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1 Introduction

 This document summarizes the following email discussion.

· [AT117-e] [501] [Sdata] CP additional open issues (Samsung)

Remaining CP open issues 

Deadline: Proposals by rapporteur by Friday (intermediary deadlines for comments to be set by rapporteur)


Deadline for companies’ inputs: Thursday, Feb 24th, 12:00 UTC
2 Discussion on selected proposals from CP open issue list summary

2.1 DVT Threshold configuration

P17: DataVolumeThreshold is configured only in SIB1

<Rapporteur Comments>: This seems to be the general preference and this is already implemented in the running CR. I think this may be easily agreeable. 

Q1a: Do you agree that DataVolumeThreshold is configured only in SIB1?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	ZTE
	Yes
	It seems this is fine. We also now added the Txxx configuration also in SIB1 (similar to legacy where the error detection timers are configured in SIB1). Please see: R2-2203296. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	AT&T
	Yes
	Ok since this is already in the running CR.

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Sony
	Yes
	


Summary: There is consensus to support this proposal.

Proposal 1 (Easy): DataVolumeThreshold is configured only in SIB1.

P16: The following is used for sdt-DataVolumeThreshold

ENUMERATED {byte10, byte14, byte20, byte28, byte38, byte53, byte74, byte102, byte142, byte198, byte276, byte384, byte535, byte745, byte1038, byte1446}

Q1b: Provide your comments on the preferred values (if any) in the table below?

	Company
	Comments (if any)

	ZTE
	Traditional TCP IP header is 20 bytes and may be one value for this and considering we have ROHC option, one value below this value can also be considered. For the remaining values we don’t have a strong view. Please see a proposal below as starting point. 

ENUMERATED {byte10, byte14, byte20, byte28, byte38, byte53, byte74, byte102, byte142, byte198, byte276, byte384, byte535, byte745, byte1038, byte1446, byte2014}



	Nokia
	ENUMERATED {byte10, byte14, byte20, byte28, byte38, byte53, byte74, byte102, byte142, byte198, byte276, byte384, byte535, byte745, byte1038, byte1446}

In case SDT resources are (temporarily) congested NW can signal 0 i.e. SDT is not temporarily allowed. Otherwise, NW need to disable whole SDT procedure.

	Samsung
	Ok with suggestion from ZTE

	LGE
	The data volume threshold is used for the UE to decide whether to trigger SDT procedure or transitions to RRC_CONNECTED. Thus, smaller values are not so useful in our view.

In addition, considering that SDT procedure is typically used for messenger service, and the messenger service may transfer photo files, larger values may be needed.

Thus, our suggestion is as follows.

- for text messages: byte100, byte200, byte300, byte500

- for photo files: byte1M, byte2M, byte3M, byte5M

The kbyte level threshold can be added if use case is identified.

	Sharp
	We are fine with suggestion from ZTE.

	CATT
	Ok with suggestion from Nokia.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are not sure about the rationale behind using TCP header size as the minimum threshold. There will be an associated payload in the TCP packet, correct? In our understanding, even the heartbeat message of IM applications is around 100 bytes, so we propose this as a minimum value. Also, we think LPP messages can be rather big and this is an important use case. Perhaps, what LG proposes goes a bit too far, but we propose to have more values in the upper range, e.g. 

ENUMERATED {byte100, byte200, byte300, byte400, byte600, byte800, byte1000, byte1200, byte1600, byte2000, byte4000, byte8000, byte12000, byte24000, byte48000, byte96000}

We are not sure why value ‘0’ is needed. What is the point of signalling SDT configuration if that is not supposed to be used. De-configuring it is not more complex while keeping it just adds the overhead unnecessarily.

	OPPO
	We think it may not necessary to define so many candidates for data volume threshold. It is suggested to pick some typical values. We prefer to follow LGE’s suggestion.

	Qualcomm
	The data volume threshold should consider the size of Positioning reporting. This is also one objective of SDT WI on allowing SRB2 to be resumed in SDT. 

At least the maximum size of PDCP SDU 9000 bytes should be considered for a LPP message and UL LPP message segmentation has already agreed to be used by UE in RRC_INACTIVE. The subsequent data transmission phase can be used to handle the LPP segmentations. In that sense, we think the at least the kbyte level should be added to allow the Positioning reporting to be handled in SDT in RRC_INACTIVE. 

In the [POST116bis-e][511][Sdata] – CP open issue discussion, the discussion stared from the 5-bit BS field. The index 31 can support up to 150Kbyte. We think it is good.

Further, the finer granularity in current proposal may not be needed. It seems such as 100byte, 200byte, 300byte, 500byte… and etc, is already good enough.

	Fujitsu
	We have a similar view with that max size of PDCP SDU 9000 bytes needs to be considered. In addition, we are not sure if 0 byte is useful. Furthermore, it seems that the granularity is too fine, for example, the difference between 10byte and 14 byte is very tiny and almost no difference. Instead of the current proposal, picking up 5-bit BS field from the current BS table is enough/sufficient. 

	China Telecom
	The data volume threshold is used to determine whether to trigger SDT procedure or not. Therefore, the small value may not be needed. We are fine with LCG’s suggestion. 

	Ericsson
	We are fine with suggestion from ZTE. Signalling 0 as suggested by Nokia is also interesting.

	AT&T
	We support the comments from Qualcomm and others that the data volume thresholds should also consider the size of positioning data/messages as this has been identified as a compelling use case for SDT. As such, we do not support the current proposal and suggest that the kbyte level should be added. The fine granularity in the current proposal may not be necessary. 

	Intel
	This threshold only determines whether SDT can be initiated or not, and when SDT is initiated, additional multiple SDT transmissions are possible during a given SDT session. Therefore, we understand it is not as essential to define too many different values for network to choose from as it does not limit the size of the 1st UL SDT transmission as it happened for LTE EDT. Our preference is to define a smaller list e.g. with 6 or 8 values (instead as 16 that is currently proposed) although we can accept majority preference.

	Interdigital
	Share Intel’s view but we are fine to go for the majority preference.

	Spreadtrum
	The threshold is used to determine whether SDT can be initiated and not for once SDT transmission. So smaller value is not needed. We support to introduce threshold value for positioning reporting.

	Lenovo
	OK with the suggestions made by ZTE

	vivo
	No strong view on the detailed values. Should we use the unit of bit rather than byte in this spec? We should align the editorial type with the existing field. 

ra-Msg3SizeGroupA                   ENUMERATED {b56, b144, b208, b256, b282, b480, b640, b800, b1000, b72, spare6, spare5,spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1},


edt-TBS-r15



ENUMERATED {b328, b408, b504, b600, b712,












b808, b936, b1000or456},

	Xiaomi
	We are fine with the values provided by ZTE, and consider that the QC’s suggestion of allowing the maximum size of PDCP SDU 9000 bytes for LPP message could also be fine.

	Apple
	Share Qualcomm’s view and start the value design from 5-bit BS field. 

If companies would like to make the list smaller, we are fine to keep the large values in the list and remove the small ones.  


Summary: 

· Add 0 byte as one of the values to temporarily disable SDT (Nokia, Ericsson, CATT). Two companies support this while the two other thinks that this is not needed.

· Large values need to be added

· size considering maximum positioning SDU size needs to be considered (Huawei, Qualcomm, Fujitsu, AT&T, spreadtrum, Apple, Xaomi)

· size in Megabytes for photo files should be supported (LGE, OPPO)
· large size in Kilobytes but not in Megabytes (Huawei)
· Smaller values less than 100 bytes are not needed (LGE, Huawei, OPPO, China Telecom, Spreadtrum)

· Fine granularity is not needed (Qualcomm, Fujitsu, AT&T)

· Smaller list of values (Intel, Interdigital, OPPO)

Proposal 2: For the configurable values of sdt-DataVolumeThreshold, large values considering maximum positioning SDU size and other use cases needs to be added. 
2.2 UE capabilities

P10: UE supporting CG-SDT shall also support 4-step RA-SDT (10/4)

Note clarification added to show it is 4-step RACH that is mandatory since 2-step RA is optiona1.

Q2: Do you agree that UE supporting CG-SDT shall also support 4-step RA-SDT?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia 
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LGE
	No
	We prefer to remove dependencies between them.

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	ASUSTeK
	No
	Same view with LGE.

	CATT
	-
	No strong view. Respect to majority view.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We disagree to couple these two capabilities. CG-SDT can without any issues work independently of RA-SDT, so it is unclear to us why these two would be coupled.

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We prefer to have separate capability for 4-step RA-SDT and 2-step RA-SDT.

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	China Telecom
	No
	Since CG-SDT can work independently, there is no need to couple CG-SDT and RA-SDT. If the CG-SDT fails, the UE can fallback to legacy RACH. 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	AT&T
	No, but
	We are not sure there is a need to couple CG-SDT and RA-SDT unless this would simplify implementations, e.g., avoid additional capabilities exchange, etc. 

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Lenovo /Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	4-step CBRA should be basic capability. 

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Sony
	Yes
	


Summary:

Support: 17 companies

Not Support: 5 companies

No strong view: 1 company
Proposal 3 (17 out of 22): UE supporting CG-SDT shall also support 4-step RA-SDT

P11: RA-SDT is defined as an optional capability per UE without need for xDD and FRx differentiation

<Rapporteur Comments>: Per UE seems sufficient (per band seems not needed since there is no band specific impact on the overall procedure)?

Q3: Do you agree that RA-SDT is defined as an optional capability per UE without need for xDD and FRx differentiation?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	ZTE
	Yes
	Per band seems not needed since there is no band specific procedure involved in SDT. 

	Nokia 
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	AT&T
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Sony
	Yes
	


Summary: There is consensus to support this proposal.
Proposal 4 (Easy): RA-SDT is defined as an optional capability per UE without need for xDD and FRx differentiation.
P12: CG-SDT is defined as an optional capability per UE without need for xDD and FRx differentiation

<Rapporteur Comments>: Per UE seems sufficient (per band seems not needed since there is no band specific impact on the overall procedure)?

Q4: Do you agree that CG-SDT is defined as an optional capability per UE without need for xDD and FRx differentiation?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia 
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We are OK to have this either as per UE with FRx differentiation or per band. Operating the feature in FR2 is more complicated from UE point of view due to frequent band changes resulting in the need to re-select the CG resource often.

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	No
	The FRx differentiation for CG-SDT is needed to support FR2 multiple beam operation on CG resource. Thus, per band

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	AT&T
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Apple
	No
	SDT-CG design is based on R16 CG design. The R16 CG capability (i.e. activeConfiguredGrant-r16) is per band capability. Then we think the CG-SDT should be designed as the same granularity, i.e. per band capability. 


Summary: 

Support: 19 companies

Not support: 3 companies (1 company prefers that CG-SDT is defined as an optional capability per UE with either xDD or FRx differentiation; 1 company prefers that CG-SDT is defined as an optional capability per UE with FRx differentiation, 1 company prefer per band capability)
Proposal 5 (19 out of 22): CG-SDT is defined as an optional capability per UE without need for xDD and FRx differentiation
P13: Separate capability is needed for SRB (i.e. for NAS messages)

Q5: Do you agree that separate capability is needed for SRB (i.e. for NAS messages)?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	ZTE
	Yes
	We can go with majority view and it seems chipset vendors prefer this. 

	Nokia 
	No
	SRB SDT is basic SDT functionality, and we see no any complication compared to DRB SDT. Additional capability would only complicate SDT operation from the network point of view.

	Samsung
	· 
	Not essential. Can go with majority.

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	ASUSTeK
	No
	

	CATT
	-
	Respect to majority view.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	From SDT point of view, SRB is just a different logical channel, so we do not see the need to differentiate this. 

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	The separate capability to differentiate DRB SDT for UP and SRB SDT for CP is needed. 

The DRB SDT capability is for more generic application that generate small user plane traffic, which should be the common requirement if UE reports to support SDT. SRB SDT mainly for the specific user case such as Positioning traffic which may target different commercial service. Based on UE capability reporting on whether support SRB SDT, network can provide appropriate configuration w/o additional complexity. In the RAN1 Positioning UE feature discussion on the UE capability supporting location information reporting in inactive using SDT, companies prefer to discuss and define it in RAN2 SDT.

	Fujitsu
	No
	We have understood that SRB SDT is allowed if the UE support SDT functionality.

	NEC
	
	No strong view

	China Telecom
	-
	Can go with majority view. 

	Ericsson
	No
	Agree with Nokia

	AT&T
	No, but
	We don’t see a need to distinguish support for SRB SDT and DRB SDT unless there are compelling use cases for a UE to only support UP or CP SDT traffic.

	Intel
	Yes
	UE’s impact (e.g. on NAS and NAS/AS handling) may increase if NAS traffic can be sent over SRB during an SDT session. Therefore, we support defining this capability. 

If this new capability is agreed, it should be added that a UE supporting this feature shall also support SDT. How this is worded might depend on the agreement to above Q2 (e.g. whether this is tie with 4-step RA-SDT, or RA-SDT or both “RA-SDT and CG-SDT” if they are defined as independent features).

	Interdigital
	No
	Agree with Nokia

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility
	
	We can support majority view here

	vivo
	Yes
	Considering SRB2-SDT is intended for POS in INACTIVE, which is also an option capability, it seems a spontaneous logic to check it as a separate capability.

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	Agree with QC that SRB SDT would require extra UE complexity.

	Apple
	Yes
	Agree with Intel and QC that the UE impact to support the SRB and DRB on SDT are different. 


Summary: 

Support: 10
Not Support: 7

No strong view: 5
Proposal 6 (Support 10, Not Support 7, No strong view 5): Separate capability is needed for SRB (i.e. for NAS messages)

P14: Separate capability is not needed for multiple CG-SDT configured grants

<Rapporteur Comments>: Unclear why this is needed since UE can indicate the number of supported configured grants

Q6: Do you agree that separate capability is not needed for multiple CG-SDT configured grants?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	ZTE
	Yes 

(i.e. not needed)
	It seems the UE can indicate the supported number of configured grants explicitly, this can be reused. 

	Nokia
	Yes 

(i.e. not needed)
	

	Samsung
	Yes 

(i.e. not needed)
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	The question is unclear. Is the intention to reuse multiple CG grants indication used currently for CG configs in RRC Connected state? That would be acceptable to us although we would prefer separate signalling for this for SDT as those two features are quite different.

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	No
	A separate UE capability indicates to support multiple CG configuration for SDT.

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes 

(i.e. not needed)
	

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	AT&T
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes

(i.e. not needed)
	Legacy capability defined (i.e. activeConfiguredGrant-r16) can be reused.

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	

	vivo
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm.

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	We can reuse the legacy capability bit for multiple CG configurations.

	Apple
	
	It can be covered by the capability discussed in Q4. 

	Sony
	Yes
	


Summary: 

Support: 19 Companies

Not support: 3 companies (1 company is ok if the intention is to reuse multiple CG grants indication used currently for CG configs in RRC Connected state)

Proposal 7 (19 out of 22): Separate capability is not needed for multiple CG-SDT configured grants
2.3 Error detection timer and CG-SDT periodicity
P5: use the following values for SDT error detection timer (discuss together with P18)

t3XX    ENUMERATED {ms100, ms200, ms300, ms400, ms600, ms1000, ms2000, ms3000, ms6000, ms10000, spare6, spare5, spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1}

P18: Implement longer CG-SDT periodicity values similar to PUR and send an LS to RAN1 to check if this is okay.  

<Rapporteur Comments>: Companies think longer values are not good for SDT error detection. On the other hand, network vendors think longer periodicities are needed for CG-SDT. If long periodicities are agreed for CG and the error detection timer is too short, then it will expire before the CG occasion.

Q7: Do companies support long CG-SDT periodicities (if supported we need to send RAN1 LS – seems a straight forward change in RAN1 spec)?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	ZTE
	Probably No

(If we can agree solution for Q8 we are okay to consider these)
	This is nice to have, but it will create problems for the error handling. We want to see if there is quick convergence on how to handle the error detection timer issue below if we allow larger values. 

On the one hand network vendors want the longer values but UE vendors prefer to keep the error detection timer value small. 

So, we propose to have a solution for both if we want to go this way. 

Otherwise, we should not include these longer values. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	Due to subsequent transmissions CG-SDT periodicities needs to be longer compared to PUR

	Samsung
	No
	

	LGE
	
	The value of t3XX indicated above seems ok. For the CG-SDT periodicities, it is not clear to us how long the periodicity is. We want to discuss it after the proposal becomes clear. 

However, our general view is that PUR and CG-SDT are different features, and the values in PUR may not be suitable for CG-SDT.

Taking the above t3XX values as baseline, we think the maximum periodicity of CG-SDT should be less than ms1000.

	Sharp
	No
	Longer values should be avoided considering there is no RLM or BFD. If the quality of the link is deteriorated, longer value will cause unnecessary service delay.

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Maybe No
	Different from PUR, CG-SDT allows UE autonomous retransmission. If the CG-SDT periodicities are long, we wonder if it is feasible that there is no opportunity for UE autonomous retransmission for the initial UL packet. If it is feasible, we are fine to support long CG-SDT periodicities to reduce the reserved resource for CG-SDT.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We support having longer CG-SDT periodicities as the maximum of 640 ms would make the feature not very useful for applications such as Smart Metering. We can follow the values used for PUR, i.e. {1.28s, 2.56s, 5.12s, 10.24s, 8x10.24s. 16x10.24s, 32x10.24s, …., 8192x10.24s} 

If such very long values are not deemed possible, then extending at least up to ~20s would be still very useful. We would also need to adjust the duration of CG-SDT-TAT, e.g. specify it in multiple of CG-SDT period, as we did for PUR.

Of course with very long periodicities, autonomous retransmissions are not used, but this is not an issue as we can rely on dynamic scheduling.

	OPPO
	No
	Since autonomous retransmissions for initial UL and subsequent new transmission are supported, it is more desirable to not configure a long periodicity for CG-SDT occasions.

	Qualcomm
	No
	We have strong concern to have longer CG-SDT periodicities due to power saving perspective. 

In current CG-SDT design, UE has to keep monitoring PDCCH in the subsequent SDT transmission phase w/o window/timer control. If UE keeps monitoring PDCCH for several seconds, i.e., 10s, 20s, it is even worse than UE performing legacy RRC resume to transition to connected state first. UE can be configured DRX in connected state which is even better than UE performing SDT in inactive (no DRX configuration at all). SDT is one of the important use cases for RedCap type UE which is sensitive to the power consumption. It does not make sense to ask a RedCap UE to keep monitoring PDCCH for such long time.

If the longer values of CG-SDT periodicities copy from PUR, the similar function like pur-ResponseWindowSize shall be needed in SDT, i.e. in the subsequent phase of SDT, UE only monitors PDCCH during this window. Otherwise, the SDT should target a short period and have smaller CG-SDT periodicities.

	Fujitsu
	No
	Long value seems not make sense to detect errors.

	NEC
	Maybe No
	

	China Telecom
	No
	CG-SDT supports the autonomous retransmission and subsequent transmission. Therefore, there is no need to configure a long periodicity. 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	AT&T
	Yes
	If feasible, we support long CG-SDT periodicities and an LS to RAN1 to confirm this change.

	Intel
	Yes (see comments)
	RAN2 agreed that CG resources can be used during an ongoing CG-SDT session for new transmissions. In our understanding, this should not be the normal work of operation for CG-SDT as the SDT session should aim to be short to get the optimum UE’s performance. Therefore, longer periodicities are not needed for CG-SDT operation within the same CG-SDT session.

The usage of CG resources in RRC_INACTIVE for SDT is different than in RRC_CONNECTED. CG-SDT resources aim to allow UE to initiate multiple SDT session while the UE is in RRC_INACTIVE. Therefore, longer values of its periodicity is essential to allow operation across different CG-SDT sessions.

Hence, RAN1 should not be impacted if longer values of periodicities are defined.

	Interdigital
	No
	We don’t know howt it works if CG-SDT periodicities is set to longer than SDT failure detection timer duration (i.e. ms10000). If there is a traffic model, which would generate user data longer than CG-SDT periodicities, then UE would move back to the regular INACTIVE state after the 1st SDT transmission and then move to SDT procedure state when a new data comes up.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility
	No
	We are also wondering how long CG-SDT periodicities go along with autonomous  retransmission of the initial SDT TB on CG resources and subsequent SDT transmission on CG-SDT resources. 

	vivo
	No
	We also fail to see the motivation to have CG periodicity longer than the length of the SDT failure timer. From UE point of view, if there is no frequent data, the NW can transit the UE back to INACTIVE (i.e. ends the SDT procedure) and then the UE may initiate another SDT procedure when there is new data arrival. No need to extend periodicity to avoid potential SSB mapping impact to RAN1 spec.

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Apple
	No
	The longer periodicity may bring the following negative impacts:
1) The autonomous retransmission for the initial transmission is useless and will lead for more UE power consumption;

2) The value of other timers is also impacted.

	Sony
	Yes
	Long values are useful for some applications.


Summary: 

Support: 7 companies

Not support: 15 companies

Proposal 8: (15 out of 22): Do not support long CG-SDT periodicities
Q8: Provide your comments on the preferred values of SDT error detection timer (if any) in the table below?

	Company
	Comments (if any)

	ZTE
	On the timer values

t3XX    ENUMERATED {ms100, ms200, ms300, ms400, ms600, ms1000, ms2000, ms3000, ms6000, ms10000, spare6, spare5, spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1}

Traditionally we have up to 2 sec. Clearly, we need some extension to this to cover the Xn round trip delay and application round trip time. So, we think a few more values could be added and we propose to add 3, 6 and 10 sec values. It should be noted that these are the maximum values and a typical network may configure lower values too. Further, the timer is there to cover the abnormal cases. In normal cases, the network will release the UE much earlier (once the data exchange ends). 

Long CG periods

Firstly, we should be clear that such long CG periods will only be configured for devices that are known to never generate any time critical data (e.g. smart meters) – this should be known at service level to the network. Otherwise, there will be impact on the overall RRCResume duration for such device (i.e. the resume procedure can take in the worst case up to the longest CG period + error detection time value). It should also be noted that most likely there will be no chance for UE autonomous retransmission for the initial UL packet for such long periods (but may be this is not such a big issue since network can schedule dynamic grants in this case). 

Then, if we extend the CG periodicity to up to 20 sec, then we need to consider either extending this timer or delaying the start of this timer. Since simple extension of the timer may be problematic, we suggest that the start of the timer is delayed (i.e. start the Txxx after the MAC PDU containing the CCCH message has been transmitted by lower layers). With this approach we can avoid too much impacts to the specs and can include longer CG periods whilst keeping lower values for the error detection timer. 
So, we propose to handle it as follows: 

3> if conditions for initiating SDT in accordance with 5.3.13.1b are fulfilled:

2> consider the resume procedure is initiated for SDT;
2> if CG-SDT is selected: 


3> start the timer Txxx(NewSDTTimer) after the MAC PDU containing the CCCH message has been transmitted by lower layers;
2> else: 

3> start timer Txxx(NewSDTTimer);



	Samsung
	Below set of values seems fine

t3XX    ENUMERATED {ms100, ms200, ms300, ms400, ms600, ms1000, ms2000, ms3000, ms6000, ms10000, spare6, spare5, spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1}

	LGE
	The value of t3XX indicated above seems ok.

	CATT
	Fine with current value.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are OK with the values proposed by ZTE and also with the handling of SDT failure timer for CG-SDT.

	OPPO
	Fine with above values.

	Qualcomm
	We disagree to have longer SDT error detection timer. This is quite bad for UE to keep monitoring PDCCH to up to 10 seconds (in worse case). In that case, UE should perform normal RRC resume first, and SDT is not needed. 

Similar comments to Q7, if companies do want a longer SDT error detection timer and CG-SDT periodicities just like the PUR use case, the pur-ResponseWindowSize like function is needed in the subsequent SDT phase. Otherwise, the whole SDT design is even worse than transmitting the user data in connected state in terms of power saving.

We prefer to keep the current T319 value w/o more values added.

	Fujitsu
	The current value can be fine and baseline.

	China Telecom
	The value of t3XX seems fine. 

	Ericsson
	Agree with ZTE, the timer should be started when the RRCResumeRequest is transmitted.

	AT&T
	We support the proposal by ZTE.

	Intel
	We provided a simple analysis of UE’s relatives power consumption in R2-2202674 to understand the potential increase on UE’s power consumption when allowing the usage of large values for this newSDTTimer.
UE’s power consumption can drastically increase when using large values of Txxx(NewSDTTimer). For example, scenario used, if SDT session can be up to 6 sec, when comparing with legacy RRC_INACTIVE, there is an increase of 50.80 times if UE is assumed in deep sleep, or of 3.75 times if UE is assumed in light sleep. 
In our understanding, the maximum value of Txxx(NewSDTTimer) should be rather short, e.g. 1 second. If majority of companies prefer a larger value, we suggest not to have a value greater than 6 seconds.

	Interdigital
	We are fine with the ZTE’s proposed values.

	Spreadtrum
	Current value is fine.

	vivo
	Maybe the values for T319 can be reused considering subsequent transmission is not usual for SDT. 

	Xiaomi
	We share the same concern as Qualcomm that too long timer value seems no useful.

	Apple
	We have the same concern on the UE power consumption as Qualcomm and Intel. We prefer the max value is 1 second.  

	Sony
	Fine with the current values.


Summary: 
t3XX    ENUMERATED {ms100, ms200, ms300, ms400, ms600, ms1000, ms2000, ms3000, ms6000, ms10000, spare6, spare5, spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1}

· Agree: ZTE, Samsung, LGE, Huawei, OPPO, China Telecom, AT&T, Interdigital

· CATT, Fujitsu, Spreadtrum, Sony has indicated that they are fine with current value. It is not clear whether they are referring to t319 values or not ????.

· Intel prefer upper limit to be 1s, but ok to support up to 6s

· Qualcomm, Vivo, Xaomi, prefers to have same value as T319

· Apple prefer upper limit to be 1s
3 companies have proposed that for Cg-SDT, the Txxx is started after the MAC PDU containing the CCCH message has been transmitted by lower layers, if longer CG periodicities are supported.
Proposal 9 (support 8): Use the following values for SDT error detection timer

t3XX    ENUMERATED {ms100, ms200, ms300, ms400, ms600, ms1000, ms2000, ms3000, ms6000, ms10000, spare6, spare5, spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1}

2.4 Carrier selection

Proposal 7: When SDT is initiated, RRC will indicate the selected carrier to MAC 

Note: MAC will still perform carrier selection for this and indicate this to RRC which will just be informed for the RACH selection purpose by RRC. As below: 

[image: image1.png]Editor’s Note: FFS whether the RSRP threshold for UL carrier selection is common for both CG and RA-SDT.
The order for carrier selection and RA partitioning may change according to progress in RIP.

2> if CG-SDT is configured on the selected UL carrier, and TA of the configured grant type 1 resource is
valid according to clause and

2> if at least one SSB configured for CG-SDT with SS-RSRP above cg-SDT-RSRP-ThresholdSSB is
available:

3> indicate to the upper layers that the conditions for initiating SDT are fulfilled;

3> select CG-SDT on the selected UL carrier according to clause 5.8.2 for SDT.

2> else lf(he(e is a set ofRandom Access resources for RA-SDT are available according to clause 5.1.1b
layeron the selected UL carrier:

3> indicate to the upper layers that the conditions for initiating SDT are fulfilled;

3> indicate the selected UL carrier to the upper layers;

Editor’s NOTE:FFS how to select RA-SDT with the consideration on the progress in discussion for RACH
partition.





Q9: Do you agree that when SDT is initiated, RRC will indicate the selected carrier to MAC?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	ZT
	Yes
	We think this will simplify the modelling. 

Note that MAC will still do the carrier selection (as currently captured in MAC CR). It is only that this is informed back to RRC and will then be fixed for the remaining procedure. Other options of modelling are also possible, but we currently have such procedure already in RRC (e.g. in on demand SI) where RRC indicates the selected carrier to MAC. So, it seems this can be reused. 

	Nokia
	No
	MAC will do the carrier selection and there is no need to do this kind of modeling

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	ASUSTeK
	No
	No need to specify in spec.

	CATT
	No
	Currently MAC will do the carrier selection. No strong motivation to move it to RRC.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	This cannot be discussed in separation from the overall RACH partitioning discussion. In SDT, we can capture carrier selection for CG-SDT only while carrier selection for RACH attempts for SDT and for feature combinations including SDT can be handled within RA partitioning CR. We do not want to introduce any special handling for SDT and there is no issue with no issue with MAC doing the carrier selection for all RACH attempts, as usual. The only impact is that SDT specific carrier selection threshold cannot be used but this is a result of companies’ preference to perform carrier selection before RACH partition selection which should be a conscious decision.

What is more, with the proposed procedure, it is unclear if the UE just checks the availability if RA-SDT partition or is the actual RACH partition selection performed? If this is the former, then during actual RACH partition selection, the UE may choose another partition, e.g. the one not including SDT and the SDT threshold will be used incorrectly. If this is the latter, then RACVH partition selection will be done twice – once during SDT check and the other time during RACH procedure. We do not think this is reasonable. 

	OPPO
	No
	

	Qualcomm
	No
	We prefer MAC to do the carrier selection.

	Fujitsu
	No
	MAC will do the carrier selection.

	NEC
	No
	For msg1 based SI-request, it is RRC layer triggered RACH procedure, thus the RRC indicates the selected carrier to MAC. However, for SDT case, it should be MAC triggered RACH procedure, we don’t think it is reasonable to let RRC to indicate the carrier to MAC. We can just clarify this in MAC for example by adding a note that the RA during SDT is triggered in the selected cell.

On the other hand, we guess that the question intends to consider the modelling discussions in the RACH partition session. But SDT session should simply consider only from SDT procedure point of view. Then, based on that, RACH partition session can discuss and may have some alternative suggestions, which could be discussed if that is the case.

	China Telecom
	No
	MAC will do the carrier selection. There is no need to do this kind of modelling. 

	Ericsson
	No
	

	AT&T
	No
	We think that MAC will perform carrier selection and unsure of the motivation for RRC to indicate the selected carrier to MAC.

	Intel
	Yes with comment
	The modelling seems simpler if an SDT specific RSRP threshold for carrier selection is defined in RRC. Moreover, we understand it might be also beneficial to move other SDT check criteria to RRC e.g. sdt-DataVolumeThreshold, sdt-RSRP-Threshold.

	Interdigital
	No
	We understand MAC performs carrier selection.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	We prefer MAC do the carrier selection.

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility
	No
	Our preference is to have it in MAC. 

	vivo
	No
	MAC can do this. Intra-UE cross-layer optimization is not needed. 

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Apple
	No
	We think MAC can perform this carrier selection. 


Summary:

Support: 5 companies

Not support: 17 companies

Proposal 10 (17 out of 22): When SDT is initiated, RRC will not indicate the selected carrier to MAC

2.5 RACH failure handling

P8: RLC failure handling needs to be added in RRC but Max RACH preamble transmission indication from lower layers leads to no response in RRC (same as legacy).

Q10: Which of the following options do you agree for handling RACH failure (i.e. that Max RACH preamble transmission is reached) during SDT procedure?

Option 1: 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.

Option 2: SDT failure is triggered. Failure handling is same as in case of SDT timer expiry.

	Company
	Option 1/2
	Comments (if any)

	ZTE
	Option 1
	We thought this was the majority view and is aligned with legacy procedure. 

In RRC, whilst T310 or T319 is running, RACH failure indication from lower layers is ignored. The same behaviour should be used also whilst Txxx (NewSDTTimer) is running. 

	Nokia 
	Option 2
	With Option 1 and the extended values, UE may attempt RA for a very long time (even 10 seconds!) and generate interference to the SDT-RACH resources.

	Samsung
	Option 1
	RACH is still performed in RRC_INACTIVE, so its ok to perform legacy procedure.

	LGE
	Option 2
	Agree with Nokia.

	Sharp
	Option 2
	Agree with Nokia.

	ASUSTeK
	Option 2
	Agree with Nokia. Considering that the new T319 is extended to cover the subsequent transmission(s), the timer may keep running for a long time. Option 1 would make the UE to repeat the failed transmission before the timer expiry.

	CATT
	Option 1
	Agree with ZTE.

	Huawei, HiSilicon 
	Option 2
	This should not follow the legacy procedure as the UE with an ongoing SDT session is more like a UE in RRC Connected from data activity point of view. Therefore it makes more sense to treat this as a failure case.

	OPPO
	Option 1
	We prefer to follow legacy behaviour.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	Same view with ZTE.

	Fujitsu
	Option 1
	We have understood that Txxx is T319-like timer. It means that legacy procedure like Option 1 will be taken.

	NEC
	Option 1
	

	China Telecom
	Option 1
	Agree with ZTE. 

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	Agree with Nokia

	AT&T
	
	No strong views, ok to go with the majority.

	Intel
	See comments
	Our preference is to allow the UE can stay in RRC_INACTIVE in order to trigger an independent/new access attempt via legacy RACH (i.e. non-SDT) without having to define any new mechanism. This allows the UE to continue getting the advantage of being in RRC_INACTIVE with a valid UE AS Context as we also explained in related Q3 of email disc AT-117-e #502.

However, if majority of companies prefer moving the UE into RRC_IDLE, option 2 is preferred.

	Interdigital
	Option 1
	We don’t see any point to deviate from the legacy for this.

	Spreadtrum
	Option 1
	Agree with ZTE.

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility 
	Option 1
	Legacy behaviour should be applied

	vivo
	Option 1
	No optimization is needed. 

	Xiaomi
	Option 2
	The RACH reattempt could be too long for SDT procedure, as the SDT is mostly likely configured with a longer new T319 timer to support subsequent data transmission.

	Apple
	Option 1
	We prefer to follow the legacy behavior. 

	Sony
	Option 1
	


Summary:

Option 1: 14 companies support

Option 2:  7 companies support

Not strong view: 1 company

1 company prefer to keep UE in RRC_INACTIVE and also ok to support option 2 if that’s the majority view.

Proposal 11 (14 out of 21): 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.
2.6 RRC Reject handling

P15: Discuss the following options for RRCReject

Option 1: No change (i.e. EDT behaviour is followed) 

If option 1 is agreed, we can discuss whether we need a note that says: “UE shall avoid a consecutive SDT procedures with a different payload but same security key”

Option 2: RRCReject is not supported for SDT

Option 3: Release SDT configuration upon receiving RRCReject

Q11: Which of the following options do you agree for handling RRC Reject during SDT procedure?

	Company
	Option1/2/3
	Comments (if any)

	ZTE
	Option 1
	We prefer to stick with EDT behaviour. We can add a note to clarify UE behaviour and inform this to SA3 if companies prefer. 

Option 2 may be restrictive for network implementation but is acceptable from security perspective (we can accept this if this is the majority view)

Option 3 is also okay, but we need to inform SA3 (we can check this along with moving to IDLE if companies prefer). 

But we think we should first try option 1 which is already accepted behaviour in EDT.  

	Nokia
	Option 1
	

	Samsung
	Option 1
	

	LGE
	Option 1
	

	Sharp
	Option 1
	

	ASUSTeK
	Option 1
	

	CATT
	Option 1
	With option 2, we wonder how to handle it when network congestion happens.

With option 3, the UE cannot use SDT even if the UE reselects to another cell after receiving RRCReject message. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 1
	We are OK with option 1, but without this very unclear note. This means we do not resolve this issue. If we truly want to avoid the issue, then we should specify normative UE behaviour instead of a note.

	OPPO
	Option 1
	

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	

	Fujitsu
	Option 1
	

	NEC
	none
	We think security issue is critical and it is clear in the spec, we need to take it seriously and resolve it.

 For Option 1/3, we understand that to avoid the security issue, the network needs to refresh the security keys after UE enters CONNECTED sate. However, we think it is hard for the network to implement this. This requires the network to store information of the Ues it reject while it is congested. And since the UE can initiate a second RRC Resume procedure soon, or after a long time, or never in the gNB again, it is hard to determine for how long the gNB need to maintain the information. Also UE using the same I-RNTI maybe a different UE. Therefore we can hardly find a good network implementation that can ensure the security issue never happens with limited efforts.

For Option 2, when the network is congested, RRCReject should be allowed for the network to reject the UE using SRB0.
As an alternative, we think one simple UE-based solution is that the UE go to IDLE mode. And since new security key will be obtained, the issue can be solved.

	China Telecom
	Option 1
	

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	

	AT&T
	Option 1
	Prefer legacy behaviour but other options are ok if majority view.

	Intel
	Option 1
	We are ok with reusing the same procedure however RAN2 needs to discuss whether RLC re-establishment needs to be added on the required actions upon reception of RRCReject (in section 5.3.15.2).  For SDT, UE has already resumed and sent UL traffic in the 1st UL SDT, therefore RLC needs to be re-established similarly as it is done for RRCRelease. On other hand, it could be decided that this is obvious as the user plane entity should be released after reject. We want to raise this point for discussion considering that legacy RRCRelease related procedure already captures an explicit statement about release as shown below where RLC entities are re-established when RRCRelease includes suspendConfig with SDT related configuration:
3> for each of the RLC bearers with the servedRadioBearer configured for SDT:

4> re-establish the RLC entity as specified in TS 38.322 [4];

	Interdigital
	Option 1
	Network should have a means to reject the resumption when congested. 

Regarding to the security issue, for resumeMAC-I, that’s not a new issue. For user data, the key replay issue occurs in a very limited situation (i.e. that happens only if the same bearer attempts sending different user data) and smart UE implementation can avoid that (e.g. new SDT UMD is sent only after the successful completion of SDT initiation).

	Spreadtrum
	Option 1
	

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility 
	Option 1
	

	vivo
	Option 1
	The legacy behavior can be reused. We fail to figure out any new technical issue.

	Xiaomi
	Option 1
	

	Apple
	Option 1
	


Summary: All companies except 1 support option 1. One company prefers that UE goes to RRC_IDLE upon receiving RRC Reject.

Proposal 12 (easy): For handling RRC Reject during SDT procedure, No change (i.e. EDT behaviour is followed).

Q12: if option 1 is agreed in Q11, do you agree to add a note that says: “UE shall avoid a consecutive SDT procedures with a different payload but same security key”?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	ZTE
	Okay
	We think it is okay to capture a note (and we can also inform SA3). 

	Nokia
	No
	Legacy behaviour for RRC Resume Request followed by RRC Reject can be followed. 

	Samsung
	-
	No strong view

	LGE
	No
	Agree with Nokia.

	Sharp
	No
	

	ASUSTeK
	No
	

	CATT
	ok
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We are OK with option 1, but without this very unclear note. This means we do not resolve this issue. If we truly want to avoid the issue, then we should specify normative UE behaviour instead of a note.

	OPPO
	No
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We are fine to have a Note. But no need to bother SA3.

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	

	NEC
	No, but with normative UE behaviour
	If Option 1 is agreed, we need to specify normative UE behaviour instead of a note. Because the UE behavior will be different from the current. Note that the reason why the NOTE is used for EDT was because the issue was found late. But that is not the case for SDT, which is still on time.

	China Telecom
	Yes
	It is okay to capture a note

	Ericsson
	No
	Legacy behaviour.

	AT&T
	No
	Note is unclear, especially using “shall avoid”. Agree with the Huawei comment.

	Intel
	No
	No strong view. Maybe, we can follow ZTE’s suggested of informing SA3 on the usage of the RRCReject for SDT and ask whether any clarification note is needed, such it was done for EDT.

	Interdigital
	Okay
	But we are fine to follow the majority view.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	Prefer legacy behaviour.

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility 
	No
	

	vivo
	No
	The legacy behavior can be reused.

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Apple
	No
	We are fine without this NOTE. 


Summary:

Support: 5

Not Support: 15
No strong view: 1

Proposal 13 (15 out of 20): Note that says: “UE shall avoid a consecutive SDT procedures with a different payload but same security key” is not added to specification.
2.7 Non SDT Indication

Proposal x (new): For the non-SDT data arrival indication, whilst we wait for CT1 feedback, RAN2 can select between the following options for DCCH solution

Option 1: New message

Option 2: reuse UAI

Q13: Which of the following options do you agree for the non-SDT data arrival indication?

Option 1: New message

Option 2: reuse UAI

	Company
	Option 1/2
	Comments (if any)

	ZTE
	Option 1
	It is a matter of taste and we can go with majority view since both options can be made to work. 

If UAI is adopted, we need to clarify which parts of UAI are allowed during SDT and which are not etc. We think it is cleaner to have a new message for this hence. 

	Nokia
	Option 2
	It seems easier to use existing procedure instead of defining completely new one.

	Samsung
	Option 1
	Fine with either option. Option 1 is slightly preferred as it can have less overhead and is a clean approach.

	LGE
	Neither
	We prefer to reuse RRCResumeRequest message.

	Sharp
	Option 2
	

	ASUSTeK
	
	Agree with LGE. 

	CATT
	Option 1
	Option 1 is a clean approach. But no strong view.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 2
	We prefer reusing an existing message. 

	OPPO
	Option 1
	Slightly prefer option1, but we are fine to go with Option2 if it is majority view.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	

	Fujitsu
	Nothing
	Oure preference order is RRCResumeRequest >> Option 2.

	NEC
	Option 1
	No strong view though. Can follow majority view.

	China Telecom
	Option 1
	Option 1 is straightforward and has less overhead.

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	We do not see why a new message is needed

	AT&T
	Option 2
	We think that we can re-use the existing message, unless the existing message is found to be insufficient. 

	Intel
	Option 1
	Our preference is option 1 as it is simpler and requires less signaling overhead. Said this we can accept other option 2 if this is preferable by majority view.  We do not think that RRCResumeRequest can be used in the middle of an ongoing SDT session as this RRC msg is sent over SRB0. Another alternative is to define that RRCResumeRequest can be sent over DCCH but we do not think this is any simpler than the other options.

	Interdigital
	Option 2
	We still believe RRCResumeRequest is the right one but it’s already excluded and so we are fine with Option 2. Agree with ZTE it’s a matter of taste and so it doesn’t deserve a new RRC message and so why not reusing the usable existing message, UAI?

	Spreadtrum
	Option 2
	No strong view. Existing message can be reused.

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility
	Option 1
	Option 1 is in our understanding straightforward and also results in  less signalling overhead

	vivo
	Option 2
	Option 2 seems more ASN.1 overhead-friendly. 

	Xiaomi
	Option 1 or 2
	No strong view on whether to use Option 1 or 2.

	Apple
	Option 2
	Existing message can be used. 

	Sony
	Option 1
	


Summary:

Option 1: 10 companies (6 companies amongst these are also ok with option 2, if that’s the majority view)

Option 2: 9 companies 

None: 3 companies

Proposal 14: For the non-SDT data arrival indication, select one of the following for DCCH solution

Option 1: New message (10 companies support this)
Option 2: reuse UAI (9 companies support this)

3 Discussion on new issues submitted to 8.6.3
3.1 Non-SDT data buffered at PDCP/RLC

	Source
	Proposal

	OPPO [1]
	A UE in RRC_INACTIVE initiates the resume procedure for SDT when all of the following conditions are fulfilled:

1> the upper layers request resumption of RRC connection; and

1> the UE supports SDT; and 

1> SIB1 includes sdt-ConfigCommon; and

1> all the pending data in UL is mapped to the radio bearers configured for SDT; and

1> lower layers indicate that conditions for initiating SDT as specified in TS 38.321 [3] are fulfilled.

It’s worth to confirm with companies how to understand ‘all the pending data in UL’, i.e., does it include the data buffered in PDCP/RLC. We provide our understanding as follows:

· Option1: all the pending data including packets that have already buffered at PDCP/RLC. With this option, SDT cannot be triggered when there is non-SDT data buffered at AS.

· Option2: all the pending data refers to new arriving data from upper layer, which means that SDT can be triggered even if there is non-SDT data available at PDCP/RLC. Then we would have to further address several issues, such as, how to restrict non-data transmission during SDT, whether UE needs to inform the network of the existing of non-SDT data.

We think option1 is more reasonable and can make the procedure clear and simple. So we propose:
Proposal: SDT cannot be triggered if there is non-SDT data buffered at PDCP/RLC.


Q14. Do you think the issue is important to be addressed in rel-17 and why? If the issue is important to be addressed, do you agree with the proposal?

	Company
	Essential Issue (Yes/No)
	Agree/Disagree with proposal
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	Agree
	


Sorry, misunderstood the original proposal! 

We agree with the proposal. But there should be no issue. 

The intention is as follows: 

· All RBs shall have the RLC bearers re-established upon RRCRelease if SDT is configured (this is currently missing in the RRC CR, but will be fixed) 
· PDCP suspend upon RRCRelease clears all buffered PDCP PDUs for DRBs (this is legacy behaviour and no changes needed)

· SRB can use SDU discard procedure which also clears all old data (this ensures no pending data here too) – this is to be agreed yet and will be implemented once it is agreed.

With this there will be no old RLC data or PDCP PDUs in non-SDT RBs.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	Agree
	

	LGE
	No
	Agree
	If there is non-SDT data buffered at PDCP/RLC, the UE should trigger legacy RRCResume procedure instead of SDT procedure.
But if there is non-SDT data buffered at PDCP/RLC, why did the network move the UE to RRC_INACTIVE?

	Sharp
	No
	Agree
	We share the same view with LGE.

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Agree
	We agree with the proposal, but we see no impact on specifications.

	OPPO
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	
	Agree
	

	Fujitsu
	No
	Agree
	We have the same view with LGE. This is an error case, which should be avoided by NW implementation.

	NEC
	Yes
	Comments
	The previous assumption is that the RRC layer only checks the new data from upper layer, see Figure in R2-2107486. It is better to stick to it.

There can be old PDCP SDUs for AM non-SDT RBs, which can be (re)transmitted during the RRC Resume procedure. However we don’t think those old packets can be considered as triggering condition for non-SDT. 

Having said above, it is also OK to go with Option 1 if majority companies prefer it.

	China Telecom
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Interdigital
	No
	Agree
	Same view as LGE. It’s common sense not to initiate SDT while non-SDT data is to be sent. Spec change is not required for this “issue”.

	Spreadtrum
	Yes 
	Agree
	

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	Agree
	

	vivo
	No
	Agree
	As long as there are only pending data mapped to non-SDT RB(s), then the SDT procedure cannot be initiated, it is quite clear as per the current running RRC CR. Anyway, we are fine with the proposal. 

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Apple
	
	Agree
	


Summary: There is significant majority that thinks that this is an essential issue. There is consensus to support the proposal.

Proposal 15 (Easy): SDT cannot be triggered if there is non-SDT data buffered at PDCP/RLC.
3.2 SDT for SRB only

	Source
	Proposal

	Intel [4]
	Proposal: To discuss whether SDT can be configured only for SRB (i.e. without resuming any DRB). If so, to define the sdt-DRB-List-r17 with the list starting in 0, or as SetupRelease type.


<Rapporteur Views>: At least one of sdt-DRB-List-r17 and sdt-SRB2-Indication-r17 should be included in SDT-Config-r17. Sdt-DRB-List-r17 can be absent instead of starting this list with zero.
Q15. Do you think the issue is important to be addressed in rel-17 and why? If the issue is important to be addressed, do you agree with the proposal?

Proposal: SDT can be configured only for SRB (i.e. without resuming any DRB)
	Company
	Essential Issue (Yes/No)
	Agree/Disagree with proposal
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	Agree
	Seems no reason to restrict the network configuration to allow only SRB (e.g. this is useful for positioning applications). 

In this case, we are fine with the proposal to define the sdt-DRB-List-r17 with the list starting in 0, or as SetupRelease type.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Agree
	This is one of the work item objectives.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Agree
	

	LGE
	No
	Agree
	It is up to network decision.

	Sharp
	Yes
	Agree
	

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Agree
	Support the proposal. For Positioning reporting

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	Agree
	

	NEC
	Yes
	Agree
	

	China Telecom
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes 
	Agree
	

	Lenovo /  Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Yes
	Agree
	


Summary: There is significant majority that thinks that this is an essential issue. There is consensus to support the proposal.
Proposal 16 (Easy): SDT can be configured only for SRB (i.e. without resuming any DRB). Define the sdt-DRB-List-r17 with the list starting in 0, or as SetupRelease type.
3.3 NAS signalling transfer failure handling

	Source
	Proposal

	Huawei [11]
	Proposal : 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.


Q16. Do you think the issue is important to be addressed in rel-17 and why? If the issue is important to be addressed, do you agree with the proposal?

	Company
	Essential Issue (Yes/No)
	Agree/Disagree with proposal
	Comments

	ZTE
	Already clear in CR
	Already clear in CR
	Whenever the resume procedure for SDT fails, then already according to the current CR, RRC will inform NAS about the cause 'RRC Resume failure'. NAS already is able to react to this failure cause and can initiate a new NAS procedure or initiate retransmission of pending data using existing NAS procedures. So, nothing new is needed. 

	Nokia
	
	
	

	Samsung
	Already clear in CR
	Already clear in CR
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	Agree
	

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Maybe
	Agree 
	When the UE receives RRCRelease message from the network, some NAS messages have already been transmitted from the UE to the network successfully but some NAS messages have been transmitted with failure. NAS layer cannot distinguish these two cases. Without AS layer further indication, NAS layer will re-initiate all pending NAS procedures.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Agree
	As CATT points out, this is not the same as SDT failure. SDT failure can happen at any time of ongoing SDT session, also after the NAS message was delivered. Hence, the NAS layer should be informed about whether the NAS message was delivered or not and this should be captured in the section dedicated to this, i.e. “5.7.2.4
Failure to deliver ULInformationTransfer message”, which is not a part of the current RRC CR.

	OPPO
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	
	Agree
	

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	Agree
	

	NEC
	Yes
	Agree
	

	China Telecom
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Agree
	Indication needed for NAR recovery etc, seems ok in current CR

	Intel
	Already clear in CR
	Already clear in CR
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Spreadtrum
	Already clear in CR
	Already clear in CR
	

	vivo
	Yes
	Agree
	Same view as the rapporteur. 

	Xiaomi
	Already clear in CR
	Already clear in CR
	

	Apple
	Yes
	agree
	


Summary: It seems that everyone agrees with the intention of the proposal. However, several companies think that it is already clear from the current CR. So we can agree to proposal and whether any change is needed or not can be discussed as part of RRC CR review.

Proposal 17 (Seems Easy): 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.
3.4 UAC for CG-SDT
	Source
	Proposal

	Lenovo [3]
	Proposal: The access attempt is considered as allowed if the pre-configured CG resources are configured for SDT and the arrival data corresponds to the configured SDT DRB/SRB.


<Rapporteur Views>: Optimisation, not essential.
Q17. Do you think the issue is important to be addressed in rel-17 and why? If the issue is important to be addressed, do you agree with the proposal?

	Company
	Essential Issue (Yes/No)
	Agree/Disagree with proposal
	Comments

	ZTE
	No
	Disagree
	Not essential. 

	Samsung
	No
	Disagree
	Not essential

	LGE
	No
	Disagree
	

	Sharp
	No
	Disagree
	Legacy UAC could be followed. Not sure why such an exception should be done

	ASUSTeK
	No
	Agree
	

	CATT
	No
	Disagree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Disagree
	We have some sympathy for the issue, but the network might also set UAC due to temporary processing overload, not only radio resource congestion. Hence, it seems simplest to keep UAC applicable also for CG-SDT case. 

	OPPO
	No
	Disagree
	

	Qualcomm
	No
	
	

	Fujitsu
	No
	Disagree
	This proposal seems to be an extension of legacy UAC.

	NEC
	No
	Disagree
	UE should always follow the UAC results regardless CG-SDT is configured or not.

	China Telecom
	No
	Disagree
	

	Ericsson
	No
	Disagree
	

	Intel
	No
	Disagree
	

	Interdigital
	No
	Disagree
	Same view as Huawei/HiSilicon

	Spreadtrum
	No
	Disagree
	

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	Agree
	

	vivo
	No
	Disagree
	We agree with Huawei. 

	Xiaomi
	No
	Disagree
	

	Apple
	No
	Disagree
	


Summary: There is consensus that this is not an essential issue. All companies except one disagree with this proposal. So no proposal is needed.

3.5 SDT and NR-U

	Source
	Proposal

	Intel [4]
	To agree that CG parameters specific to unlicensed spectrum are not applicable for SDT. If companies want to consider NR-U CG related parameters for SDT, RAN1 confirmation is required.


Q18. Do you think the issue is important to be addressed in rel-17 and why? If the issue is important to be addressed, do you agree with the proposal?

	Company
	Essential Issue (Yes/No)
	Agree/Disagree with proposal
	Comments

	ZTE
	No impact to CR?
	
	We generally agree with the intention. But we are not sure if this will result in any changes to the CRs. 

It is not clear if this will have any impact to the CR. We can simply follow the WI description for unlicensed operation. We should keep in mind that there may be unlicensed bands which don’t need LBT with Rel-17 too.  

	Nokia
	No
	
	

	Samsung
	No
	
	

	LGE
	No
	Agree
	

	Sharp
	No
	
	

	ASUSTeK
	No
	Agree
	

	CATT
	No
	
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	
	Agree with ZTE that no changes in specs are needed.

	OPPO
	No
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Disagree
	We don’t need to agree anything, and we can just follow the WID for unlicensed band. If companies observe the current SDT procedure might be broken for unlicensed, the issue can be indicated. We are also fine to send LS to RAN1 for confirmation if needed.

	Fujitsu
	No
	Disagree
	Whether CG parameters specific to unlicensed spectrum are applicable or not for SDT would be up to NW configuration.

	NEC
	No
	
	

	China Telecom
	No
	
	

	Ericsson
	No
	
	

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree
	The concern raised by our RAN1 colleagues is that RAN1 has not had any discussion on whether legacy values related to CG operation with NR-U and current TP allows the network to configure them via RRCRelease for CG-SDT operation. If RAN2 prefer allowing this, at the minimum, RAN1 should be informed in case they have any concern/comment.

	Interdigital
	No
	
	

	Spreadtrum
	No
	
	

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	No
	
	

	vivo
	No
	Comments
	We agree with the intention. However, as per the WID, we don’t need to specifically handle the NRU issue. 

Focus of the WID should be on licensed carriers and the solutions can be reused for NR-U if applicable.

	Xiaomi
	No
	
	

	Apple
	No
	Agree
	


Summary: Two companies out of 16 companies thinks that this is an essential issue. Companies have different views on this issue:

· View 1: RAN1 has not had any discussion on whether legacy values related to CG operation with NR-U and current TP allows the network to configure them via RRCRelease for CG-SDT operation
· View 2: We don’t need to agree anything, and we can just follow the WID for unlicensed band.
· View 3: Whether CG parameters specific to unlicensed spectrum are applicable or not for SDT would be up to NW configuration
· View 4: No impact to current CR
Proposal 18: Discuss whether CG parameters specific to unlicensed spectrum are applicable to SDT or not.
3.6 I-RNTI in resume request

	Source
	Proposal

	Nokia [12]
	Proposal : Short version of the I-RNTI is used in RRC Resume Request for CG-SDT.


<Rapporteur’s Views>: Optimisation, Not essential.
Q19. Do you think the issue is important to be addressed in rel-17 and why? If the issue is important to be addressed, do you agree with the proposal?

	Company
	Essential Issue (Yes/No)
	Agree/Disagree with proposal
	Comments

	ZTE
	No
	Disagree
	It is unclear why short I-RNTI only can be used since this is a network configuration (not just for SDT). 

	Nokia
	Yes
	Agree
	Short version of the I-RNTI is sufficient for CG-SDT, because NW can identify easily identify where the UE context is, because CG-SDT is performed only on the same cell where it was configured. Actually, only the UE part would be needed for the identification. Bits can be saved for actual data transmission.

	Samsung
	No
	Disagree
	No need to have different behavior

	LGE
	No
	Disagree
	Optimization

	Sharp
	No
	Disagree
	Agree with rapporteur that it is an optimisation and not essential.

	ASUSTeK
	No
	Disagree
	

	CATT
	No
	Disagree
	No need to further optimization.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Agree
	This is not essential, but short I-RNTI indeed seems sufficient for CG-SDT.

	OPPO
	No
	Disagree
	

	Qualcomm
	No
	Disagree
	

	Fujitsu
	No
	Disagree
	

	NEC
	No
	Disagree
	No need to have different behavior

	China Telecom
	No
	Disagree
	

	Ericsson
	No
	Disagree
	

	Intel
	No
	Disagree
	Optimization

	Interdigital
	No
	Disagree
	This is a minor optimisation.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	Disagree
	

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	No
	Disagree
	

	vivo
	No 
	Disagree
	Up to NW configuration.

	Xiaomi
	No
	Disagree
	

	Apple
	No
	Disagree
	


Summary: Except proponent, all companies think that this is not an essential issue. Only two companies support the proposal. So no proposal is made for this issue
3.7 NW RRC response during the SDT procedure

	Source
	Proposal

	Apple [2]
	Proposal: During the SDT procedure, upon receiving RRCReject in response to the RRCResumeRequest, the UE shall suspend all the resumed SDT-RBs. 

	China Telecom [5]
	Proposal 1: To keep the CG-SDT configuration still valid in the next RRC Resume procedure, the UE behavior upon reception of RRCReject should be modified.

Proposal 2: To avoid the key stream reuse, UE can continue the PDCP COUNT value in the second RRC Resume procedure.

	NEC [9]
	Proposal: To avoid ciphering a different payload but same security key and same COUNT value after RRCReject reception during SDT, the UE goes to IDLE mode, and initiates RRC setup procedure

	Huawei [14]
	Proposal: When the UE receives RRCReject message in response to RRCResumeRequest message for SDT, the UE shall suspend all the RBs/PDCP entities that are configured for SDT and re-establish corresponding RLC entities


<Rapporteur Views>: Handling of RRC Reject is covered by [POST116bis-e] [511] CP open issues list for SDT. No need to discuss here.

	Source
	Proposal

	Intel [4]
	Proposal: When UE initiates resume for SDT and network responds with RRCReject (for congestion), or RRCSetup (for fallback to setup), it is left up to UE the decision on how to handle any retransmission of the not acknowledged UL data that was included in the 1st UL SDT. Discuss whether TS needs to specify or clarify (e.g. with a NOTE) the related handling of the data for either scenario.


Q20. Do you think the issue is important to be addressed in rel-17 and why? If the issue is important to be addressed, do you agree with the proposal(s)?

Proposal 1: When UE initiates resume for SDT and network responds with RRCReject (for congestion), or RRCSetup (for fallback to setup), it is left up to UE the decision on how to handle any retransmission of the not acknowledged UL data that was included in the 1st UL SDT. 

Proposal 2: TS needs to specify or clarify (e.g. with a NOTE) the related handling of the data for either scenario.

	Company
	Essential Issue (Yes/No)
	Agree/Disagree with proposal(s)
	Comments

	ZTE
	No
	Agree
	We don’t think it is essential but we are okay to capture the note if this is the majority view. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	Agree with proposal 2 
	It needs to be specified how the data is handled.

	Samsung
	No
	Agree
	We don’t think it is essential but we are okay to capture the note if this is the majority view.

	LGE
	Yes
	Disagree
	The unacknowledged PDCP SDU will be retransmitted at initiation of next SDT procedure. No need for clarification.

	Sharp
	Yes
	Agree
	It should be clarified and a note could be helpful.

	ASUSTeK
	No
	Disagree
	No need for clarification in spec.

	CATT
	Yes
	Disagree
	Share the same view with LGE.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Disagree
	We see no issue with simply following the current behaviour for both RRCReject and RRCSetup.

	OPPO
	No
	Agree
	We are fine to capture a note for this. 

	Qualcomm
	No
	Agree
	A Note is enough.

	Fujitsu
	No
	Disagree
	Share the same view with LGE.

	NEC
	No
	Disagree
	The retransmission of the not acknowledged UL data can be handled by existing UE behaviour.

	China Telecom
	Yes 
	Disagree
	No need for clarification in spec.

	Ericsson
	No
	Disagree
	Agree w LG

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	Agree
	We are fine to clarify things.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	Disagree
	Agree with LGE.

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility 
	No 
	Disagree
	

	vivo
	Yes
	Disagree
	Based on the current spec, the proposal can already be supported. No further clarification is needed. 

	Xiaomi
	No
	Disagree
	

	Apple
	No
	Agree
	


Summary: 8 out of 21 companies think that this is an essential issue. 9 out of 21 companies support the proposal.

Proposal 19 (for discussion): When UE initiates resume for SDT and network responds with RRCReject (for congestion), or RRCSetup (for fallback to setup), for handling retransmission of the not acknowledged UL data that was included in the 1st UL SDT
· Option 1: it is left up to UE the decision on how to handle any retransmission of the not acknowledged UL data that was included in the 1st UL SDT. 

· Option 2: Specification defines UE behaviour

· Option 3: No clarification is needed

3.8 TA Validation

	Source
	Proposal

	Apple [2]
	Proposal: For the RSRP change based TA validation mechanism, the RSRP result upon receiving the RRCRelease with CG-SDT configuration can be based on the broadcasted INACTIVE measurement configuration


<Rapporteur Views>: This was discussed in [POST116bis-e][510][Sdata] UP open issues (Huawei). No need to discuss here.
	Source
	Proposal

	Apple [2]
	In last RAN2 meeting it was agreed that the number of SSB for RSRP derivation is reused the nrofSS-BlocksToAverage configuration in SIB2. 

· Highest N SSBs of all SSBs actually transmitted as indicated in SIB is used for RSRP based TA validation.

But in the RRC Running CR, the configuration is provided in the RRCRelease with SuspendConfig message, which means the configuration could be different from the value in SIB2.

In our understanding, RAN2 previous agreement is to use the RSRP according to the legacy derivation method based on SIB2 configuration for the RSRP change based TA validation. It can simplify the UE operation for the cell level RSRP derivation in INACTIVE state. Therefore, the new configuration in the UE dedicated signaling is not needed. 

Proposal: The nrofSS-BlocksToAverage configuration in SIB2 is reused for the RSRP change based TA validation. 

<Rapporteur Views>: This was discussed in [POST116bis-e][510][Sdata] UP open issues (Huawei). No need to discuss here.


Q21. Do you think the issue is important to be addressed in rel-17 and why? If the issue is important to be addressed, do you agree with the proposal?

Proposal: The nrofSS-BlocksToAverage configuration in SIB2 is reused for the RSRP change based TA validation.

	Company
	Essential Issue (Yes/No)
	Agree/Disagree with proposal
	Comments

	ZTE
	No
	Agree
	We think the proposal is reasonable (we can make the IE optional with need S) in this case. But this is an optimisation. So, agree if there is consensus. 

	Nokia
	No
	Disagree
	

	Samsung
	No
	Agree
	In this case we do not need to include this in RRC Release

	LGE
	No
	Agree
	

	Sharp
	No
	Disagree
	

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	Disagree
	It could be separately configured.

	CATT
	No
	Agree
	Share the same view with Samsung. In this case, configuration via dedicated signalling is not needed.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Agree
	We are OK to follow ZTE’s suggestion.

	OPPO
	No
	Agree
	We are fine to capture a note for this. 

	CATT
	No
	Agree
	Share the same view with Samsung. In this case, configuration via dedicated signalling is not needed.

	Fujitsu
	No
	Agree
	Share the same view with Samsung.

	NEC
	No
	Agree
	

	China Telecom
	No 
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	No
	Agree
	

	Intel
	No
	Agree
	We agree that there is no need to include it in RRCRelease

	InerDgiital
	No
	Agree
	Agree with Samsung

	Spreadtrum
	No
	Agree
	

	Lenovo / Motorola  Mobility
	No
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Yes
	Disagree
	According to the RAN1 parameter list, there would be nrofSS-BlocksToAverage-r17. 

	Xiaomi
	No
	Agree
	

	Apple
	
	Agree
	


Summary: 17 out of 21 companies support the proposal. However, there are different views on whether to also support nrofSS-BlocksToAverage in addition to SIB 2.

Proposal 20 (17 out of 21): The nrofSS-BlocksToAverage configuration in SIB2 is reused for the RSRP change based TA validation.

Proposal 21: Discuss and agree on one of the following:

Option 1 (2 companies): nrofSS-BlocksToAverage configuration is supported in RRC Release. The nrofSS-BlocksToAverage configuration in SIB2 is reused for the RSRP change based TA validation if nrofSS-BlocksToAverage configuration in RRC Release is absent.

Option 2 (6 companies): nrofSS-BlocksToAverage configuration is not supported in RRC Release.
3.9 RAN-based Notification Area Update
	Source
	Proposal

	Lenovo [3]
	Proposal: CG resource can be used for RRCResumeRequest transmission for RNAU purpose if there is not ongoing SDT.

<Rapporteur Views>: Optimisation for RNAU, not essential. Proposal does not impact SDT procedure.

	Qualcomm [8]
	Proposal: T380 stops upon initiation of SDT procedure and starts when receiving the RRCRelease message as legacy.

<Rapporteur Views>: RAN2 has agreed that “UE shall not perform any periodic RNA update during SDT procedure. The rapporteur will find a simple solution to capture this in the RRC, aiming to follow legacy behaviour (i.e. keep T380 running)”. Considering this agreement and RRC CR further discussion is not needed.

	Huawei [11]
	Proposal: If T380 expires and UE receives RRCReject during SDT procedure, the following options can be considered to keep the periodic RNAU:
· Option 1: UE triggers the RNAU procedure directly;

· Option 2: UE re-starts T380 and triggers periodic RNAU when T380 expires;

· Option 3: UE sets the variable pendingRNA-Update to true.


Q22: Do you think the issue is important to be addressed in rel-17 and why? If the issue is important to be addressed, which option do you prefer?

Proposal: If T380 expires and UE receives RRCReject during SDT procedure, the following options can be considered to keep the periodic RNAU:
· Option 1: UE triggers the RNAU procedure directly;

· Option 2: UE re-starts T380 and triggers periodic RNAU when T380 expires;

· Option 3: UE sets the variable pendingRNA-Update to true.
	Company
	Essential Issue (Yes/No)
	Preferred Option (option 1/2/3/other (if any)
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	Option 3
	Something similar to option 3 is already used for legacy case here. So, we can do the same. Actually the change needed is fairly simple (in section 5.3.15.2):

[image: image2.png]1> else if RRCRject is received in response to an RRCResumeRequest or an RRCResumeRequest1:
2> if resume is triggered by upper layers:
3> inform upper layers about the failure to resume the RRC connection;
2> if resume-is-triggered dueto-an-RNA-updateT380 is not runningt
3> set the variable pendingRNA-Update to true;

2> discard the current K key, the Kercesc key, the Kercar key. the Kupu key and the Kupe key derived in
accordance with 5.3.13.3;





	Nokia
	Yes
	Option 3
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	Option 3
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	Option 3
	

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	Option 3
	

	CATT
	No
	
	We think nothing needs to be changed for this case. Currently the UE triggers SDT upon receiving resumption request of RRC connection from upper layer. So when the UE receives RRCReject during SDT procedure, legacy behaviour can be reused, as shown in ZTE’s comments, i.e. the UE will inform upper layer about the failure to resume the RRC connection. We wonder why special handling is needed for this case.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Option 3
	As clarified by ZTE, this is already used for RRCReject during RNA update.

	OPPO
	Yes
	Option 3
	

	Qualcomm
	
	Option 3
	

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	Option 3
	As for the CATT comment, the proposals from ZTE correctly captures the intended procedure. Step 1 is that SDT failure is indicated to NAS, and Step2 is that RNAU becomes pending.

	NEC
	Yes
	Option 3
	

	China Telecom
	Yes 
	Option 3
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Option 3
	

	Intel
	Yes
	Option 3 
	The scenario seems as follow: if (1) 1st UL SDT is sent, (2) UE gets T380 expiry (and UE does not take any immediate action as previously agreed) and (3) UE gets RRCReject to SDT initiation: UE goes back to INACTIVE. We understand that a new check should be added to trigger RNAU if T380 is not running, and resume was initiated for SDT. How RNAU procedure is triggered, could better be discussed when reviewing running CR e.g. option 1 or 3 seems potential approaches.  Option 3 seems sufficient as UE would trigger a subsequent access after expiry of the waitTimer included in RRCReject.

	Interdigital
	Yes
	Option 3
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	Option 3
	

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	Option 2
	The NW is aware of the UE by the SDT procedure. Then the RNAU can be deferred for a duration.

	vivo
	Yes
	Option 3
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	Option 3
	

	Apple
	Yes
	Option 3
	


Summary: Except one company everyone agrees that this is an essential issue. All companies except 1 support option 3.

Proposal 22 (Easy): If T380 expires and UE receives RRCReject during SDT procedure, inorder to keep the periodic RNAU: UE sets the variable pendingRNA-Update to true.

3.10 SDT terminology

	Source
	Proposal

	Intel [4]
	Proposal: Update SDT running CRs to include the term “session” when referring to the actual SDT (i.e. “SDT session”) that might be initiated, ongoing or terminated. For example, for initiating SDT session, or ongoing SDT session or terminating SDT session.


<Rapporteur Views>: Not essential change. Current CR seems fine. 

Q23: Do you think the issue is important to be addressed in rel-17 and why? If the issue is important to be addressed, do you agree with the proposal?

	Company
	Essential Issue (Yes/No)
	Agree/Disagree with proposal
	Comments

	ZTE
	No
	Disagree
	Seems editorial. No strong view, but seems not really critical. 

	Nokia
	No
	
	No strong view, but seems not critical

	Samsung
	No
	Disagree
	Not essential

	LGE
	No
	Disagree
	

	Sharp
	No
	Disagree
	

	ASUSTeK
	No
	Disagree
	

	CATT
	No
	
	No strong view, but seems not critical

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Disagree
	It seems the current descriptions are clear enough.

	OPPO
	No 
	Disagree
	

	Qualcomm
	No
	
	No strong view.

	Fujitsu
	No
	Disagree
	But we are ok to revisit this once some problem is found without using “SDT session”.

	NEC
	No
	Disagree
	

	China Telecom
	No
	Disagree
	

	Ericsson
	No
	Disagree
	

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree
	Current TS seem ambiguous when referring to the actual SDT session. This is not a procedure or mechanism as SDT operation starts since UE transitions from CONNECTED to INACTIVE with a valid SDT configuration. Therefore, we suggest capturing the term used in companies’ TDocs “SDT session” to avoid confusions (e.g. in future discussion).

	Interdigital
	No
	Disagree
	Not critical issue.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	Disagree
	

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	No 
	Disagree
	

	vivo
	No
	Disagree
	

	Xiaomi
	No
	Disagree
	Not essential.

	Apple
	No
	Disagree
	


Summary: Except the proponent company there is no support for this proposal.

3.11 UL signaling transmission over SRB1 

RAN2#116bise Agreement

· The NW can NOT configure whether UL NAS transmission is allowed over SRB1 using SDT procedure

· ULInformationTransfer (including NAS message) over SRB2 configured for SDT can be sent during SDT procedure if configured.

	Source
	Proposal

	OPPO [1]
	Proposal: UL signalling over SRB1 can be always transmitted during SDT. FFS on removing the configuration of SRB1 for SDT from WID.                 

	Nokia [12]
	Proposal: Support configuring of SRB1 for SDT for carrying RRC messages

Proposal: The UE is not allowed to transmit UL RRC messages over SRB1 in case SRB1 is not configured for SDT.

Proposal: Network can configure which UL RRC messages are allowed over SRB1 using SDT procedure


                     <Rapporteur Views>: These issues were discussed as part of email discussion [AT116bis-e] [502] in RAN2#116bise. SRB1 is always resumed upon SDT initiation. According to email discussion report R2-2201824, there was no support to have network control to allow/disallow UL NAS/RRC messages over SRB1. There was also no support to allow transmission of UEAssistanceInformation and SidelinkUEInformationNR during SDT procedure. There is no need to repeat the discussion.

<Nokia>: SRB1 usage for RRC message was not concluded in the previous meeting. In case this issue is not solved we assume that the UE shall not transmit any RRC messages over SRB1 using SDT procedure.

<Rapporteur Reply>: As per the current CR, any RRC message which is triggered during the RRC_INACTIVE state and mapped to SRB1 can be transmitted over SRB1 during the SDT procedure.
3.12 Assistance Information  

	Source
	Proposal

	Apple [2]
	Proposal 1: The UE can indicate the SDT preference in UAI when the ReleasePreference is the INACTIVE state.  

Proposal 2: The UE can indicate the ReleasePreference in UAI during the SDT procedure, to stop the ongoing SDT procedure. 

Proposal 3: The UE can indicate the preferred CG-SDT pattern (i.e. periodicity, offset, duration) to NW

	Qulacomm [8]
	Proposal 1: UE is allowed to send UE assistance information during RACH procedure to assist network for configuring CG resource in RRC Release message.

Proposal 2: The UE assistance information contains at least the current buffer status, traffic pattern indication with one-shot or multi-shot, periodicity of traffic and estimated amount data of each shot.  

Proposal 3: The UE assistance information is allowed to be sent over SRB1 during SDT. 

	Ericsson [10]
	Proposal 1: The values in UEAssistanceInformation are remapped and used for RAI in SDT.

RAI can also be used by the UE to end the current data activity and initiate an early release of unused resources, particularly in the case of CG-SDT. For instance, in CG-SDT, the pre-configured PUSCH resources are reserved until the Timing Advance Timer expires. However, if the UE realizes that it does not need to transmit and wants to release the PUSCH resources, then the UE needs to wait until the current configuration becomes invalid due to timer expiry or TA failure. This leads to the PUSCH resources being held up unnecessarily. Such scenarios can be avoided if one would allow an early resource release for CG-SDT. 
Proposal 2: The UE can request release of CG-SDT configuration.


<Rapporteur Views>: RAI and CG resource request is discussed in [POST116bis-e] [511] CP open issues list for SDT. No need to discuss here.

<Nokia >: UAI over SDT procedure seems not to be discussed in [POST116bis-e] [511]. We think that NW should be able to allow the UE to transmit UAI (e.g. RRC state preference or non-SDT data indication) using SDT procedure. 

SDT procedure. 

<Rapporteur Reply> Release assistance information was discussed in general in [POST116bis-e] [511] CP open issues list for SDT. Non SDT data indication using UAI is covered in 2.7

3.13 RRM Measurement

	Source
	Proposal

	Apple [2]
	Proposal: The RRM measurement during the SDT subsequent transmission phase follows IDLE/INACTIVE measurement framework.   


<Rapporteur Views>: This is discussed in [POST116bis-e] [511] CP open issues list for SDT. No need to discuss here.
3.14 DVT

	Source
	Proposal

	Nokia [12]
	Proposal : RAN2 to decide whether UL data volume threshold is applicable to SDT initiation or for the whole SDT procedure.


<Rapporteur Views>: No need to discuss. It’s already clear from current CR as data volume threshold is applied to entire data in buffer.

<Nokia >: Yes, but what happens if new SDT data becomes available during SDT procedure? Is the UE allowed to transmit any amount of data during SDT procedure? UEs could easily misuse the SDT procedure by starting always with SDT and then continue the data transmission in the subsequent data transmission phase. This would not be acceptable.

<Rapporteur’s Reply> Network always has the control to terminate SDT procedure using RRC release or network can send RRC Resume to move UE to connected during SDT procedure. 
	Source
	Proposal

	Nokia [12]
	Proposal : NW can configure minimum and maximum UL data volume threshold which are used by UE to decide whether to do SDT or not


<Rapporteur Views>: No need to discuss. We have already agreed to configure a single threshold

<Nokia >: Yes, but additional minimum threshold has not been discussed. 
3.15 ASN.1 Related

	Source
	Proposal

	Intel [4]
	Proposal : To discuss whether legacy CG-SDT configuration (labelled as SDT-MACPHY-CG-Config in current TP) is option (a) defined as a new octet string (which would require RAN3 to define a new mechanism to transfer this new container), or option (b) defined within legacy CellGroupConfig IE.


<Rapporteur’s views> Discussed with RRC Rapporteur. RAN3 has already agreed to include the MACPhy configuration for CG in a new container. They need to refer to the correct RRC IE after we finalize the ASN.1.
	Source
	Proposal

	Intel [4]
	Proposal : The following fields need to be defined as “Need M”: sdt-Config-r17, sdt-DRB-List-r17, sdt-MAC-PHY-CG-Config-r17, sdt-DataVolumeThreshold-r17, txx-r17, cg-SDT-timeAlignmentTimer-r17, cg-SDT-Configuration-r17, and sdt-SSB-PerCG-PUSCH-r17.


<Rapporteur’s views> Discussed with RRC Rapporteur.
· sdt-Config-r17 – set to need R because legacy gNB not supporting SDT (e.g. after RNAU) may implicitly release the SDT configuration if it is need R. Otherwise, it has to be explicit release using setupRelease structure. 
<Intel’s view> When UE moves from later release gNB to an earlier release gNB, gNB always have to use a full configuration as it is done after RNAU. If it is a gNB of the same release, it should be able to use the release brunch of a feature that does not support. On summary, as explained in [4] we think RAN2 should define the sdt-Config-r17 with a setupRelease type and a NEED M.
             <Rapporteur’s Reply>: Discussed with RRC Rapporteur. This will be incorporated in next version.

· sdt-DRB-List-r17 – can start from size zero in this case and made need M (as proposed and discussed in section 2.3.)    

· sdt-MAC-PHY-CG-Config-r17 is need M now in new CR

· sdt-DataVolumeThreshold-r17, txx-r17 – these two have been moved into SIB1 based on the comments received. 

· cg-SDT-timeAlignmentTimer-r17, and sdt-SSB-PerCG-PUSCH-r17: They are all now need M. 

· For cg-SDT-Configuration-r17: This can be converted to Need M. 

	Source
	Proposal

	Intel [4]
	Proposal : cg-SDT-TA-ValidityThresholdSSB-r17 and cg-SDT-nrofSS-BlocksToAverage-r17 are defined as “NEED R”; RAN2 needs to discuss how would CG-SDT would work if any of this fields were not provided.


<Rapporteur’s views> Discussed with RRC Rapporteur. Field description is updated in latest CR to clarify this. Please check. 
	Source
	Proposal

	Intel [4]
	Proposal 4: The following fields need to be defined with SetupRelease type: SDT-Config-r17, SDT-MACPHY-CG-Config (with a new parent/child structure is proposed), and CG-SDT-Configuration-r17


<Rapporteur’s views> Discussed with RRC Rapporteur. This has already been fixed (except for CG-SDT-Configuration-r17). This can also be fixed.  

3.16 PUCCH for SDT

	Source
	Proposal

	Intel [4]
	Update CG-SDT configuration provided via RRCRelease message not to include PUCCH-Config to align this with RAN1 related agreement. 


<Rapporteur’s Views>: Discussed with RRC Rapporteur. It will be fixed in revision of CR. No need to discuss here.

3.17 Redcap aspects

	Source
	Proposal

	Qualcomm [8]
	Proposal : If a RedCap UE is configured in RedCap-specific initial UL BWP and the associated RedCap-specific initial DL BWP does not include the CD-SSB and CORESET #0, UE does not need to monitor SI change and PWS notification during SDT procedure.


<Rapporteur’s Views>: Redcap UE monitors PO only in initial BWP (default or RedCap specific) associated with CD-SSB. So nothing specific to SDT needs to be separately agreed.

3.18 Others

	Source
	Proposal

	Nokia [12]
	Proposal : The network can configure the payload size for CCCH message for both MSGA and MSG3.


<Rapporteur’s Views>: RACH configuration specific to SDT is configured by network and network can configure the size. So no need to discuss this proposal.

	Source
	Proposal

	Nokia [12]
	Proposal : Both dedicated and broadcast RACH configuration is supported for SDT.


<Rapporteur’s Views>: Dedicated RACH configuration specific to SDT was discussed previously and not agreed. So no need to discuss this proposal.
	Source
	Proposal

	Nokia [12]
	Proposal : Network can temporarily suspend the use of SDT with broadcast signalling.


<Rapporteur’s Views>: Optimisation. Discussed previously. So no need to discuss this proposal.
	Source
	Proposal

	Nokia [12]
	Proposal: Small data transmission can be further configured by the network on a per QoS flow ID (QFI) basis.


<Rapporteur’s Views>: Optimisation. We have already agreed to configure on a per DRB basis. So no need to discuss this proposal.
	Source
	Proposal

	Nokia [12]
	Proposal: “Not at cell edge” threshold specified for REL16 UE power saving is re-used for SDT purpose i.e. the UE is not allowed to use SDT at cell edge


<Rapporteur’s Views>: We have already agreed to configure an RSRP threshold for SDT/Non SDT selection. So no need to discuss this proposal.
	Source
	Proposal

	Nokia [12]
	Proposal: Msg4 / MsgB can multiplex a ciphered downlink data with the RRC Release message.


<Rapporteur’s Views>: No special handling is needed. It is not prohibited and can be done if network wants.

	Source
	Proposal

	Nokia [12]
	Subsequent data transmission would be straight forward to perform using early contention resolution where contention resolution is completed on MAC level without RRC message. Subsequent UL/DL data could be scheduled using C-RNTI and after the data transfer is complete the UE can be sent back to RRC_INACTIVE with RRC Release message.

Proposal: Subsequent UL/DL data transfer can be completed before the network responses with RRC message to RRC Resume Request for SDT


<Rapporteur’s Views>: No need to discuss. This is already supported in the CRs.

3.19 DL non-SDT during SDT without Anchor Relocation

	Source
	Proposal

	CATT [6]
	Proposal 1: Introduce a new specific cause value or indication in RRCRelease message for DL non-SDT arrival during SDT without anchor relocation.

Proposal 2: Upon receiving the new specific cause value or indication in RRCRelease message, the UE behaves as when responding to RAN paging and triggers a follow-up resume procedure.

Proposal 3: Send the reply LS to RAN3 on the agreements of handling of DL non-SDT during SDT without anchor relocation.

	RAN3 LS 

R2-2202144
	RAN3 discussed how to handle the DL non-SDT data/signalling arrival during SDT procedure. Based on the discussion, it’s agreed that the anchor gNB could move the UE back to RRC Inactive by using RRCRelease message during SDT without anchor relocation. Then, the UE should re-initiate a new RRC Resume procedure (i.e. UE will be resumed to RRC_CONNECTED) for follow-up data transmission.

On how to trigger UE to re-initiate another RRC Resume procedure, two possible options were discussed in RAN3:

Option 1: Use RAN paging to trigger the following-up RRC resume procedure after UE is moved to Inactive state.

Option 2: Add specific cause value or Indication in RRCRelease message to indicate UE to trigger the follow-up resume procedure.


<Rapporteur Views>: This was discussed in [POST116bis-e] [511] CP open issues list for SDT. No consensus on any enhancement.

Q24: Which of the following option do you agree to handle the DL non-SDT data/signalling arrival during SDT procedure
Option 1: Use RAN paging to trigger the following-up RRC resume procedure after UE is moved to Inactive state.

Option 2: Add specific cause value or Indication in RRCRelease message to indicate UE to trigger the follow-up resume procedure.
	Company
	Option 1/Option 2
	Comments

	Samsung
	Option 1
	In our view option 1 is sufficient

	LGE
	Option 1
	

	Sharp
	Option 1
	

	ASUSTeK
	
	NW could send RRCResume to transit the UE to connected state to receive the DL non-SDT data.

	ZTE
	Option 1
	Option 1 is enough in our view too. By the way, we could also use release with redirection (which is part of option 1 in our view). 

We want to also note that as long as there is any pending UL data/NAS procedure, UE will immediately initiate new resume procedure (without waiting for paging) even with option 1.

	CATT
	Option 2
	As clarified on line, this is for SDT without anchor relocation scenario, the anchor gNB only supports to send RRCRelease message to the UE via the serving gNB to follow the 
egacy flow in TS. The anchor gNB cannot send RRCResume message to the UE directly in this scenario.

And we think SDT procedure should not have impact on non-SDT data/signalling transfer. But with option 1, since it is agreed that UE does not receiving paging in SDT procedure,  UE needs to receive RRCRelease message successfully  and then moves in inactive mode to receive the paging message to trigger another RRCResume procedure. However, it is very possible that UE is failed to receive the RRCRelease message and network so far has no mechanism to receive the response for RRCRelease message, then another paging needs be transmitted after a time duration (the specific value of time duration may be determined by network itself), so the delay for DL non-SDT data will be generated by option 1.

This above additional delay will be introduced, that means SDT procedure will impact DL non-SDT data/signalling transmission with additional delay. Especially if DL non-SDT is critical or delay sensitive, it is unacceptable.
In addition, with option 1, the signalling overhead at Uu and Xn interfaces for the anchor/ last serving gNB to perform paging is introduced, and false alarm paging and unnecessary power consumption to other Ues within the cell or RNA needs to be considered.
For the option with release message including redirection indication, the UE will trigger another RRCResume message when there is pending UL data/NAS procedure.  Bur for network, it has no information on whether there is UL data or not in UE, for example, in CG-SDT ,the SDT data will be generated with some time gap, so network needs to trigger the RRC resume procedure by network itself, such as by option1 and option 2 in LS.
But with option 2, the above impact can be avoided. And it only has minimal impact on specifications, as shown the TP in our tdoc [6]. It is also possible that UE is failed to receive the RRCRelease message in option 2, but we think the network could realize this issue early than other options since network hopes to receive the UE RRCResumeRequest message once the RRCRelease message is transmitted in option 2.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 2
	We agree with the points made by CATT. Also, two points to be added on top of that:

· The case mentioned by RAN3 happens due to DL non-SDT data arrival, so it is not very likely there is UL data at the same time. 
· The issue rather severe in case the data that arrives in the DL is high priority/emergency data. If the UE has to go through Release->Paging->Connection resume, this will significantly impact the dealy of the emergency/high priority data.

Since the solution is very simple, we think this is a low hanging fruit.

	OPPO
	Option 1
	Legacy behaviour can work.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	Option 1 is more like legacy of DL data arrival and is sufficient.

	Fujitsu
	Option 1
	This is sufficient. CATT indicates that “UE does not receive paging in SDT procedure”, but it is not true. The exact agreement was that “UE is not required to receive paging”. This means that the UE will monitor paging whenever it is necessarily.

	China Telecom
	Option 2
	We agree with CATT. Option 1 may introduce extra delay and signalling overhead. Option 2 has less spec impact. Therefore, we prefer option 2.

	Intel
	Option 1
	RAN2 already agreed not to optimize the scenario where anchor is not relocated. We should avoid repeating previous discussions when trying to close the WI.

	Interdigital
	Option 1
	Option 1 is sufficient if SDT UE monitors paging during SDT procedure.

	Spreadtrum
	Option 1
	The current RAN paging can work.

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility 
	Option 2
	We agree with CATT. 

	vivo
	Option 1
	It is not essential. The existing behavior can be reused. 

	Xiaomi
	Option 1
	


Summary: 12 companies prefer option 1. 4 companies prefer option 2.

Proposal 23 (12 out of 16): For handling the DL non-SDT data/signalling arrival during SDT procedure without anchor relocation: network use RAN paging to trigger the following-up RRC resume procedure after UE is moved to Inactive state.

4 Conclusion

In summary, the following are proposed:

Easy Agreements

Proposal 1 (Easy): DataVolumeThreshold is configured only in SIB1.

Proposal 4 (Easy): RA-SDT is defined as an optional capability per UE without need for xDD and FRx differentiation.
Proposal 12 (easy): For handling RRC Reject during SDT procedure, No change (i.e. EDT behaviour is followed).

Proposal 15 (Easy): SDT cannot be triggered if there is non-SDT data buffered at PDCP/RLC.

Proposal 16 (Easy): SDT can be configured only for SRB (i.e. without resuming any DRB). Define the sdt-DRB-List-r17 with the list starting in 0, or as SetupRelease type.
Proposal 17 (Seems Easy): 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.
Proposal 22 (Easy): If T380 expires and UE receives RRCReject during SDT procedure, inorder to keep the periodic RNAU: UE sets the variable pendingRNA-Update to true.

Potential Agreements (Significant Majority)

Proposal 5 (19 out of 22): CG-SDT is defined as an optional capability per UE without need for xDD and FRx differentiation

Proposal 3 (17 out of 22): UE supporting CG-SDT shall also support 4-step RA-SDT
Proposal 7 (19 out of 22): Separate capability is not needed for multiple CG-SDT configured grants
Proposal 10 (17 out of 22): When SDT is initiated, RRC will not indicate the selected carrier to MAC

Proposal 13 (15 out of 20): Note that says: “UE shall avoid a consecutive SDT procedures with a different payload but same security key” is not added to specification.

Proposal 20 (17 out of 21): The nrofSS-BlocksToAverage configuration in SIB2 is reused for the RSRP change based TA validation.

Proposal 23 (12 out of 16): For handling the DL non-SDT data/signalling arrival during SDT procedure without anchor relocation: network use RAN paging to trigger the following-up RRC resume procedure after UE is moved to Inactive state.

Proposals which needs discussion

Proposal 2: For the configurable values of sdt-DataVolumeThreshold, large values considering maximum positioning SDU size and other use cases needs to be added.

Proposal 6 (Support 10, Not Support 7, No strong view 5): Separate capability is needed for SRB (i.e. for NAS messages)

Proposal 8: (15 out of 22): Do not support long CG-SDT periodicities

Proposal 9 (support 8): Use the following values for SDT error detection timer

t3XX    ENUMERATED {ms100, ms200, ms300, ms400, ms600, ms1000, ms2000, ms3000, ms6000, ms10000, spare6, spare5, spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1}

Proposal 11 (14 out of 21): 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.
Proposal 14: For the non-SDT data arrival indication, select one of the following for DCCH solution

· Option 1: New message (10 companies support this)
· Option 2: reuse UAI (9 companies support this)

Proposal 18: Discuss whether CG parameters specific to unlicensed spectrum are applicable to SDT or not.

· View 1: RAN1 has not had any discussion on whether legacy values related to CG operation with NR-U and current TP allows the network to configure them via RRCRelease for CG-SDT operation
· View 2: We don’t need to agree anything, and we can just follow the WID for unlicensed band.
· View 3: Whether CG parameters specific to unlicensed spectrum are applicable or not for SDT would be up to NW configuration
· View 4: No impact to current CR
Proposal 19 (for discussion): When UE initiates resume for SDT and network responds with RRCReject (for congestion), or RRCSetup (for fallback to setup), for handling retransmission of the not acknowledged UL data that was included in the 1st UL SDT

· Option 1: it is left up to UE the decision on how to handle any retransmission of the not acknowledged UL data that was included in the 1st UL SDT. 

· Option 2: Specification defines UE behaviour

· Option 3: No clarification is needed

Proposal 21: Discuss and agree on one of the following:

· Option 1 (2 companies): nrofSS-BlocksToAverage configuration is supported in RRC Release. The nrofSS-BlocksToAverage configuration in SIB2 is reused for the RSRP change based TA validation if nrofSS-BlocksToAverage configuration in RRC Release is absent.

· Option 2 (6 companies): nrofSS-BlocksToAverage configuration is not supported in RRC Release.

5 Contact Points

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

	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	Samsung
	Anil Agiwal
	anilag@samsung.com

	LG Electronics
	SeungJune Yi
	seungjune.yi@lge.com

	ASUSTeK
	Erica Huang
	Erica_Huang@asus.com

	OPPO
	Xue Lin
	linxue@oppo.com

	Qualcomm
	Ruiming Zheng
	rzheng@qti.qualcomm.com

	Fujitsu
	Ohta, Yoshiaki
	ohta.yoshiaki@fujitsu.com

	NEC
	Wangda
	wangda@labs.nec.cn

	China Telecom
	Jincan Xin
	xinjc@chinatelecom.cn

	AT&T
	Joe Schumacher
	jq304t@att.com

	Intel
	Marta Martinez Tarradell
	marta.m.tarradell@intel.com

	Spreadtrum
	Min Xu
	Ellen.xu@unisoc.com

	vivo
	Yitao Mo (Stephen)
	yitao.mo@vivo.com

	Xiaomi
	Yumin Wu
	wuyumin@xiaomi.com

	Apple
	Fangli XU
	fangli_xu@apple.com
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