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Introduction
RA-SDT allows the UE to initiate SDT on new receiving gNB (other than the last serving gNB, a.k.a. old anchor gNB). For that, RAN3 has agreed to support anchor relocation and also to keep the scope of no anchor relocation for RA-SDT. In the last meeting, RAN3 made some progresses as follows [1]:
[bookmark: _Hlk95295480]The additional SDT assistant information is needed, but it is no need to consult with RAN2. It includes either BSR information or single/multiple packets indication as optional IEs. FFS on others. 
In this contribution, we re-emphasize the importance of "relocation preference" as assistance info from the receiving gNB in helping the old anchor gNB make decision to relocate or keep the context for RA-SDT. 
Discussion
The reasons why "relocation preference" from the receiving gNB is necessary and useful for the seamless support of RA-SDT feature are as follows:
1)    For RA-SDT, we cannot mandate the receiving gNB to always support "no relocation" by default. In legacy INACTIVE, "no relocation" was only allowed for the case of periodic RNAU where the role of the receiving gNB was very simple – just forward the PDCP-C PDU of RRCRelease, while "by default" operation being full context transfer. 
However, in RA-SDT, no matter with or without anchor relocation, small data transmission shall be supported. That is, no special restriction has been given to the scenario of "no relocation" in RA-SDT where more sophisticated behaviors involving DU and RLC only handlings are required at the receiving gNB to support it (than the default "full context transfer" operation). Moreover, the RA-SDT feature can still be supported without supporting "no relocation" scenario. It is reasonable to assume that in some implementations some gNBs may only support RA-SDT with full context transfer, and if the receiving gNB does not support but the anchor gNB decides "no relocation", then unnecessary error handling could be involved that makes the feature less useful.
2)    On the other hand, the receiving gNB may not want to take an anchor role if e.g. too many UEs are under its connection management. In this case, "no relocation" would be beneficial for the receiving gNB and could also be beneficial for the whole system if its preference can be properly taken into account by the old anchor's decision (rather than blind decision). 
3)    It is true RAN3 has agreed that the anchor gNB makes the final decision, but it does not mean that a decision that the anchor gNB makes has to be always supported by the receiving gNB regardless of what. This is where assistance information comes into play (i.e. to help the anchor gNB select the right procedure to go with) so that the feature can be more seamlessly supported. 
Other than UE traffic related assistance information that we have agreed (BSR, single/multiple packet indication), we should also consider "use case" specific assistance information as well, which is more critical in making the RA-SDT feature successful. Needless to say, "relocation preference" falls under such "use case" specific assistance info. 
4)    Without such assistance information, using a nested class-1 procedure to check whether the receiving gNB can support RA-SDT without anchor relocation is a strange ping-pong design where the anchor gNB first sends the partial context and later fallbacks to send the full context. The purpose of assistance information from the receiving gNB that we have agreed to send when requesting context retrieval was to help the old anchor gNB to select the right procedure to go with. We really don't have to make the situation complicated – following this indeed simplifies design and minimizes signallings.
Conclusion
In the present contribution we make the following observation:
Observation: The reasons why "relocation preference" from the receiving gNB is necessary and useful for the seamless support of RA-SDT feature are as follows:
1)    For RA-SDT, we cannot mandate the receiving gNB to always support "no relocation" by default. In legacy INACTIVE, "no relocation" was only allowed for the case of periodic RNAU where the role of the receiving gNB was very simple – just forward the PDCP-C PDU of RRCRelease, while "by default" operation being full context transfer. 
However, in RA-SDT, no matter with or without anchor relocation, small data transmission shall be supported. That is, no special restriction has been given to the scenario of "no relocation" in RA-SDT where more sophisticated behaviors involving DU and RLC only handlings are required at the receiving gNB to support it (than the default "full context transfer" operation). Moreover, the RA-SDT feature can still be supported without supporting "no relocation" scenario. It is reasonable to assume that in some implementations some gNBs may only support RA-SDT with full context transfer, and if the receiving gNB does not support but the anchor gNB decides "no relocation", then unnecessary error handling could be involved that makes the feature less useful.
2)    On the other hand, the receiving gNB may not want to take an anchor role if e.g. too many UEs are under its connection management. In this case, "no relocation" would be beneficial for the receiving gNB and could also be beneficial for the whole system if its preference can be properly taken into account by the old anchor's decision (rather than blind decision). 
3)    It is true RAN3 has agreed that the anchor gNB makes the final decision, but it does not mean that a decision that the anchor gNB makes has to be always supported by the receiving gNB regardless of what. This is where assistance information comes into play (i.e. to help the anchor gNB select the right procedure to go with) so that the feature can be more seamlessly supported. 
Other than UE traffic related assistance information that we have agreed (BSR, single/multiple packet indication), we should also consider "use case" specific assistance information as well, which is more critical in making the RA-SDT feature successful. Needless to say, "relocation preference" falls under such "use case" specific assistance info. 
4)    Without such assistance information, using a nested class-1 procedure to check whether the receiving gNB can support RA-SDT without anchor relocation is a strange ping-pong design where the anchor gNB first sends the partial context and later fallbacks to send the full context. The purpose of assistance information from the receiving gNB that we have agreed to send when requesting context retrieval was to help the old anchor gNB to select the right procedure to go with. We really don't have to make the situation complicated – following this indeed simplifies design and minimizes signallings.
/////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////
Based on the observation above we propose: 
Proposal 1: For seamless support of RA-SDT feature, add assistance information as "preference" from the receiving gNB on either "relocation" or "no relocation", to be taken into account by the old anchor gNB's decision. 
The corresponding TP for XnAP can be found in Section 5. The corresponding changes to TS 38.300 for the above proposal can also be found in [3].
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Editor’s note: The additional SDT assistant information is needed, but it is no need to consult with RAN2. It includes either BSR information or single/multiple packets indication as optional IEs. FFS on others. 

9.2.3.x	SDT Support Request 
This IE indicates that the UE requested for SDT and may include additional assistance information (FFS).
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE Type and Reference
	Semantics Description

	SDT Indicator
	M
	
	ENUMERATED (true,…)
	Indicates that the resume request is due to SDT.

	Relocation Preference
	O
	
	ENUMERATED (no relocation, relocation, …)
	Indicates that the new NG-RAN node prefers to keep the UE context in the old NG-RAN node or to relocate the context.

	SDT assistant information (FFS)
	O
	
	ENUMERATED (single SDT, multiple SDT, …)
Or including BSR information
	








1

3
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SDTSupportRequest ::= SEQUENCE {
	sdtindicator					SDTIndicator,
	sdtRelocationPreference			SDTRelocationPreference		OPTIONAL,
	sdtAssistantInfo				SDTAssistantInfo, (FFS)
	iE-Extensions				ProtocolExtensionContainer { { SDTSupportRequest-ExtIEs} } OPTIONAL,
	...
}

SDTSupportRequest-ExtIEs XNAP-PROTOCOL-EXTENSION ::= {
	...
}

SDTIndicator ::= ENUMERATED {true, ...}

SDTRelocationPreference ::= ENUMERATED {no-relocation, relocation, ...}

