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1 Introduction

 This document summarizes open issues after the initial discussion regarding CP open issues based on the summary in R2-2203732. 

Deadline for companies’ inputs: Wed, March 2nd, 9:00 UTC
2 Capabilities
2.1 Relation between CG-SDT and RA-SDT capabilities

[CB] Proposal 3 (17 out of 22): UE supporting CG-SDT shall also support 4-step RA-SDT
17 out of 22 companies supported the above proposal. However, this seems controversial. So, the rapporteur would try to understand if there will be any objections if we go the opposite way. Then we have all the views and hopefully we can make a quick decision.  

Q1: Can companies accept the following proposal (or do you have strong objections)? 

Proposal: UE supporting CG-SDT need not support 4-step RA-SDT (i.e. these capabilities are independent). 

	Company
	Acceptable / Strong concern
	Comments (please explain why there is a strong concern)

	LGE
	Acceptable
	We still don’t see the need to couple independent features. During online discussion, some companies argue that the UE has to support 4-step RA. We agree that 4-step RA is mandatory for all UEs, but what we are talking about is 4-step RA-SDT not the 4-step RA. Each SDT feature (i.e. CG-SDT, 2-step RA-SDT, and 4-step RA-SDT) is independent, and 4-step RA is supported regardless of SDT feature.

If what companies want is make 4-step RA-SDT mandatory, then we can accept it. But, in this case, UE supporting 2-step RA-SDT should also support 4-step RA-SDT. In this case, we can say that 4-step RA-SDT is mandatory, and CG-SDT and 2-step RA-SDT are optional.

	Apple
	Acceptable
	

	Xiaomi
	Acceptable
	


2.2 Separte capability for SRB

For the proposal to have separate capability for SRB for SDT, the responses were very mixed (Support 10, Not Support 7, No strong view 5). 

As a quick way forward, the rapporteur wold like to check if companies would have strong concerns (objections) if we go with the following proposal 
Q2: Can companies accept the following proposal (or do you have strong objections)? 

Proposal: Separate capability is needed for SRB (i.e. for NAS messages)

	Company
	Acceptable / Strong concern
	Comments (please explain why there is a strong concern)

	LGE
	Acceptable
	The SRB SDT is mainly introduced for transmitting Positioning data in SRB2. As Positioning is an optional feature, we think it is logical that SRB SDT is also an optional feature.

	Apple
	Acceptable
	

	Xiaomi
	Acceptable
	


3 Parameter value ranges
3.1 DVT values

For data volume thresholds, there were a number of good inputs. The rapporteur view is that this issue is not controversial. The following proposal is made to accommodate the company views expressed. 

· Have one small value to cover the TCP/IP header size (i.e. to cover the keep alive traffic) – byte 32 covers this 

· Reduce the granularity at lower sizes a bit to avoid too many small packet sizes (removed everything under 100 bytes apart from the 32 byte packet above)

· Include at least one packet size to cover the positioning packet (the size at and above 9000 are now included)

· Cover a few more values at higher range (some more values aboe 9000 are also included). 

So, the following proposal is made as a result of the above comments seen during the discussion. 

Proposal: DVT is configured as follows: 

ENUMERATED {byte32, byte100, byte200, byte400, byte600, byte800, byte1000, byte2000, byte4000, byte8000, byte9000, byte10000, byte12000, byte24000, byte48000, byte96000}

Q3: Can companies accept the above proposal (or do you have strong objections)? 

	Company
	Acceptable / Strong concern
	Comments (please explain why there is a strong concern)

	LGE
	Acceptable
	But, we still think finer granularity is not so needed. Maybe we can remove some values and add spare values. E.g.,

ENUMERATED {byte32, byte100, byte200, byte400, byte600,  byte1000, byte2000, byte4000, byte9000, byte12000, byte24000, byte48000, byte96000, spare1, spare2, spare3}

	Apple
	Acceptable
	

	Xiaomi
	Acceptable
	


3.2 SDT error detection timer values

UE vendors expressed concern over long SDT error detection timers. On the one hand the timer should be not too long but it should also allow the network to send any response message in DL (otherwise UE will be paged and hence the purpose of SDT is is not seved). 

Keeping in mind the comments expressed, the compromise proposal below is provided (to avoid the largest – i.e. the 10 sec value), but to extend this up to 6 seconds. 

Considering that the longest value is only a possible configuration and anyway the network may use smaller value and in fact the network can send the UE back to inactive as soon as the DL acknowledgment is received, the following proposal is made: 

Proposal: SDT error detection timer (t3xx) is configured as follows: 

t3XX    ENUMERATED {ms100, ms200, ms300, ms400, ms600, ms1000, ms2000, ms3000, ms6000, spare7, spare6, spare5, spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1}

Q4: Can companies accept the above proposal (or do you have strong objections)? 

	Company
	Acceptable / Strong concern
	Comments (please explain why there is a strong concern)

	LGE
	Acceptable
	

	Apple
	Strong concern
	From the applicable service perspective, SDT transmisison is designed for the small and infrequenty data transmission, so UE is not expected to stay in the SDT period for long time. 

For UE power perspective, there is no any power saving mechanism supported during the SDT procedure, longer SDT timer means more UE power consumption. 

To keep the same UE power consumption as legacy, the value of the SDT error detection timer can reuse the values of T319 (i.e. max value is 2s). 


3.3 CG-SDT periodicities

Long periodicities for CG-SDT would allow for better resource utilization at the network. However, it seems majority view is not to support this. Rapporteur notes that if we want to support long periodicities, we have to support also delayed start of the SDT error detection timer (since companies don’t seem to like the long SDT error detection timer values as noted in section 3.2).  Based on this, the rapporteur’s feeling is that it is hard to support the longer periodicities now for CG-SDT period. There will also be a minor impact to RAN1 specs if we support longere periodicities. 

Based on the above considerations, the following proposal can be tried (as it is). 

Proposal: Do not support long CG-SDT periodicities: 

Q5: Can companies accept the above proposal (or do you have strong objections)? 

	Company
	Acceptable / Strong concern
	Comments (please explain why there is a strong concern)

	LGE
	Acceptable
	

	Apple
	Acceptable
	

	Xiaomi
	Acceptable
	


4 Other issues

4.1 RACH failure handling

The majority view seems to be that we can stick to existing mechanism (i.e. RACH error indication from MAC results in no action in RRC and we rely on the error detection timer). Now that the error detection timer value is not too long per above proposal, may be this is perhaps an acceptable way forward? So, we could check the proposal as it is 

Proposal: For handling RACH failure (i.e. that Max RACH preamble transmission is reached) during SDT procedure, MAC indicates RACH problem indication to RRC. RRC does not any action for this indication similar to legacy operation in RRC_INACTIVE/RRC_IDLE. RA procedure is continued.

Q6: Can companies accept the above proposal (or do you have strong objections)? 

	Company
	Acceptable / Strong concern
	Comments (please explain why there is a strong concern)

	LGE
	Concern
	We think the SDT error detection timer (t3xx) is typically configured with longer value than T319. If we just follow the legacy procedure, interference level will be much increased considering the longer value of t3xx.

	Apple
	Acceptable
	

	Xiaomi
	Concern
	We share the same cocern as LG. To support subsequent data transmission during the INATIVE, the gNB needs to configure a longer timer value. Keeping CBRA for a long time will cause lots of interence to other UEs. 


4.2 UL non-SDT data arrival indication

The view expressed between UAI and new message is pretty evenly split. However, it seems some companies expressed view that RRCResumeRequest is reused (seems this is not feasible). Rapporteur’s expectation is that when all views from companies are concerned, UAI might have slight majority. So, it is proposed to try this way forward. It is anticipated that there will be no objections to this since this is mainly a matter of taste anyway. 

Proposal: For the non-SDT data arrival indication, use UAI as the baseline.

Q7: Can companies accept the above proposal (or do you have strong objections)? 

	Company
	Acceptable / Strong concern
	Comments (please explain why there is a strong concern)

	LGE
	Acceptable
	

	Apple
	Acceptable
	

	Xiaomi
	Acceptable
	


Further, based on the CT1 reply LS, it seems that it is up to implementation whether a new resumeCause can be sent or not by upper layers (as CT1 couldn’t reach a consensus on this issue). Based on this, rapporteur thinks we can include the resumeCause as an optional IE (to cover all implementation possibilities on the UE side).

So, we can check the following proposal: 

Proposal: ResumeCause value is included in UAI as an optional IE (and hence is provided to the network if upper layers provide it to the AS).

Q8: Can companies accept the above proposal (or do you have strong objections)? 

	Company
	Acceptable / Strong concern
	Comments (please explain why there is a strong concern)

	LGE
	Acceptable
	

	Apple
	Acceptable
	

	Xiaomi
	Acceptable
	


4.3  Unlicensed spectrum

Rapporteur believes that there is no impact to the running CR for this discussion. So, no proposal is made and no further discussion is needed. If companies spot anything specific they can comment directly to the CR for this. So, no further discussion on this aspect is deemed necessary in phase2. 

4.4 Handling of pending data after RRCReject

During the phase 1 discussion only 8 out of 21 compnaies think that this is an essential issue. The rapporteur also agrees with the majority companies that this issue is not essential (i.e. can be left to network/UE implementation). Hence no further discussion will be needed on this in phase2. 
4.5 LS to CT1
The following agreements made on Monday online session may have NAS impact. 
	· If UE detects an SDT failure of ongoing SDT session for the transfer of NAS message, RRC informs NAS about the failure for NAS message transfer. Discuss further if any specification change is needed or not.  [CB] LS to CT1?


In addition, in CT1 LS (R2-2201822), CT1 didnot reach consensus on the NAS behavior to support the SDT feature. In order to make sure the R17 specs (including AS and NAS) can support SDT feature correctly, RAN2 can inform CT1 the RAN2 agreements, which can help CT1 to reach the consensus on the NAS impact. 
	[image: image1.png]1)  With respect to "does the NAS layer provide another trigger" when "the AS has not yet responded
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So, we can check the following proposal: 

Proposal: Send the LS to CT1 to inform the RAN2 agreements in the AS-NAS interaction aspect for their check. 
Q9: Can companies accept the above proposal (or do you have strong objections)? 

	Company
	Acceptable / Strong concern
	Comments (please explain why there is a strong concern)

	Apple
	Acceptable
	SDT feature involves both AS and NAS. 

The LS can help CT1 to check the NAS impact for the SDT feature.

	Xiaomi
	Acceptable
	It does not harm to inform CT1 of the latest RAN2 agreement. Whether anything needs to be changed in the CT1 specification can be up to the CT1 to decide.

	
	
	


5 Contact Points

Respondents to the email discussion are kindly asked to fill in the following table.

	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	LG Electronics
	SeungJune Yi
	seungjune.yi@lge.com

	Apple
	Fangli XU
	fangli_xu@apple.com

	Xiaomi
	Yumin Wu
	wuyumin@xiaomi.com
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