should be agreeable in this case. Then, the only question is about step c) and here we can decide between DCCH vs CCCH then. This will be a small step forward to conclude this discussion and would help the progress in our opinion. 

	NEC
	CCCH-based approach
	DCCH message cannot be sent to network during the initial transmission phase, however, CCCH approach can be applied to all phases of SDT transmission as it terminates the SDT procedure immediately.  And we also agree with LG and Ericsson’s comment on DCCH.

[bookmark: specType1][bookmark: specNumber]For the resumeMAC-I replay issue of CCCH, we don’t really need to address this issue in SDT, as it already exists in legacy RRCResume procedure if RRCReject is received as a response, and SA3 is now working on this already. See TR 33.809, issue #1, which includes the resumeMAC-I issue caused by replay and MiTM.

For the key stream reuse issue, we can find some solution which can avoid having impact to the SA3, e.g. by continuing PDCP COUNT value in the second RRC Resume procedure after SDT abortion.

	Qualcomm
	DCCH-based approach
	The DCCH based solution is obviously simpler and has less technical issues to be resolved compared to the CCCH based solution. The CCCH based solution needs many potential works not only for RAN2 but also other WGs. At least the security issues need SA3 for further study. And we don’t observe CCCH based solution providing additional benefit than DCCH solution.

	FGI-APT
	CCCH-based approach
	We prefer the CCCH-based approach as it is more aligned with the legacy behavior and can be applied identically regardless of whether UE has a dedicated UL grant or not, and whether UE has an on-going SDT or not. We don’t think defining a new DCCH message and the corresponding mechanism would require less efforts in RAN2, especially we don’t know what extra efforts (e.g., which UE ID needs to be carried in which message together with the DCCH?) are needed to allow a DCCH message to be transmited in MSG3/MSGA, since it seems this was never happened before. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Neutral
	In principle, both solutions will work and will require new design to be made. CCCH based approach works better in the case where the RA procedure for the SDT is still ongoing while DCCH works better in the subsequent SDT phase. CCCH solution would also work for failure handling while DCCH would not.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CCCH-based approach
	It should be first noted that we are still waiting for the feedback from SA3 about whether there are any security issues with CCCH-based approach and we cannot exclude this solution based on such grounds before receviving a reply. In addition, based on the discussion above, it can be seen that CCCH-based approach can be used regardless of the reply we will receive from SA3 as there are very simple and straightforward ways of dealing with potential MAC-I repetition problem. At the same time, CCCH-based approach can be utilized to deal with other events such as cell reselection, SDT failure due to timer expiry or due to maximum number of RLC transmissions. All the issues listed in 6.2.1 have simple and agreeable solutions as can be seen by the discussion and some were already addressed (e.g. the LS to SA3 has been already sent and there is no need to resend it, same for LS to CT1 which is applicable to both CCCH and DCCH actually).
Based on this, to us, it is actually DCCH approach that has more open issues to be discussed. It als cannot be used to address cell reselection or SDT failure events, which is a big disadvantage. 



Q.A) – report of 3rd Phase
The summary report to Q.A) on “whether you prefer CCCH-based approach and/or DCCH-based approach to handle non-SDT data that becomes available during an ongoing SDT procedure”
· CCCH-based approach: supported by 7 companies (LG, ASUSTek, Ericsson, NEC, FGI-APT, Nokia, Huawei-HiSilicon).
· DCCH-based approach: supported by 10 companies (vivo, Samsung, Xiaomi, ZTE, Intel, Sharp, CATT, OPPO, Qualcomm, Nokia).
ZTE, as WI Rapporteur, suggests aim for agreement in common aspects between both approaches, e.g. 
· (a) The PDCP COUNT is not reset with this approach (exactly similar to how it works in case of DCCH)
· (b) No new keys are derived with this approach and UE continues to use the old keys generated after first RRCResumeReq (again exactly same as how it works in case of DCCH)
For new issues/comments provided by companies in Q.A), they are added as part of previous sections within the report of 2nd Phase (with the understanding that any open questions raised by companies would need to be discussed if the corresponding proposal were further progressed by RAN2). Note that this same approach was taken on new comments added when responding to Q.C) below.
Rapporteur’s suggested new proposals considering the inputs provided in the 3rd phase.
Proposal 19. [bookmark: _Toc79115585][bookmark: _Toc79115751][bookmark: _Toc79396244][bookmark: _Toc79404849][bookmark: _Toc79404982][bookmark: _Toc79415095][bookmark: _Toc79419261][bookmark: _Toc79420014][bookmark: _Toc79420061][bookmark: _Toc79115587][bookmark: _Toc79115753][bookmark: _Toc79396246][bookmark: _Toc79404851][bookmark: _Toc79404984][bookmark: _Toc79415097][bookmark: _Toc79419263][bookmark: _Toc79420016][bookmark: _Toc79420063][bookmark: _Toc79422085][bookmark: _Toc79422121][bookmark: _Toc79422219][bookmark: _Toc79422291][To discuss] The mechanism to switch UE into CONNECTED when non-SDT data is detected during an ongoing SDT session meets the following principles:
Proposal 19.1. [bookmark: _Toc79115588][bookmark: _Toc79115754][bookmark: _Toc79396247][bookmark: _Toc79404852][bookmark: _Toc79404985][bookmark: _Toc79415098][bookmark: _Toc79419264][bookmark: _Toc79420017][bookmark: _Toc79420064][bookmark: _Toc79422086][bookmark: _Toc79422122][bookmark: _Toc79422220][bookmark: _Toc79422292][Principle 1] PDCP COUNT is not reset.    Note: Principle 1 is applicable to DCCH-based approach and related to the topics discussed in Proposal 6 / Proposal 8 for CCCH-based approach.
Proposal 19.2. [bookmark: _Toc79115589][bookmark: _Toc79115755][bookmark: _Toc79396248][bookmark: _Toc79404853][bookmark: _Toc79404986][bookmark: _Toc79415099][bookmark: _Toc79419265][bookmark: _Toc79420018][bookmark: _Toc79420065][bookmark: _Toc79422087][bookmark: _Toc79422123][bookmark: _Toc79422221][bookmark: _Toc79422293][Principle 2] No new security key is derivated i.e. UE continues to use the security keys generated after the 1st RRCResumeRequest.    Note: Principle 2 is applicable to DCCH-based approach and related to the topics discussed in Proposal 7 / Proposal 8 for CCCH-based approach.
Proposal 20. [bookmark: _Toc79396249][bookmark: _Ref79397513][bookmark: _Toc79404854][bookmark: _Toc79404987][bookmark: _Toc79415100][bookmark: _Toc79419266][bookmark: _Toc79420019][bookmark: _Toc79420066][bookmark: _Toc79422088][bookmark: _Toc79422124][bookmark: _Toc79422222][bookmark: _Toc79422294][To discuss] Discuss preferred approach to switch into CONNECTED upon non-SDT is detected during an ongoing SDT session considering [7/16] via CCCH-based approach (with related technical details summarized in Proposal 4 to Proposal 11’) or [10/16] via DCCH-based approach (with related technical details summarized in Proposal 11 to Proposal 15). 

4. Failure handling during ongoing SDT session
An abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session can be handled via approach (1) UE transitions autonomously into RRC_IDLE or approach (2) UE remains in RRC_INACTIVE. The report of this topic is in section 5.4 (which is related to the discussion on Q.24) to Q.26)). 
Based on the majority comments received, the following details can be summarized for the solitions (hyperlink to the inter-related proposals are also added for easier reference).
Common for both solutions, approach 1) and approach 2):
a) Triggered events of the failure are: cell reselection, expiry of the failure detection timer and Maximum number of retransmissions is reached in RLC. (Proposal 16)
b) Common recovery mechanism. (Proposal 17)
For approach 2 (staying in INACTIVE):
a) (Same solutions re-used if CCCH approach is chosen for non-SDT data) (Proposal 18):
1) Discussion needed on whether PDCP count is reset or not.  And if reset, discuss a new security mechanism with SA3 needed to prevent the re-use of the same security key for data after PDCP COUNT reset. (Proposal 6)
2) Liaise with SA3 on whether there is an issue with re-use of ResumeMac-I in the 2nd  Resume request; if considered an security issue,  discussion of a new security mechanism with SA3 needed. (Proposal 7 and Proposal 8)
3) Liaise RAN3 to enable a mechanism to identify the UE context in the new gNB if the UE context was relocated, as I-RNTI in second ResumeRequest points to the context in the old gNB. (Proposal 9)
4) Liaise with SA3 on whether a new KgNB is needed in serving gNB (different from anchor gNB) for the 2nd gNB after 2nd ResumeRequest if context was previously anchored. (Proposal 10)

Q.B) for 3rd Phase
Q.B) [bookmark: _Ref78413992]Please indicate your preference to handle abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session: approach (1) UE transitions autonomously into RRC_IDLE or approach (2) UE remains in RRC_INACTIVE considering the clarifications done for each approach during the 2nd phase of this email discussion.
	Company’s name
	Approach(s)
	Justification

	vivo
	approach (1)
	If we remembered correctly, both approaches had been warmly discussed in Rel-15 for the NR RRC resumption. To get rid of any security issues, approach (1) is adopted finally. 
For Rel-17 NR SDT, it seems a spontaneous logic that we should simply follow the legacy mechanism (i.e. entering into RRC_IDLE).

	Samsung
	Approach 1
	Seems simple and there are no security issues.

	Xiaomi
	Approach (1)
	Approach (1) would be simpler from the specification. However we woud also consider that the UE may need to report the failure information to the network for the SON purpose.

	ZTE
	Approach 1 is acceptable (if there is no majority for approach 2). 
	Although we prefer to have an optimised solution for the error handling (i.e. prefer approach 2), we are concerned with the lack of consensus on this and the fact that the time available in this release would make it highly difficult for such optimisations unless we achieve a quick consensus on this. So, we can live with the approach that for Rel-17 UE simply moves to RRC_IDLE. Optimisations can be considered in future releases in this case. 

	Intel
	See comment
	Our preference is to enable approach (2) for the failure handling scenario, as it keeps UE in INACTIVE and provides better performance in terms of data loss and interruption time.   However we are ok enabling approach (1) as the baseline in case there is no enough time to enable approach (2) in Rel-17.   If CCCH is chosen for non-SDT data handling, we can reuse the solution for this Approach (2) as they require similar solution.   

	Sharp
	approach (1)
	Legacy mechanism is preferred.

	LG
	Both
	We are ok with both solutions.

	CATT
	Approach 1
	Prefer approach 1 as Approach 2 has security issues and is complex. High layer recovery mechanism is sufficient.

	ASUSTeK
	Approach 1
	Approach 1 is simple and should be the baseline.

	OPPO
	Approach 1
	

	Ericsson
	Approach 1
	Good baseline. We are open to enhancements in future releases.

	NEC
	Both
	We are ok with both solutions.

	Qualcomm
	Approach 1
	

	FGI-APT
	See comment
	We are more in favor of Approach 2 but think Approach 1 is acceptable if the majority view is Approach 1, by considering the time available in this release. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Approach 2 preferred, approach 1 also aceptale
	We are OK to consider Approach 2 in a future release as well.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Approach 2
	We are still waiting for SA3 input for cell reslection case, so we should wait for the decision until receiving feedback. But in any case, since the same approaches as for CCCH-based approach for non-SDT data arrival can apply in this case, there is no issue with keeping the UE in RRC INACTIVE to handle at least this case. Since for SDT, cell reslection may happen frequently, we think this case should be covered by keeping the UE in RRC INACTIVE. We do not have a strong view about other cases, but it seems there is nothing preventing to use the same behaviour.
Other thing to note is that we don’t support mobility for CG-based SDT scheme and if we decide not support reselection for RA based SDT  the SDT functionality will be limited to just one cell which will not be nice



Q.B) – report of 3rd Phase
The summary report to Q.A) “on how to handle abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session: approach (1) UE transitions autonomously into RRC_IDLE or approach (2) UE remains in RRC_INACTIVE”
· Approach (1) UE transitions autonomously into RRC_IDLE: 15 supported by companies (vivo, Samsung, Xiaomi, ZTE, Intel, Sharp, LG, CATT, ASUSTek, OPPO, Ericsson, NEC, Qualcomm, FGI-APT, Nokia)
Approach (2) UE remains in RRC_INACTIVE: supported by 8 companies (ZTE, Intel, LG, NEC, FGI-APT, Nokia, Huawei-HiSilicon)
Rapporteur’s suggested new proposal considering the inputs provided in the 3rd phase, as well as, the related responses provided in previous Q.26) summarized in section 5.4.2.2.
Proposal 21. [bookmark: _Toc79115590][bookmark: _Toc79115756][bookmark: _Toc79396250][bookmark: _Toc79404855][bookmark: _Toc79404988][bookmark: _Toc79415101][bookmark: _Toc79419267][bookmark: _Toc79420020][bookmark: _Toc79420067][bookmark: _Toc79098955][bookmark: _Toc79099007][bookmark: _Toc79115591][bookmark: _Toc79115757][bookmark: _Toc79396251][bookmark: _Ref79403752][bookmark: _Toc79404856][bookmark: _Toc79404989][bookmark: _Toc79415102][bookmark: _Toc79419268][bookmark: _Toc79420021][bookmark: _Toc79420068][bookmark: _Toc79422089][bookmark: _Toc79422125][bookmark: _Toc79422223][bookmark: _Toc79422295][To agree] [15/16] [Approach 1)] When a UE detects a failure of an ongoing SDT session, UE transitions autonomously into RRC_IDLE (as baseline solution).
Proposal 22. [bookmark: _Ref79398126][bookmark: _Ref79403747][bookmark: _Toc79404857][bookmark: _Toc79404990][bookmark: _Toc79415103][bookmark: _Toc79419269][bookmark: _Toc79420022][bookmark: _Toc79420069][bookmark: _Toc79422090][bookmark: _Toc79422126][bookmark: _Toc79422224][bookmark: _Toc79422296][bookmark: _Toc79098956][bookmark: _Toc79099008][bookmark: _Toc79115592][bookmark: _Toc79115758][bookmark: _Toc79396252][To discuss] If CCCH-based approach is chosed in Proposal 20, to discuss whether to reuse the same solution as a recovery mechanism via [8/16] [Approach 2)] which allows keeping UE into RRC_INACTIVE when a UE detects a failure of an ongoing SDT session. If Proposal 22 is agreed, then Proposal 21 is not applicable/needed.

“Editorial” inputs to the drafted proposals from 2nd phase
Q.C) for 3rd Phase
Q.C) [bookmark: _Ref78326950]Please indicate if you have any suggested update on the wording/editorial of the drafted proposals from the 2nd phase. If so, please add different rows for each proposal that you provide inputs to and provide actual new wording with its justification/motivation to help with the report process. Note: Companies are not invited to re-open discussions already addressed/explained in 2nd phase.
	Company’s name
	Proposal #
	Justification
	Rappetour’s response

	vivo
	Proposal 1
	The outcome of adopting this approach can be omitted. Besides, to make it clearer and simpler, we propose:
[To agree] [14/16] No new solution is defined to address the scenario where the anchor relocation is required in the middle of an SDT s No new solution is defined for data redundancy and out-of-order delivery in the scenario where the anchor relocation is required in the middle of an SDT session to move UE to INACTIVE, i.e. network relies on releasing the UE back into RRC_INACTIVE.
	P1 is updated to be more concise and aligned with the wording used in Q.1) as suggested. However the description of the scenario under discussion is kept (where the wording is reused from the titles of the Topic#1 and option 1.a)).

	CATT
	Proposal 1
	The question on proposal 1 is:
”Q.1) 	For previous option 1.a), is there any mechanism needed to prevent data loss in case UE is moved back to INACTIVE state”
It is more clear if we can capture the question in proposal 1, as follows:

[bookmark: _Toc79098957]Proposal 1   [To agree] [14/16] No new solution is defined to address the scenario where the anchor relocation is required in the middle of an SDT session, i.e. network relies on releasing the UE back into RRC_INACTIVE prevent data loss in case UE is moved back to INACTIVE state. For this approach, data loss can be minimized by network and UE implementation, but data duplication may happen.
	See response above to vivo on P1

	ZTE
	Section 6.2.1 Proposal a) 
	a) If anchor relocation is required, UE is pushed back to INACTIVE (Proposal 1);  

Question for clarification (in case CCCH approach is used): For the CCCH based solution, for the above, in case there is a DL SRB message during the SDT session, will the RRCRelease message be sent with the same key/COUNT pair with the other SRB message sent during the SDT session before the second CCCH message? Or will the key be updated before sending the RRCRelease in this case? 
	If CCCH based solution were preferred, this question would need to be discussed when PDCP COUNT is or not reset. 
[bookmark: _Hlk79098218]Suggest adding this new question as part of previous section 5.3.5.1 on Q.12) - report of 2nd Phase (with the understanding that open questions raised by companies would need to be discussed if CCCH based approached were further progressed by RAN2).

	vivo
	Proposal 2
	This proposal looks more like an observation as no further action is needed even though it is agreed. We think we should discuss whether a new mechanism is needed first. Thus, we propose 
[To discuss] [14/16] If a new mechanism is needed to enable the scenario where anchor relocation is performed in the middle of an ongoing SDT session to move UE to CONNECTED. If yes, RAN2 needs to check with SA3 if the security key needs to be updated in order to meet SA3 requirement that the same security key is not re-used in two nodes or not.
	The intention is as you explained i.e. P2 is only discuss “If a new mechanism is needed”. This would mean that companies do not agree to P1. This point will be clarified/addressed in the conclusion section 7 when explaining the flow of proposals to agree/discuss in the online session. In addition, your suggested update of P2 is also incorporated as a sub-proposal to avoid any confusions on that part.


	ZTE
	Section 6.2.1 and 6.2.2
	PDCP entities of non-SDT DRBs  are re-established using existing mechanisms (Proposal 3)

Comment: In the above proposals, the DRB should be changed to RB (since the same can be applicable to SRBs too). 
	OK with the suggested update

	vivo
	Proposals 3-7/9/10
	These proposals are instructive only if the CCCH-based solution is down-selected. Thus we suggest replacing the tag [To agree] as [To agree if CCCH-based solution is selected].
	No change is done for this as the intention is to clarify/address this in the conclusion section 7 when explaining the flow of proposals to agree/discuss in the online session. 

	ZTE
	Section 6.2.1
	PDCP is suspended and PDUs flushed

Comment: For CCCH solution, the suspend operation may or may not be the legacy PDCP suspend operation since the COUNT may or may not be reset (depending on the solution chosen – i.e. proposal f)). Can this be clarified for this proposal (i.e. the PDCP suspend operation may not be the same depending on other agreements below etc). 
	[related to P4]
Added a related clarification in proposal 4 and point c) of summary section 6.2.1 as an FFS on this.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 5
	We are not sure this proposal is worded correctly. Our understanding is that:
1.  In case there horizontal key derivation is not needed and not performed, then the network does not have to be able to distinguish 1st and 2nd resume request as the stored key is used for both.
2. In case horizontal key derivation is done, then if the 2nd request is to be successful, the network needs to be able to distinguish it from the 1st one. 
The only case when 2) is not possible is when contention resolution was not successful for the first attempt which is a corner case as already commented by many companies. Therefore thwere are three options on how to handle this issue:
1. Do not use horizontal key derivation in this case, i.e. trigger RACH with an old key. 
2. Perform key derivation, but assume this is a corner case and not address this issue. In this situation second RRCResumeRequest may fail ocassionally.
3. Introduce some indication in RRCResumeRequest which most likely means new resumecause if we want to avoid new message definition.
This could be discussed further.
	P5 is updated based on your clarification. 
For 1), network may want to differentiate that this UE had a previous SDT session ongoing e.g. to recover any data stored in gNB where the SDT session. However we updated that part of the proposal to be more open/optional.
For the corner case explained in 2) is added as a comment but not as part of the proposal.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 7.1
	This proposal contradicts itself. Firstly, is says “IF SA3 has no security concern…” and then there is a “Note” saying some security concerns need to be discussed. The note should be removed, i.e. if SA3 has no security concerns, then RAN2 does not have to further dicsuss any security concerns, that was the while point of sending the LS to SA3.
	Clarified that first part of proposal 7.1 refers to the question already asked to SA3 and the note to a new security question that were brought up by companies’ comments during this email discussion

	ZTE
	Section 6.2.1 proposal g)
	g)	Liaise with SA3 on whether there is an issue with the re-use of ResumeMac-I in the 2nd Resume request

Comment: Didn’t we already ask this question? 
	[related to P7, P8]
Your understanding is right but this email discussion aimed to captured all open items (including those open questions already asked that we are waiting for input from other WGs). This point is clarified in P7. No change is done on the summary section as this point refers to the actual proposal 7 that clarifies this.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 10
	We have already asked SA3 about whether they have any security concerns with the CCCH based solution. We just need to wait for their feedback and can continue discussion in RAN2, we are not sure why we would need to send another LS on this topic.
	This point is clarified in P7 as explained to ZTE, however P10 seems to address a different aspect. Suggest that this is discussed during the meeting.

	ZTE
	Section 6.2.1 proposal j)
	j) Liaise with CT1 to complete the discussion on whether NAS will trigger a new ResumeRequest for non-SDT data. (Proposal 11)

Comment: same as above, we already asked the relavent questions to CT1. 
	This point is already clarified in P11, i.e. “inter-related with previous LS sent to CT1”. Therefore no change is done on the summary section.

	vivo
	Proposal 15
	We suggest removing this proposal since we think this proposal has been agreed in RAN2#113bis-e meeting:
Agreements:
SR resource is not configured for SDT. When the BSR is triggered by SDT data, the UE will trigger RA because SR resource is not available, same as legacy.
	Rappetour shares your view but it seemed that some companies had slightly different view. Updated P15 with a NOTE that includes previous agreement. The proposal is also categozed as “[To confirm]” instead “[To Agree]”

	LG
	6.2.2 h)
	It is not clear what kind of RACH procedure is initiated. Is it legacy RACH procedure for RRCResume (i.e. CCCH message)? or SDT-RACH procedure for DCCH message?
	[related to P15]
See response to vivo on P15. If any clarification is needed, the suggestion is to focus on RAN2#113bis-e related agreement.

	CATT
	Proposal 16
	During discussion on SDT, we have some agreements on SDT failure detection timer. It will be more clear if ‘SDT failure detection timer’ is used in proposal 16.

Proposal 16.	[To agree]  Events that trigger an abrupt termination or failure of an ongoing SDT session: [12/16] [event 1)] cell reselection, [12/16] [event 2)] expiry of theSDT failure detection timer and [10/16] [event 4)] Maximum number of retransmissions is reached in RLC
	OK with the suggested change

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 16
	It is unclear what this proposal actually proposes as there is no definition of “abrupt termination of an ongoing SDT session”. We think this proposal is not useful and we just need to specify what happens when these events occur.
	Removed the word “abrupt” in P16 to avoid confusions. 
For clarification, this term aimed to clarify that the termination/failure of the SDT session is done autonomoustly by UE (i.e. without network indication) and in the middle of an ongoing tx/rx session.

	LG
	6.2.2
	Add the following issue:
If there is no ongoing SDT procedure, the UE shall trigger CCCH message according to current specification. If DCCH-based solution is introduced, upon NAS request for non-SDT RB, the UE has to check whether there is ongoing SDT procedure or not to decide which message (CCCH or DCCH) to generate
	Rappetour’s understanding is that both solutions requires checking if there is an ongoing SDT session. For CCCH, UE aborts the ongoing session and starts a new one (possibly continuing the PDCP COUNT).  For DCCH, UE sends a DCCH message during an ongoing session.
However, suggest adding this new question as part of previous section 5.3.9.1 on Q.17) - report of 2nd Phase (understanding is that open questions raised by companies would need to be discussed if CCCH based approached were further progressed by RAN2).

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	





1. [bookmark: _Ref79092825]Conclusion
5. Proposals to be discussed in the meeting
This section shows the proposals re-organized and grouped in inter-related topic clarifying their dependencies.
0. General topics on the switch from SDT to CONNECTED
Proposal 1.	[To agree] [14/16] No new solution is defined to prevent data loss or duplication for the scenario where the anchor relocation is required in the middle of an SDT session, i.e. network can rely on releasing the UE back into RRC_INACTIVE.
[Suggested guidannce from Rappetour] If Proposal 1 is agreed, no need to discuss proposal 2 below:
Proposal 2.	[To discuss] [14/16] To discuss whether a new mechanism is defined to allow fallbacking from SDT to CONNECTED that requires performing anchor relocation in the middle of an ongoing SDT session.
Proposal 2.1. 	If proposal 2 is agreed, RAN2 needs to check with SA3 if the security key needs to be updated in order to meet SA3 requirement that the same security key is not re-used in two nodes or not.
Proposal 3.	[To agree] [13/16] [option 2.c)] The PDCP entities of only the non-SDT RBs are re-established (i.e. not for the SDT RBs) unless any new security keys are derived during the switch from SDT to CONNECTED (i.e. when UE receives RRCResume message during an SDT session).  Current signalling (e.g. resume) can be used by the network to re-establish these PDCP entities as required.
 
0. [bookmark: _Hlk79101201]Non-SDT data handling during ongoing SDT session
[Suggested guidannce from Rappetour] Before discussing Proposal 20 (which might be challenging to down-selection between the solutions), consider discussing common aspects between both solutions aiming first for initial agreements: 
Proposal 19.	[To discuss] The mechanism to switch UE into CONNECTED when non-SDT data is detected during an ongoing SDT session meets the following principles:
Proposal 19.1.	 [Principle 1] PDCP COUNT is not reset.    Note: Principle 1 is applicable to DCCH-based approach and related to the topics discussed in Proposal 6 / Proposal 8 for CCCH-based approach.
Proposal 19.2.	 [Principle 2] No new security key is derivated i.e. UE continues to use the security keys generated after the 1st RRCResumeRequest.    Note: Principle 2 is applicable to DCCH-based approach and related to the topics discussed in Proposal 7 / Proposal 8 for CCCH-based approach.
Proposal 20.	[To discuss] Discuss preferred approach to switch into CONNECTED upon non-SDT is detected during an ongoing SDT session considering [7/16] via CCCH-based approach (with related technical details summarized in Proposal 4 to Proposal 11’) or [10/16] via DCCH-based approach (with related technical details summarized in Proposal 11 to Proposal 15).

1. CCCH-based approach
[Suggested guidannce from Rappetour] If CCCH-based approach is choosen to switch into CONNECTED upon non-SDT is detected during an ongoing SDT session (in Porposal for Q.A)), Proposal 4 to Proposal 11 should be discussed:
Proposal 4.	[To agree] [12/16] [Option 1.a) & 1.c)] For CCCH-based approach, upon UE autonomously triggers the end or the release of ongoing SDT session, PDCP is suspended and PDUs flushed. FFS whether PDCP operation is same or not as legacy one (depdendent to other details to be agreed on CCCH-based approach).
Proposal 5.	[To agree] [14/16] For CCCH-based approach, when switching from SDT to non-SDT, network should be able to differentiate, if necessary, that this UE had an SDT session ongoing and is sending a 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg. 
Proposal 5.1.	[To discuss] If Proposal 5 is agreed, to discuss possible related handlings depend on the need to perform horizontal key derivation (note: whether horizontal key derivation is done is discussed in next Proposal 8):
Proposal 5.1.	[8/16] If horizonal key derivation is not done, network may not have to distinguish 1st and 2nd resume request. If it does, it can differentiate the 2nd access implicitly (e.g. via I-RNTI and gNB’s implementation) and a new indication is not needed.
Proposal 5.2.	[6/16] If horizonal key derivation is needed, network needs to differentiate the 2nd access, e.g. with a new indication sent in that 2nd RRCResumeRequest.
Proposal 6.	[To agree] For CCCH-based approach, when switching from SDT to non-SDT, RAN2 needs to choose between options 1 and 2 not to use the same PDCP COUNT and security key. [13/16] [Option 1)] PDCP COUNT is reset, when the security key is updated. [10/16] [Option 2)] PDCP COUNT is maintained (i.e. not reset), when the security key is not updated. Note: whether security key needs to be updated is discussed in next Proposal 7 and Proposal 8.
Proposal 7.	[To agree] [9/16] For CCCH-based approach, when switching from SDT to non-SDT, RAN2 requires SA3 input to conclude on which key is used for generating the resumeMAC-I for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg (inter-related to previous LS sent by RAN2 to SA3).
Proposal 7.1.	[To agree] [12/16] [option 6.d)] If SA3 has no security concern as explained in proposal 7, the security key in the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg is the same than in the 1st RRCResumeRequest msg (i.e. UE’s KRRCint key stored in UE Inactive AS Context).  Note: additional/new details explained by companies in this email discussion may need further discussion, such as, other security concerns (e.g. for data after the 2nd RRCResumeRequest or source-c-RNTI used for calculating the VarResumeMAC-Input) or network handling of the 2nd RRCResumeRequest.
Proposal 8.	[To agree] [12/16] If SA3 has some security concern with Proposal 7.1 or agreement in Proposal 6 requires an update of the security key, to continue discussion on how to update the security key for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest, considering at least the following proposed options:
Proposal 8.1.	[To discuss] [5/16] [option 6.e)/6.a)] UE’s new KRRCint key i.e. the one calculated when triggering SDT (which is calculated based on the NCC provided in last RRCRelease msg).
Proposal 8.2. [To discuss] [10/16] [option 6.b)] Horizonal key derivation.
Proposal 8.3.	[To discuss] [3/16] [option 6.c)] New NCC that was provided by the serving gNB in the 1st DL message after UE sends the 1st UL SDT msg (i.e. upon initiating the SDT session)
Proposal 8.4.	[To discuss] [1] [option 6.x)] TS 33.501 is updated to use COUNT=2 for resumeMAC-I calculation of the 2nd RRCResumeRequest for SDT operation (instead than COUNT=1)
Proposal 9.	[To agree] [16/16] [option 7.a)] For CCCH-based approach, when switching from SDT to non-SDT and for the scenario where the ongoing SDT session is with UE AS context relocation, I-RNTI provided in last RRCRelease msg is used for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg (which would locate/identify the UE AS Context in the network). Note: if agreed, RAN3 might need to be informed (e.g. anchor gNB may need to keep a copy or reference of the UE AS context until SDT session is successfully terminated by the network).
Proposal 10.	[To agree] [7/16] For CCCH-based approach, ask SA3 on whether anchor gNB generate another new KgNB associated with the same serving/target gNB when switching from SDT to non-SDT after network receives the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg.
Proposal 11’.	[To agree] AS layer generates CCCH message and initiates the transmission of CCCH message. FFS how NAS/AS interaction is done for this scenario (inter-related with previous LS sent to CT1).

1. DCCH-based approach
[Suggested guidannce from Rappetour] If DCCH-based approach is choosen to switch into CONNECTED upon non-SDT is detected during an ongoing SDT session (in Porposal for Q.A)), Proposal 11 to Proposal 15 should be discussed:
Proposal 11.	[To agree] [9/16] [option 9.a)] AS layer generates DCCH message and initiates the transmission of DCCH message. [12/16] FFS if NAS/AS interaction is required for this scenario and if so, how this is done (inter-related with previous LS sent to CT1).
Proposal 12.	[To discuss] For DCCH-based approach, whether UE’s indication/request to switch into CONNECTED when non-SDT becomes available during an ongoing SDT session is sent via [7/16] [option a)] new UL RRC msg, or [10/16] [option b)] reuse legacy UL RRC msg e.g. UEAssistanceInformation message
Proposal 13.	[To agree] [14/16] [option 11.c)] For DCCH-based approach, resume cause is provided by UE to indicate/request the switch into CONNECTED when non-SDT becomes available in UE during an ongoing SDT session. Agreement dependent on CT1’s input.
Proposal 13.1.	[To discuss] whether other information can be provided, e.g. [6/16] [option 11.a)] List of one or more RB IDs for which data is arrived, or [7/16] [option 11.b)] Data volume per RB or cumulative can also be indicated.
Proposal 14.	[To agree] [13/16] [option 16.1)] For DCCH-based approach, after UE sends DCCH message during an ongoing SDT session, UE continues with the SDT session ongoing until network informs otherwise to UE by transitioning the UE into RRC_CONNECTED or releasing the UE into legacy RRC_INACTIVE or RRC_IDLE.
Proposal 14.1.	[To discuss] [7/16] [option 16.2)] Whether UE should expect a confirmation of reception of the DCCH message; and if so, clarify the details of this confirmation and the expected UE behaviour when not received (e.g. after certain time controlled by a timer)
Proposal 15.	[To confirm] [14/16] For DCCH-based approach, UE initiates RACH procedure when there is no UL grant for a UE to send the DCCH message for non-SDT data indication during an ongoing SDT session. Note: this operation is aglined to RAN2#113bis-e agreement “SR resource is not configured for SDT. When the BSR is triggered by SDT data, the UE will trigger RA because SR resource is not available, same as legacy.”


0. Failure handling during ongoing SDT session
Proposal 16.	[To agree]  Events that trigger a termination or failure of an ongoing SDT session: [12/16] [event 1)] cell reselection, [12/16] [event 2)] expiry of the SDT failure detection timer and [10/16] [event 4)] Maximum number of retransmissions is reached in RLC
Proposal 16.1. [To discuss] whether to also consider [9/16] [event 4)] Lower layer indication
Proposal 17.	[To agree] [13/16] The aim is to define a common UE behaviour, if possible, when any of the agreed trigger events from Proposal 16 lead to an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session.
Proposal 21.	[To agree] [15/16] [Approach 1)] When a UE detects a failure of an ongoing SDT session, UE transitions autonomously into RRC_IDLE (as baseline solution).
[Suggested guidannce from Rappetour] If Proposal 21 is agreed and CCCH based approach is not agreed, there is no need to discuss proposal 22 and 18 below:
Proposal 22.	[To discuss] If CCCH-based approach is chosed in Proposal 20, to discuss whether to reuse the same solution as a recovery mechanism via [8/16] [Approach 2)] which allows keeping UE into RRC_INACTIVE when a UE detects a failure of an ongoing SDT session. If Proposal 22 is agreed, then Proposal 21 is not applicable/needed.
Proposal 18.	[To agree] [13/16] [Approach 2)] When a UE detects a failure of an ongoing SDT session and if UE remains in RRC_INACTIVE, details addressed Proposal 5 to Proposal 10 are applicable to this approach. Note: handling in a new third gNB (i.e., previous/anchor gNB, serving gNB, and new gNB after cell reselection) might require further discussion.

5. Obervations and proposals in sequential order
The observations captured are the following:
Observation 1.	When UE receives RRCResume message during an ongoing SDT session or in response to RRCResumeRequest message sent for SDT (i.e. switch from SDT to CONNECTED), the PDCP entities for only the non-SDT RBs are re-established (i.e., SDT RBs are not re-established as were already resumed for the SDT session).
Observation 2.	When switching from SDT to CONNECTED, it is left up to network implementation that the data exchanged before triggering the fallback to resume is not lost (i.e. UE does not need to retransmit it) and SDT related data traffic can continue after UE gets CONNECTED.
Observation 3.	For CCCH-based approach, UE autonomously triggers the end or the release of ongoing SDT session upon detecting the non-SDT data.
Observation 4.	When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach, AS applies UAC and initiates random access procedure same as any legacy UE in RRC_INACTIVE.
Observation 5.	The mechanism to be defined that enables the switch from SDT to non-SDT shall meet the following NR requirement: the same PDCP COUNT value is not used more than once for a given security key.
Observation 6.	When switching from SDT to non-SDT via CCCH-based approach, if the PDCP count is reset upon detecting non-SDT data during an ongoing SDT session, the UE/network may not be able to detect data duplication and prevent data loss during the transitioning into RRC_CONNECTED.
Observation 7.	When switching from SDT to non-SDT via DCCH-based approach, the PDCP COUNT is maintained for SDT DRBs (i.e. the SDT session fallbacks into CONNECTED upon gNB sends RRCResume message during the ongoing SDT session).
Observation 8.	For DCCH approach, after UE informs the network that non-SDT data is available, UE continues with the SDT session ongoing until network informs otherwise to UE (i.e. by transitioning the UE into RRC_CONNECTED or releasing the UE into legacy RRC_INACTIVE or RRC_IDLE). Upon UE receives RRCResume message, only the PDCP of non-SDT DRBs are re-established and resumed (as SDT RBs were already re-established/resumed upon initiating the SDT session).
Observation 9.	Upon UE detects an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session and remains into legacy RRC_INACTIVE, the UE shall immediately initiate a request to resume the suspended RRC connection or to (re)start the SDT session
The proposals captured are the following:
Proposal 1.	[To agree] [14/16] No new solution is defined to prevent data loss or duplication for the scenario where the anchor relocation is required in the middle of an SDT session, i.e. network can rely on releasing the UE back into RRC_INACTIVE.
Proposal 2.	[To discuss] [14/16] To discuss whether a new mechanism is defined to allow fallbacking from SDT to CONNECTED that requires performing anchor relocation in the middle of an ongoing SDT session.
Proposal 2.1.	If proposal 2 is agreed, RAN2 needs to check with SA3 if the security key needs to be updated in order to meet SA3 requirement that the same security key is not re-used in two nodes or not.
Proposal 3.	[To agree] [13/16] [option 2.c)] The PDCP entities of only the non-SDT RBs are re-established (i.e. not for the SDT RBs) unless any new security keys are derived during the switch from SDT to CONNECTED (i.e. when UE receives RRCResume message during an SDT session).  Current signalling (e.g. resume) can be used by the network to re-establish these PDCP entities as required.
Proposal 4.	[To agree] [12/16] [Option 1.a) & 1.c)] For CCCH-based approach, upon UE autonomously triggers the end or the release of ongoing SDT session, PDCP is suspended and PDUs flushed. FFS whether PDCP operation is same or not as legacy one (depdendent to other details to be agreed on CCCH-based approach).
Proposal 5.	[To agree] [14/16] For CCCH-based approach, when switching from SDT to non-SDT, network should be able to differentiate, if necessary, that this UE had an SDT session ongoing and is sending a 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg.
Proposal 5.1.	[To discuss] If Proposal 5 is agreed, to discuss possible related handlings depend on the need to perform horizontal key derivation (note: whether horizontal key derivation is done is discussed in next Proposal 8):
Proposal 5.1.1.	[8/16] If horizonal key derivation is not done, network may not have to distinguish 1st and 2nd resume request. If it does, it can differentiate the 2nd access implicitly (e.g. via I-RNTI and gNB’s implementation) and a new indication is not needed.
Proposal 5.1.2.	[6/16] If horizonal key derivation is needed, network needs to differentiate the 2nd access, e.g. with a new indication sent in that 2nd RRCResumeRequest.
Proposal 6.	[To agree] For CCCH-based approach, when switching from SDT to non-SDT, RAN2 needs to choose between options 1 and 2 not to use the same PDCP COUNT and security key. [13/16] [Option 1)] PDCP COUNT is reset, when the security key is updated. [10/16] [Option 2)] PDCP COUNT is maintained (i.e. not reset), when the security key is not updated. Note: whether security key needs to be updated is discussed in next Proposal 7 and Proposal 8.
Proposal 7.	[To agree] [9/16] For CCCH-based approach, when switching from SDT to non-SDT, RAN2 requires SA3 input to conclude on which key is used for generating the resumeMAC-I for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg (inter-related to previous LS sent by RAN2 to SA3).
Proposal 7.1.	[To agree] [12/16] [option 6.d)] If SA3 has no security concern as explained in proposal 7, the security key in the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg is the same than in the 1st RRCResumeRequest msg (i.e. UE’s KRRCint key stored in UE Inactive AS Context).  Note: additional/new details explained by companies in this email discussion may need further discussion, such as, other security concerns (e.g. for data after the 2nd RRCResumeRequest or source-c-RNTI used for calculating the VarResumeMAC-Input) or network handling of the 2nd RRCResumeRequest.
Proposal 8.	[To agree] [12/16] If SA3 has some security concern with Proposal 7.1 or agreement in Proposal 6 requires an update of the security key, to continue discussion on how to update the security key for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest, considering at least the following proposed options:
Proposal 8.1.	[To discuss] [5/16] [option 6.e)/6.a)] UE’s new KRRCint key i.e. the one calculated when triggering SDT (which is calculated based on the NCC provided in last RRCRelease msg).
Proposal 8.2.	[To discuss] [10/16] [option 6.b)] Horizonal key derivation.
Proposal 8.3.	[To discuss] [3/16] [option 6.c)] New NCC that was provided by the serving gNB in the 1st DL message after UE sends the 1st UL SDT msg (i.e. upon initiating the SDT session)
Proposal 8.4.	[To discuss] [1] [option 6.x)] TS 33.501 is updated to use COUNT=2 for resumeMAC-I calculation of the 2nd RRCResumeRequest for SDT operation (instead than COUNT=1)
Proposal 9.	[To agree] [16/16] [option 7.a)] For CCCH-based approach, when switching from SDT to non-SDT and for the scenario where the ongoing SDT session is with UE AS context relocation, I-RNTI provided in last RRCRelease msg is used for the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg (which would locate/identify the UE AS Context in the network). Note: if agreed, RAN3 might need to be informed (e.g. anchor gNB may need to keep a copy or reference of the UE AS context until SDT session is successfully terminated by the network).
Proposal 10.	[To agree] [7/16] For CCCH-based approach, ask SA3 on whether anchor gNB generate another new KgNB associated with the same serving/target gNB when switching from SDT to non-SDT after network receives the 2nd RRCResumeRequest msg.
Proposal 11.	[To agree] [9/16] [option 9.a)] AS layer generates DCCH message and initiates the transmission of DCCH message. [12/16] FFS if NAS/AS interaction is required for this scenario and if so, how this is done (inter-related with previous LS sent to CT1).
Proposal 12.	[To discuss] For DCCH-based approach, whether UE’s indication/request to switch into CONNECTED when non-SDT becomes available during an ongoing SDT session is sent via [7/16] [option a)] new UL RRC msg, or [10/16] [option b)] reuse legacy UL RRC msg e.g. UEAssistanceInformation message
Proposal 13.	[To agree] [14/16] [option 11.c)] For DCCH-based approach, resume cause is provided by UE to indicate/request the switch into CONNECTED when non-SDT becomes available in UE during an ongoing SDT session. Agreement dependent on CT1’s input.
Proposal 13.1.	[To discuss] whether other information can be provided, e.g. [6/16] [option 11.a)] List of one or more RB IDs for which data is arrived, or [7/16] [option 11.b)] Data volume per RB or cumulative can also be indicated.
Proposal 14.	[To agree] [13/16] [option 16.1)] For DCCH-based approach, after UE sends DCCH message during an ongoing SDT session, UE continues with the SDT session ongoing until network informs otherwise to UE by transitioning the UE into RRC_CONNECTED or releasing the UE into legacy RRC_INACTIVE or RRC_IDLE.
Proposal 14.1.	[To discuss] [7/16] [option 16.2)] Whether UE should expect a confirmation of reception of the DCCH message; and if so, clarify the details of this confirmation and the expected UE behaviour when not received (e.g. after certain time controlled by a timer)
Proposal 15.	[To confirm] [14/16] For DCCH-based approach, UE initiates RACH procedure when there is no UL grant for a UE to send the DCCH message for non-SDT data indication during an ongoing SDT session. Note: this operation is aglined to RAN2#113bis-e agreement “SR resource is not configured for SDT. When the BSR is triggered by SDT data, the UE will trigger RA because SR resource is not available, same as legacy.”
Proposal 16.	[To agree]  Events that trigger a termination or failure of an ongoing SDT session: [12/16] [event 1)] cell reselection, [12/16] [event 2)] expiry of the SDT failure detection timer and [10/16] [event 4)] Maximum number of retransmissions is reached in RLC
Proposal 16.1.	[To discuss] whether to also consider [9/16] [event 4)] Lower layer indication
Proposal 17.	[To agree] [13/16] The aim is to define a common UE behaviour, if possible, when any of the agreed trigger events from Proposal 16 lead to an abrupt termination/failure of an SDT session.
Proposal 18.	[To agree] [13/16] [Approach 2)] When a UE detects a failure of an ongoing SDT session and if UE remains in RRC_INACTIVE, details addressed Proposal 5 to Proposal 10 are applicable to this approach. Note: handling in a new third gNB (i.e., previous/anchor gNB, serving gNB, and new gNB after cell reselection) might require further discussion.
Proposal 19.	[To discuss] The mechanism to switch UE into CONNECTED when non-SDT data is detected during an ongoing SDT session meets the following principles:
Proposal 19.1.	[Principle 1] PDCP COUNT is not reset.    Note: Principle 1 is applicable to DCCH-based approach and related to the topics discussed in Proposal 6 / Proposal 8 for CCCH-based approach.
Proposal 19.2.	[Principle 2] No new security key is derivated i.e. UE continues to use the security keys generated after the 1st RRCResumeRequest.    Note: Principle 2 is applicable to DCCH-based approach and related to the topics discussed in Proposal 7 / Proposal 8 for CCCH-based approach.
Proposal 20.	[To discuss] Discuss preferred approach to switch into CONNECTED upon non-SDT is detected during an ongoing SDT session considering [7/16] via CCCH-based approach (with related technical details summarized in Proposal 4 to Proposal 11’) or [10/16] via DCCH-based approach (with related technical details summarized in Proposal 11 to Proposal 15).
Proposal 21.	[To agree] [15/16] [Approach 1)] When a UE detects a failure of an ongoing SDT session, UE transitions autonomously into RRC_IDLE (as baseline solution).
Proposal 22.	[To discuss] If CCCH-based approach is chosed in Proposal 20, to discuss whether to reuse the same solution as a recovery mechanism via [8/16] [Approach 2)] which allows keeping UE into RRC_INACTIVE when a UE detects a failure of an ongoing SDT session. If Proposal 22 is agreed, then Proposal 21 is not applicable/needed.
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