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1 Introduction

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	Apple
	Acceptable
	

	Xiaomi
	Acceptable
	

	CMCC
	Acceptable
	

	Samsung
	Acceptable
	

	ZTE
	Acceptable
	We think there is no need to separate these from technical perspective, but we can accept this for sake of progress. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Acceptable
	From technical perspective, there is no need to couple CG-SDT and RA-SDT and there are scnearios where CG-SDT is sufficient and RA-SDT is not needed from UE perspective.

	Qualcomm
	Acceptable
	Three independent capabilities, CG-SDT, 4-step RA-SDT and 2-step RA-SDT

	China Telecom
	Acceptable
	There is no need to couple CG-SDT, 4-step RA-SDT, and 2-step RA-SDT.

	Interdigital
	Acceptable
	

	Fujitsu
	Acceptable
	It is ok since UE vendor can only implement GC-SDT.

	OPPO
	Acceptable
	

	ASUSTeK
	Acceptable
	

	vivo
	Acceptable
	Similar view with ZTE.

	Intel
	Acceptable
	

	CATT
	Acceptable
	


All companies can accept the following proposal: 

Proposal 1: UE supporting CG-SDT need not support 4-step RA-SDT (i.e. these capabilities are independent)

2.2 Separte capability for SRB

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

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

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

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

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

	Apple
	Acceptable
	

	Xiaomi
	Acceptable
	

	CMCC
	Acceptable
	

	Samsung
	Acceptable
	

	ZTE
	Acceptable
	Strictly speaking this is not really necessary in our view, but we can accept to go with the chipset vendor views. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Acceptable
	

	Qualcomm
	Acceptable
	As a UE vendor, it is important to have separate capability for SRB SDT. SRB SDT may address different service, i.e., Positioning reporting, while DRB SDT is for more generic application of UP small data which could be a common SDT requirement. SRB SDT may come in different time frames or target different commercial market. 

	China Telecom
	Acceptable
	

	InterDigital
	Acceptable
	

	Fujitsu
	Acceptable
	OK with just following majority view...

	OPPO
	Acceptable
	

	ASUSTeK
	Acceptable
	

	vivo
	Acceptable
	

	Intel
	Acceptable
	

	CATT
	Acceptable
	


All companies can accept the following proposal: 

Proposal 2: Separate capability is needed for SRB (i.e. for NAS messages)

3 Parameter value ranges
3.1 DVT values

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

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

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

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

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

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

Proposal: DVT is configured as follows: 

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

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

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

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

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

Rapp: No strong view on replacing those values but I guess in this case we might aswell replace them with something else (since the legacy UEs will not use spare values anyway in SIB). 

	Apple
	Acceptable
	

	Xiaomi
	Acceptable
	

	CMCC
	Acceptable
	

	ZTE
	Acceptable
	To LG, the spare values in SIB are not so useful. So, it would be good to fill the full range. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Acceptable
	

	Qualcomm
	Acceptable
	The rapporteur’s proposal can be the baseline.  Our view is that larger value should be considered to support such as positioning traffic which is also one use case for SDT. 

	Sony
	Acceptable
	

	China Telecom
	Acceptable
	

	InterDigital
	Acceptable
	

	Fujitsu
	Acceptable

Conditionally
	When latge data volume is supported, the difference between byte8000 and byte9000 is tiny. It is useful to reove byte8000 and specify spare field. Byte9000 is needed for max PDCP data size.
ENUMERATED {byte32, byte100, byte200, byte400, byte600, byte800, byte1000, byte2000, byte4000, byte8000, byte9000, byte10000, byte12000, byte24000, byte48000, byte96000, spare}

Rapp: see above, spare values seem not so useful in SIB since legacy (i.e. UEs implemented according to Rel-17) will not be able to use any value added in later releases anyway. 

	OPPO
	Acceptable
	

	ASUSTeK
	Acceptable
	

	vivo
	Acceptable
	

	Intel
	“Acceptable” (with comment)
	We can accept the proposed value/range if it is preferable by majority of companies. However we would like to ask proponents to clarify why this level of granularity is as critical when this threshold is not used to termine the full length of the SDT session (as it was done for LTE). Instead on NR, this threshold only controls whether the SDT session can or cannot start, but afterwards, further SDT data can still be exchanged during the ongoing SDT session.

	CATT
	Acceptable
	


Rapporteur’s understanding is that the following proposal may be acceptable. 

Proposal 3:

DVT is configured as follows: ENUMERATED {byte32, byte100, byte200, byte400, byte600, byte800, byte1000, byte2000, byte4000, byte8000, byte9000, byte10000, byte12000, byte24000, byte48000, byte96000}

3.2 SDT error detection timer values

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	LGE
	Acceptable
	

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

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

To keep the same UE power consumption as legacy, the value of the SDT error detection timer can reuse the values of T319 (i.e. max value is 2s). 
ZTE: We think the above compromise takes these concerns into account. It should be noted that the Txxx is now a hard stop for the overall SDT session (and if it expires the UE moves to IDLE). If the DL packet is not scheduled within this duration then the UE will need to be paged and this will be bad for power consumption. Considering that this is the maximum value of the timer (and we design the protocol to allow these maximum values eventhough the typical values may be much smaller), we hope Apple can accept these values. 
It should be noted that the DRX inactivity timer value is up to 2.56s. So, even if the UE moves to connected mode, the UE would be in active mode for T319 value + the DRX inactivity timer (on top of time for data transfer and the network side timers for inactivity before moving back to INACTIVE). So, the maximum value proposed above is still a good compromise hence. 

[Apple] We can fine with the compromise if it’s majority view. But to protect UE power, we can consider the UE capability or UE preference for it. 

	CMCC
	concern
	Same view as Apple.
ZTE: Please see the comments above
To ZTE: Although we prefer to reuse the values of T319, we are also fine to follow the majority view.

	Samsung
	Acceptable
	

	ZTE
	Acceptable
	Note that we have to cover the round trip delay at the application layer with SDT. If we donot do this, then there will be paging and this will result in even more power consumption at the UE. So, we think a small extension is justified. 

Also it should be noted that this is just the maximum value (typical values can be lower and the UE anyway can be released even before that).  Given that the 10sec value is now removed, we think this is a good compromise. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Acceptable
	We are OK with the values proposed by the rapporteur and we would have concerns with just keeping the values as for T319. A maximum value of 6s is a good compromise even though also 8 seconds could be OK to us.

	Qualcomm
	Strong concern
	We express the similar concern with Apple. For long SDT error detection timer, power consumpation is one of the big issues for UE. Even we understood SDT should handle the retransmission and possible DL message response considering round trip delay, it is not desriable for UE to keep monitoring network response in such several seconds. It is evern worse than UE going into Connected state for data communication. 

If long timer is really needed, one alterative is that we should keep the agreements made in RAN2 #116e meeting, we think such timer/window is quite useful for UE power saving in the subsequent SDT phase, and is also helpful for UE monitoring and receiving DL response before a relative long error detection time expiry. Otherwise, it is preferred to only consider a small exending on the legacy T319 value for SDT error timer, i.e. 3 sec.

Agreements

1. The “CG-SDT timer” starts at the first “valid” PDCCH occasion from the end of the CG-SDT PUSCH transmission. The first “valid” PDCCH occasion is defined in RAN1

2. The “CG-SDT timer” can be started/restarted during for initial and subsequent transmissions

3. The UE restarts the “CG-SDT timer” at least:

· upon the PUSCH retransmission indicated by the CS-RNTI PDCCH

· after each CG-SDT transmission

7.
The “CG-SDT timer” stops at least:

· When the UE receives RRC feedback messages (e.g. RRCResume, RRCSetup, RRCRelease and RRCReject)

Rapp: The above only applies to CG-SDT but the error detection timer applies to both CG and RA. So, a common solution would be needed in anycase. 

	Sony
	Strong concern
	We agree the concern from Qualcomm and Apple, we also see the need for long values in order not to stop SDT prematurely. Then we think we should revert the RAN2 agreement:

1. SDT Failure Detection Timer has an extended duration to accommodate subsequent SDT procedure.
 Proposal: SDT Failure detection timer should be started/restarted every DL/UL transmissions. The timer should be in the MAC layer.

Rapp: if the timer is restarted, the UE can potentially be kept in SDT for ever. This seems worse than having a guaranteed upper limit with some small extension for the worst case scenarios.

	China Telecom
	Acceptable
	We are fine with the values proposed by the rapporteur.

	Interdigital
	Acceptable
	Operator can choose the smaller value if the battery life is really concerned.

	Fujitsu
	Acceptable
	There is no concern on long value because, anyway, the UE is in INACTIVE mode, where the battery consumption is similar to that in IDLE mode.

	OPPO
	Strong concern
	Agree with Apple and Qualcomm.

	ASUSTeK
	Acceptable
	

	vivo
	Strong concern
	Currently, no PDCCH monitoring window is used for the SDT procedure. In other words, after the initial transmission, the UE has to always monitor the PDCCH as long as the SDT failure detection timer is running. So, to keep the same UE power consumption, we think the maximum value of T319 should be reused. 

	Intel
	Concern
	Our preference is to have even an smaller maximum value e.g. 1 sec understanding the potential negative impact to UE’s power consumption if the UE needs to keep monitoring continuously PDCCH until the expiry of Txxx to only trigger SDT failure. However as this is the last meeting of the WI, we will not oppose to majority view but our technical preference is to have a lower maximum range e.g. 2, 3  or 4 sec. 

	CATT
	Acceptable
	


Rapporteur’s understanding is that up to 3 sec seems fine, the last code point is a bit controversial. 

Discuss the following proposal online: 

Proposal 4: SDT error detection timer (t3xx) is configured as follows: 

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

3.3 CG-SDT periodicities

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

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

Proposal: Do not support long CG-SDT periodicities: 

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

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

	LGE
	Acceptable
	

	Apple
	Acceptable
	

	Xiaomi
	Acceptable
	

	CMCC
	Acceptable
	

	Samsung
	Acceptable
	

	ZTE
	Acceptable
	We have some sympathy for the longer CG periods. However, for sake of progess, we can accept this. 

If longer periods are to be included we certainly have to combine it with delayed start of the txxx timer and we should send an LS to RAN1 to updae their mapping table. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Acceptable
	Even though we think longer values vcould be useful, we acknowledge additional complexity, so this is acceptable to us.

	Qualcomm
	Accepatable
	We have strong concern on having longer CG-SDT periodicities due to power consumpation perspective.

	China Telecom
	Acceptable
	Longer CG periods introduce extra complexity and power consumption. 

	Interdigital
	Acceptable
	

	Fujitsu
	Acceptable
	

	OPPO
	Acceptable
	

	vivo
	Acceptable
	

	Intel
	Concern
	In our understanding, it is essential to allow longer values of CG-SDT periodicities. The motivation is that CG-SDT resources aim to allow UE to initiate multiple SDT session while the UE is in RRC_INACTIVE rather than multiple CG occurrences within an SDT session (which we think will be quite rare considering SDT session should be short). Therefore, these longer values of its periodicity is essential to allow operation across different CG-SDT sessions. If it is too short, it will result in wastage of CG resources between SDT sessions when UE doesn’t have anything to send.  Or to too many ResumeRequest and Release messages that will result in signalling overload.  In addition, RAN1 should not be impacted if longer values of periodicities are defined to be used acrossed different SDT sessions. 

However as this is the last meeting of the WI, we will not oppose to the majority view.

	CATT
	Acceptable
	


Rapporteur’s understanding is that the following proposal will be acceptable: 

Proposal 5: Do not support long CG-SDT periodicities

4 Other issues

4.1 RACH failure handling

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

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

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

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

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

	Apple
	Acceptable
	

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

	CMCC
	Acceptable
	We prefer to follow the legacy RACH operation in MAC and leave the RACH problem indication to be handled by RRC (ignore it and then rely on the error dection timer).

	Samsung
	Acceptable
	

	ZTE
	Acceptable
	We are happy to go with majority on this. We have some sympathy for companies that expressed concern above. However, since it seems now the txxx value is not that long, we anticipate that the concern is not so severe and hence we can accept the proposed way forward as well. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Acceptable
	We agree with LG and Xiaomi and we prefer to declare SDT failure in such situation which should be easily implementable in the specifications. However, we can accept the proposed way forward as well.

	Qualcomm
	Acceptable
	

	China Telecom
	Acceptable
	

	Interdigital
	Acceptable
	“Let T3xxx expire” looks the simplest.

	Fujitsu
	Acceptable
	Prefer to have similar legacy procedure i.e. (RRC just receives the indication from MAC and then rely on the error dection timer).

	OPPO
	Acceptable
	

	ASUSTeK
	Concern
	We share the view with LGE and Xiaomi.

	vivo
	Acceptable
	

	Intel
	“Acceptable” (with comment)
	Our preference is to trigger SDT failure immediately instead of waiting until T3xx can be configured very long.  However as this is the last meeting of the WI, we will not oppose to the majority view.

	CATT
	Acceptable
	


Given that the 10 sec txxx is now removed, it seems the concern on the error detection timer being too long is slightly mitigated. So, rapporteur thinks the following proposal may not be objected. 

Proposal 6: 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.

4.2 UL non-SDT data arrival indication

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

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

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

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

	LGE
	Acceptable
	

	Apple
	Acceptable
	

	Xiaomi
	Acceptable
	

	CMCC
	Acceptable
	

	Samsung
	Acceptable
	

	ZTE
	Acceptable
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Acceptable
	

	Qualcomm
	Acceptable
	

	Sony
	Acceptable
	

	China Telecom
	Acceptable
	

	InterDigital
	Acceptable
	

	Fujitsu
	Acceptable
	

	OPPO
	Acceptable
	

	vivo
	Acceptable
	

	Intel
	Acceptable
	

	CATT
	Acceptable
	


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

So, we can check the following proposal: 

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

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

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

	LGE
	Acceptable
	

	Apple
	Acceptable
	

	Xiaomi
	Acceptable
	

	CMCC
	Acceptable
	

	Samsung
	Acceptable
	

	ZTE
	Acceptable
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Acceptable
	

	Qualcomm
	Acceptable
	

	Sony
	Acceptable
	

	China Telecom
	Acceptable
	

	InterDigital
	Acceptable
	But does UE need to process UAC before non-SDT resumption?

Rapp: Note that the UE doesn’t transmit any non-SDT data. It only indicates the availability of this over SRB1 (which is already resumed). So, this is not necessary. 

	Fujitsu
	Acceptable
	

	OPPO
	Acceptable
	We want to make a further clarification on the reply LS from CT1. They did not make consensus on whether another trigger can be triggered before receiving the previous one, but it does not mean that UE’s behaviour is up to implementation. If our work assumption is based on implementation, we shall tell CT1 since this is not what they told us.
Rapp: Okay to send an LS 

	ASUSTeK
	Acceptable
	

	vivo
	Acceptable
	

	Intel
	Acceptable
	

	CATT
	Acceptable
	


We can have one single proposal for the above two issues and the following seems acceptable. 

Proposal 7: For non-SDT data arrival indication, ResumeCause value is included in UAI as an optional IE (and hence is provided to the network if upper layers provide it to the AS).

4.3  Unlicensed spectrum

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

4.4 Handling of pending data after RRCReject

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


In addition, in CT1 LS (R2-2201822), CT1 did not reach consensus on the NAS behavior to support the SDT feature. In order to make sure the R17 specs (including AS and NAS) can support SDT feature correctly, RAN2 can inform CT1 the RAN2 agreements, which can help CT1 to reach the consensus on the NAS impact. 
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So, we can check the following proposal: 

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

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

	Apple
	Acceptable
	SDT feature involves both AS and NAS. 

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

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

	CMCC
	Acceptable
	

	ZTE
	Acceptable
	We are fine to inform CT1 about the above agreement. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Not needed
	We do not see the need to inform CT1 about this agreement and we are not sure how it is related to previous CT1 LS. We only think we need to modify “5.7.2.4 Failure to deliver ULInformationTransfer message” in TS 38.331 to cover this agreement as this is different from SDT failure, as commented in Phase 1 of the discussion. The proposed TP could be, e.g. as in R2-2203337. Since similar indication is already supported, then NAS layer behaviour does not need to be changed.
[Apple] Whether NAS would be changed or not should be confirmed by CT1, not in RAN2.  The safe way is to inform them about the AS indication to NAS according to the final AS SDT design for their check.

Rapp: Agree with Huawei that there is already an existing trigger from AS to NAS. So, should be no impact in NAS. However, informing them should be fine. 

	Qualcomm
	Acceptable
	Fine to inform CT1 the RAN2 above agreement.

	China Telecom
	Acceptable
	Fine to inform CT1 about the above agreement. 

	InterDigital
	Acceptable
	

	Fujitsu
	Acceptable
	

	OPPO
	Acceptable
	

	ASUSTeK
	Acceptable
	

	vivo
	Acceptable
	

	Intel
	Acceptable
	It seems reasonable for RAN2 to share latest agreements and/or SDT  operation specified in 38.331 in case they have any concern/comment considering the NAS/AS interaction

	CATT
	Yes with comments
	We support to send the LS to CT1 to inform the RAN2 agreements in the AS-NAS interaction aspect. 


Seems companies can accept sending an LS informing them about the agreement above to CT1
Proposal 8: Inform CT1 about the new agreements related to AS/NAS interaction
5 Conclusion and proposals

For agreement without further discussion
Proposal 1: UE supporting CG-SDT need not support 4-step RA-SDT (i.e. these capabilities are independent)

Proposal 3:DVT is configured as follows: ENUMERATED {byte32, byte100, byte200, byte400, byte600, byte800, byte1000, byte2000, byte4000, byte8000, byte9000, byte10000, byte12000, byte24000, byte48000, byte96000}

Proposal 5: Do not support long CG-SDT periodicities

Proposal 7: For non-SDT data arrival indication, ResumeCause value is included in UAI as an optional IE (and hence is provided to the network if upper layers provide it to the AS).

Proposal 8: LS to CT1 can be sent (LS text discussion to happen offline after the more urgent stage-3 CRs are finalised)
For further discussion
Proposal 2: Separate capability is needed for SRB (i.e. for NAS messages) – (16/1)
Proposal 6: For handling RACH failure (i.e. that Max RACH preamble transmission is reached) during SDT procedure, MAC indicates RACH problem indication to RRC. Discuss the following options for subsequent actions in RRC: 

· Option 1: RRC does not any action for this indication similar to legacy operation in RRC_INACTIVE/RRC_IDLE. RA procedure is continued. (12)
· Option 2: SDT failure is declared and UE moves to IDLE mode (5)
Proposal 4: SDT error detection timer (t3xx) is configured as follows: 

t3XX    ENUMERATED {ms100, ms200, ms300, ms400, ms600, ms1000, ms2000, ms3000, ms6000, spare7, spare6, spare5, spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1}
(12/4) 

6 Contact Points

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

	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	LG Electronics
	SeungJune Yi
	seungjune.yi@lge.com

	Apple
	Fangli XU
	fangli_xu@apple.com

	Xiaomi
	Yumin Wu
	wuyumin@xiaomi.com

	CMCC
	Jinhui Wen
	wenjinhui@chinamobile.com

	Samsung
	Anil Agiwal
	Anilag@samsung.com

	ZTE
	Eswar Vutukuri
	Eswar.vutukuri@zte.com.cn

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Dawid Koziol
	dawid.koziol@huawei.com

	Qualcomm
	Ruiming Zheng
	rzheng@qti.qualcomm.com

	Sony
	Yassin Awad
	Yassin.Awad@sony.com

	China Telecom
	Jincan Xin
	xinjc@chinatelecom.cn

	Interdigital
	Keiichi Kubota
	keiichi.kubota@interdigital.com

	Fujitsu
	Ohta Yoshiaki
	ohta.yoshiaki@fujitsu.com

	OPPO
	Xue Lin
	linxue@oppo.com

	ASUSTeK
	Erica Huang
	Erica_Huang@asus.com

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

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