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1 Introduction

Briefly introduce background, the scope of this email discussion (e.g. list of treated agenda items) and provide
some guidelines for email discussion if necessary.

In this email thread, RRM requirements for SDT is treated.

List of candidate target of email discussion for I°' round and 2" round

— 1% round:

o Consensus on impacts of SDT decision procedure on RRM requirements
o Consensus on need of specifying new RRM requirement(s) for RA-SDT

o Consensus on RRM requirements for CG-SDT, e.g., TA validation, UE sync, UE initial
transmission timing, etc.

— 2™ round: TBA

o Agree on the framework of TA validation consisting of two windows + two thresholds, similar to
LTE PUR

s FFS: Windows’ sizes and threshold values

Table 1:

TDoc Title Source Moderator’s remarks

R4-2118590 RRM requirements for | ZTE No new RRM require-
SDT ments for RA-SDT
RAN4 introduce TA val-
idation for CG-SDT

TA validation require-
ments consist of two
windows and two
thresholds.

R4-2118591 Workplan for SDT RRM | ZTE Initial workplan for SDT
requirements RRM requirements:
three WG4 meetings are
planned




R4-2118961

On RRM core require-
ments for SDT

Nokia, Nokia Shanghai
Bell

A SDT decision pro-
cedure (i.e., SDT/Non-
SDT selection, and if
SDT, 2-step RA-SDT /
4-step RA-SDT / CG-
SDT) based on data vol-
ume threshold / RSRP
threshold should be con-
sidered, and when to
measure RSRP for this
purpose to be discussed
Are RSRP measure-
ments for RA-SDT and
CG-SDT performed
independently?

Reusing normal RACH
UE sync requirements
for RA-SDT

Whether or not to specify
UE sync requirements
for CG-SDT

Reuse existing UE initial
timing error requirement
for CG-SDT

R4-2119066

Overview of RRM
impact of Small Data
Transmissions

Ericsson

Reusing most of exist-
ing RACH requirements
for RA-SDT, but wait for
completion of RAN2 de-
sign for SDT

For TA validation for
CG-SDT, introduce
mechanism similar to
LTE PUR

R4-2119067

Overview of TA vali-
dation requirements for
Small Data Transmis-
sions

Ericsson

Refer requirements for
CG-SDT to LTE PUR
with aspects to Funda-
mental procedure / TA
validation / UE sync
methodology

Postpone TA validation
until RAN2 agree on TA
validation critera

R4-2119194

Discussion on reply LS
on Beam correspondence
with Small Data Trans-
mission in Inactive State

ZTE

Reply LS to R1-2106309




R4-2119364

Initial discussion on
RRM impacts of SDT

Huawei, Hisilicon

Define UL timing ac-
curacy requirements for
PUSCH transmission for
SDT. FFS whether to re-
use the Te requirements
for Connected state
whether and how to
define RSRP measure-
ment requirements for
CG-SDT  considering
the need for selection
between SDT/non-SDT,
CG resource selection
and TA validation.
Define related BFD/BFR
requirements if it is in-
troduced by RANI1 or
RAN2

2 Topic #1: Workplan

Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis.

2.1 Companies’ contributions summary
Table 2:
TDoc Title Source Moderator’s remarks
R4-2118591 Workplan for SDT RRM | ZTE Initial workplan for SDT
requirements RRM requirements:
three WG4 meetings are
planned
2.2 Open issues summary

Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if
applicable) based on companies’ contributions.

This topic discuss the detail workplan for a 3-meeting cycle to complete RRM requirements for SDT




2.2.1 Sub-topic 1-1
Sub-topic description: workplan for SDT RRM requirements
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:

Issue 1-1: Do you agree on the workplan proposed in R4-2118591?

— Proposals

o Option 1: Yes

o Option 2: No, please propose your revision accordingly
— Recommended WF

o TBA

Feedback Form 1: Issue 1-1

1 — Ericsson Hungary Ltd

We are fine. If additional TA validation criterion is introduced in other WG, then the work plan may need
to be revisited at next meeting.

2 — Nokia Belgium

With agree with the work plan in general, but we need to define work split before bringing CRs in the next
meeting. We suggest either defining work split in the second meeting, or defining a tentative work split
during the second round during this meeting.

3 — MediaTek Inc.
The WP is fine to us.

4 — HuaWei Technologies Co.

We are fine with the timeline in the proposed WP, but we suggest to remove those texts related to TA
validation becasue they are very specific and should depend on technical discussions. For example, we are
not sure if RAN4 needs to decide on the thresholds for the RSRP measurement window because in LTE it
is configured by the NW. Also there could be other requirements as discussed in Topic 2.

5 — Qualcomm Incorporated

OK in general but suggest to not to refer to specifics of the TA validation framework since there are no
agreements yet.




2.3 Summary for 1st round
2.3.1 Open issues

Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for I°' round, list all the identified open issues and tentative
agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2" round i.e. WF assignment.

In general the workplan is fine, however, there are also concerns about TA validation specific framework
which is not agreed yet, and also proposal on CR work split and may be revisited in coming meetings if
additional TA validation criterion is introduced in other WG.

Tentative agreements:

Revise the workplan to address the following issues:

1) Remove TA validation specific texts;

2) Add CRs worksplit in this meeting.

3) Clarify that if additional TA validation criterion is introduced in other WGs, the workplan may be revisited
in RAN4#101-b.

Feedback Form 2: Comments on tentative agreements

2.4 Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Comment on the revised workplan and agree on tentative CRs worksplit
Recommended WF after 2nd round discussion:

The revised workplan is agreeable.

Feedback Form 3: Comments on the proposed recommenda-
tion after the second round discussion

3 Topic #2: RRM requirements for SDT

Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis.

3.1 Companies’ contributions summary
Table 3:
TDoc Title Source Moderator’s remarks




R4-2118590

RRM requirements for
SDT

ZTE

No new RRM require-
ments for RA-SDT
RAN4 introduce TA val-
idation for CG-SDT

TA wvalidation require-
ments consist of two
windows and two
thresholds.

R4-2118961

On RRM core require-
ments for SDT

Nokia, Nokia Shanghai
Bell

A SDT decision pro-
cedure (i.e., SDT/Non-
SDT selection, and if
SDT, 2-step RA-SDT /
4-step RA-SDT / CG-
SDT) based on data vol-
ume threshold / RSRP
threshold should be con-
sidered, and when to
measure RSRP for this
purpose to be discussed
Are RSRP measure-
ments for RA-SDT and
CG-SDT performed
independently?

Reusing normal RACH
UE sync requirements
for RA-SDT

Whether or not to specify
UE sync requirements
for CG-SDT

Reuse existing UE initial
timing error requirement
for CG-SDT

R4-2119066

Overview of RRM
impact of Small Data
Transmissions

Ericsson

Reusing most of exist-
ing RACH requirements
for RA-SDT, but wait for
completion of RAN2 de-
sign for SDT

For TA wvalidation for
CG-SDT, introduce
mechanism similar to
LTE PUR




Ericsson

Refer requirements for
CG-SDT to LTE PUR
with aspects to Funda-
mental procedure / TA
validation / UE sync
methodology

Postpone TA wvalidation
until RAN2 agree on TA
validation critera

Huawei, Hisilicon

Define UL timing ac-
curacy requirements for
PUSCH transmission for
SDT. FFS whether to re-
use the Te requirements
for Connected state
whether and how to
define RSRP measure-
ment requirements for
CG-SDT  considering
the need for selection
between SDT/non-SDT,
CG resource selection
and TA validation.
Define related BFD/BFR
requirements if it is in-
troduced by RANI1 or
RAN2

R4-2119067 Overview of TA vali-
dation requirements for
Small Data Transmis-
sions

R4-2119364 Initial ~ discussion on
RRM impacts of SDT

3.2 Open issues summary

Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if
applicable) based on companies’ contributions.

3.2.1 Sub-topic 2-1

Sub-topic description: RRM requirements common to both RA-SDT and CG-SDT, e.g., SDT decision

procedure, BED/BFR efc.

SDT decision procedure may involves: 1) Data Volume,; 2) RSRP measurement,

BFD/BFR: pending on RANI/RAN?2 decision

Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:




Issue 2-1-1: Whether or not RAN4 to introduce any RRM requirements for SDT decision procedure?

— Proposals

o Option 1: Yes

o Option 2: No, SDT decision procedure does not have specs impact
— Recommended WF

o TBA

Feedback Form 4: Issue 2-1-1

1 — Ericsson Hungary Ltd

We support option 2. RAN4 needs to define UE requirements for both RA-SDT and CG-SDT. BFD/BFR
are not agreed for SDT and thus they should not be discussed. No RAN4 requirements for the SDT selec-
tion based on data-volume threshold as it is checked on higher-layer. The SDT decision purpose, RAN4
can clarify that the RSRP measurement used in the SDT decision purpose fulfills the RSRP accuracy re-
quirements.

2 — MediaTek Inc.

Option 2.
We believe the rule to determine UE action will be defined in RAN2 and RAN4 only needs to focus on the
requirement for particular UE action.

3 — Nokia Belgium
Option 1
We believe that the SDT decision tree is ideally reflected in the RAN4 RRM specifications.

That would also include for example how long a decision between CG or RA SDT is valid, and the time
window of the RSRP measurements, since the CG and RA resources are not expected to be aligned.

4 — HuaWei Technologies Co.

We support option 2.

In our understanding, the SDT decision procedure is functional issue and are defined by RAN2, and RAN4
does not need to duplicate what is in RAN2 spec. RAN4 should focus on performance issues, e.g. the
RSRP measuremetn windows.

5 — Qualcomm Incorporated

We support option 2. We understand that the SDT decision conditions are specified by RAN2. RAN4 may
discuss RRM requirements to support the decision procedure, if needed.

Issue 2-1-2: If the answer to Issue 2-1-1 is Yes, whether or not RAN4 to introduce a separate RSRP
measurement requirements only for SDT decision procesure?




— Proposals

o Option 1: Yes

o Option 2: No, reuse RSRP measurements used for #t TA validation

— Recommended WF

o TBA

Feedback Form 5: Issue 2-1-2

1 — Ericsson Hungary Ltd

We support option 2. Our view is that the UE may use the one of the existing RSRP measurement which are
used in TA validation purpose. Performing new dedicated measurement may not be efficient from a power
consumption perspective. Another benefit of using one of the two measurements used in TA validation
purpose is that they are taken within certain time range and fulfills the accuracy requirements and therefore
considered valid.

2 — Nokia Belgium

RAN?2 is still discussing subsequent SDT transmissions. In that context RAN4 might need to consider the
timing of the RSRP measurements in the decision tree.

So we propose Option 3:

- Option 3 - Wait for RAN2 definition on RSRP measurements for TA validation and/or subse-
quent SDT transmissions

3 — MediaTek Inc.

Option 2.

But the next question is which requirement we are going to re-use (CONNECTED mode 10.1.2 or IDLE
mode 10.1.2B)

4 — HuaWei Technologies Co.

Option 2.

We share similar view as Ericsson that the same RSRP can be used for TA validation and SDT decision
procedure. We prefer to define a generic requirement for all procedures that reply on RSRP. On the accuracy
we suggest to keep FFS as it depend on how measurement window is defined.

5 — Qualcomm Incorporated

Option 2. Similar to Ericsson and Huawei, we think that the RSRP measurement could be reused for TA
validation and SDT decision procedure.

Issue 2-1-3: Whether or not RAN4 to introduce BFD/BFR requirements for SDT?

— Proposals



o Option 1: Yes, but wait for RAN1/RAN2 decision on whether or not to introduce BFD/BFR for
SDT

o Option 2: No, not necessary.
— Recommended WF

o TBA

Feedback Form 6: Issue 2-1-3

1 — Ericsson Hungary Ltd

BFD/BFR are not introduced or supported for SDT as per current RAN1/RAN2 agreements. We are fine
to wait for further RAN1/RAN?2 decision. Thus option 1 is also acceptable to us.

2 — Nokia Belgium

Option 2.

RANI already answered the LS from RAN?2 in the reply LS( R1-2110661, R2-2111219) that RAN1 will
not specify BFD/BFR for SDT

3 — HuaWei Technologies Co.

We are fine with option 2 based on the information provided by Nokia above.

4 — Qualcomm Incorporated

Option 2, based on RANT1’s response in R1-2110661.

322 Sub-topic 2-2
Sub-topic description: RRM requirements for RA-SDT
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:

Issue 2-2-1: Whether or not to introduce any new UE RRM requirement for RA-SDT?

— Proposals

o Option 1: Yes,
o Option 2: No

— Recommended WF

o TBA

10



Feedback Form 7: Issue 2-2-1

1 — Ericsson Hungary Ltd

RAN4 should clarify that the UE shall meet the existing requirements when performing 2-step RA SDT and
4-step RA SDT transmission. We don’t think new dedicated requirements are needed. Thus we propose
new option:

Option 3: RAN4 should clarify that the UE shall meet the existing requirements when performing 2-step
RA SDT and 4-step RA SDT transmission.

2 — Nokia Belgium
Option 2.
Dedicated RA-SDT requirements are not needed.
The aspects of RA-SDT that would need to be reflected are in the decision tree is reflected Issue 2-1-1.

We are also fine with Option 3 proposed by Ericsson.

3 — MediaTek Inc.

Option 2.

We do not see a need, as RA-SDT has no critical difference to Rel-15/16 RACH from RAN4 requirement
perspective.

4 — HuaWei Technologies Co.

Option 2. We are also fine with Option 3 proposed by Ericsson.

5 — Qualcomm Incorporated

Option 2, based on the RAN1 response in R1-2110661.

6 — Qualcomm Incorporated

Sorry, please ignore Qualcomm’s previous comment (for a different issue). Here we think option 2 can be
agreed since we understand it would be the same procedure.

Issue 2-2-2: If the answer to Issue 2-2-1 is Yes, whether or not to introduce any new UE sync
requirement for RA-SDT?

— Proposals

o Option 1: Yes,

o Option 2: No, re-use the existing normal RACH requirements
— Recommended WF

o TBA

11



Feedback Form 8: Issue 2-2-2

1 — Ericsson Hungary Ltd

We support option 2. Our view is that if UE fulfill the current RA (2-step or 4-step RA) requirements when
performing SDT it should be sufficient and no need to define new explicit UE sync requirement.

2 — Nokia Belgium

Option 2

3 — HuaWei Technologies Co.

option 2

4 — Qualcomm Incorporated

option 2

Issue 2-2-3: If the answer to Issue 2-2-1 is Yes, whether or not to introduce any new UE initial
transmission timing requirement for RA-SDT?

— Proposals

o Option 1: Yes,

o Option 2: No, re-use the existing normal PUSCH requirements
— Recommended WF

o TBA

Feedback Form 9: Issue 2-2-3

1 — Ericsson Hungary Ltd

We support option 2, UE can fulfill the existing requirements.

2 — Nokia Belgium

Option 2, existing Te requirements apply already for RA-SDT

3 — MediaTek Inc.

Option 2. Existing requirements are already sufficient.

4 — HuaWei Technologies Co.

option 2

12




5 — Qualcomm Incorporated

option 2

Issue 2-2-4: If the answer to Issue 2-2-1 is Yes, whether or not to introduce any new RSRP
measurements requirements (i.e., when to measure and threshold) for RA-SDT?

— Proposals

o Option 1: Yes, and separate RSRP measurements from CG-SDT
o Option 2: Yes, and the same RSPR measurements for CG-SDT

o Option 3: No, not necessary
— Recommended WF

o TBA

Feedback Form 10: Issue 2-2-4

1 — Ericsson Hungary Ltd

We support option 3.

2 — MediaTek Inc.

Option 3. Not necessary

3 — Nokia Belgium

We agree with Option 3

4 — HuaWei Technologies Co.

option 3

5 — Qualcomm Incorporated

Option 3

323 Sub-topic 2-3
Sub-topic description. RRM requirements for CG-SDT
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:

Issue 2-3-1: Whether or not to define RRM requirements for CG-SDT with a framework similar to LTE
PUR?

13



— Proposals

o Option 1: Yes
o Option 2: No

— Recommended WF

o TBA

Feedback Form 11: Issue 2-3-1

1 — Ericsson Hungary Ltd

We support option 1, i.e. to use the framework used for defining the LTE PUR requirements. However,
the time ranges/windows within which the first RSRP measurement (RSRP1) and the second RSRP mea-
surement (RSRP2) are performed for SDT needs to consider the NR specific parameters such as M1 and
N1 scaling factors defined in clause 4.2.2.2, TS 38.133.

2 — MediaTek Inc.

Option 1.
We need to ensure UE measures the RSRP accurately enough before making decisions and UE transmits
the UL signals with correct timing.

3 — Nokia Belgium
We think it is ok to use similar approach.

As with Ericsson’s comment, we think some aspects might be adapted to NR.

4 — HuaWei Technologies Co.

Option 1

5 — Qualcomm Incorporated

For TA validation we think it is reasonable to use the procedure for LTE PUR TA validation as the baseline
(reference). Modifications should not be precluded.

Issue 2-3-2: H-the-answer-to-Issue2-3-1, RAN4 to introduce new requirements consisting of two
windows (when to measure RSRP) and two thresholds (change on RSRP) for TA validation?

— Proposals

o Option 1: Yes
o Option 2: Hold on until RAN2 concludes the validation criteria
o Option 3: No

— Recommended WF

o TBA
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Feedback Form 12: Issue 2-3-2

1 — Ericsson Hungary Ltd

Our understanding is that TA validation based on RSRP change is already agreed. We are therefore fine
to introduce time ranges/windows within which the first RSRP measurement (RSRP1) and second RSRP
measurement (RSRP2) following the LTE PUR approach while taking into account the NR specific pa-
rameters (M1 and N1 scaling factors defined in clause 4.2.2.2, TS 38.133). The first measurement is to
be performed around the time when TA was obtained from the serving gNB, or TA value is updated. The
second measurement should be performed before the CG-SDT occasion starts. Thus we support option 1.

2 — MediaTek Inc.

Option 2.
Wait for RAN2.

3 — Nokia Belgium

Option 2

Best to wait RAN2 agreements that needs to be considered.

4 — HuaWei Technologies Co.

We partially support option 1.

It is fine to define requirements related to the measurement windows, in the similar framework as LTE PUR
and with necessary adaptations for NR (measurement based on SSB etc.), but we are not sure why RAN4
needs to define requirements related to the thresholds. In LTE PUR, the thresholds are configured by NW.

5 — Qualcomm Incorporated

option 2

Issue 2-3-3: H-the-answer-to-Issue2-3-1, RAN4 to define UE sync requirement for CG-SDT?

— Proposals

o Option 1: Yes, introduce new UE sync requirements
o Option 2: Yes, reusing the existing UE sync requirements

o Option 3: No, not necessary
— Recommended WF

o TBA

Feedback Form 13: Issue 2-3-3
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1 — Ericsson Hungary Ltd

We support option 2. According to LTE PUR requirements, the UE is allowed to transmit using the precon-
figured resources provided that it is synchronized towards the serving cell prior to the transmission. This
should be valid also for the CG-SDT transmissions.

2 — Nokia Belgium

We prefer Option 2. Existing UE sync requirements can be reused, but it has to be clarified that the UE
starting a CG-SDT needs to be in sync like in LTE PUR.

3 — HuaWei Technologies Co.

We are fine with option 2 if it means to clarify that UE is allowed to to SDT provided that the UE is
synchronized towards the serving cell prior to transmission, which is similar to LTE PUR e.g. in clause
4.7.4.2 of 36133. We do not think any requirements on the how UE to get the sychronization is needed.

4 — Qualcomm Incorporated

Not clear which requirements would be reused. FFS.

Issue 2-3-4: H-the-answer-to-Issue2-3-1, RAN4 to define UE initial transmission timing requirement for
CG-SDT?

— Proposals

o Option 1: Yes, introduce new UE initial transmission requirements
o Option 2: Yes, reusing the existing UE initial transmission requirements

o Option 3: No, not necessary
— Recommended WF

o TBA

Feedback Form 14: Issue 2-3-4

1 — Ericsson Hungary Ltd

We support option 2. The existing requirements for PUSCH transmission shall also apply to CG-SDT based
PUSCH transmission. No need to define separate requirements for this.

2 — MediaTek Inc.

Option 2.

In our understanding, the existing requirement also considers the case of 1st UL transmission during DRX
on. The scenario of GC-SDT seems already covered by this.

3 — Nokia Belgium

We prefer Option2.

16



The existing Te requirements could be applied for CG-SDT, but the RRM core requirements need to be
clarified to reflect that.

4 — HuaWei Technologies Co.

option 2

5 — Qualcomm Incorporated

option 2
3.3 Summary for 1st round
33.1 Open issues

Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for I°' round, list all the identified open issues and tentative
agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2" round i.e. WF assignment.

Table 4:

Status summary

Sub-topic#2-1 Issue 2-1-1: A majority view (4:1) that RAN4 does
not introduce requirements for SDT decision proce-
dure, which is deemed to be treated in RAN2.

Issue 2-1-2: A majority view (4:1) goes for Option 2
(no new RSRP measurements for this purpose), and
a new proposed Option 3 to wait for further inputs
from RAN2.

Issue 2-1-3: 3 companies for Option 2, and one com-
pany accept both Option 1 and 2.

Tentative agreements:

B 4 d . | . ;
— RAN4 does not introduce BFD/BFR require-

ments for SDT, unless there is RAN1/2 deci-
sion to support BFD/BFR for SDT.

Candidate options:

Recommendations for 2" round:

N 5 . his sul e in il i
round-—

Continue discussion on Issue 2-1-1 and try to con-
clude in this meeting.

Discuss the validity of the SDT decisions for sub-
sequent transmission.
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Sub-topic#2-2

Issue 2-2-1: 5 companies for Option 2, and one com-
pany proposed a new Option 3 which accept Option
2 but with a clarification.

Issue 2-2-2: Unanimous consensus on Option 2.
Issue 2-2-3: Unanimous consensus on Option 2.
Issue 2-2-4: Unanimous consensus on Option 3.
Ientative agreements.

— RAN4 does not introduce any new UE RRM
requirements for RA-SDT with a need of clar-
ification that UE shall meeting the existing
requirements when performing 2-step/4-step
RA-SDT.

Candidate options:

Recommendations for 2" round:

No more discussion on this sub-topic in the second
round.

Sub-topic#2-3

Issue 2-3-1: Unanimous consensus on Option 1 (sim-
ilar approach to LTE PUR) but NR adaptation not
precluded.l

Issue 2-3-2: two companies go for Option 1 and three
companies go for Option 2.

Issue 2-3-3: three companies go for Option 2 (reusing
existing UE sync requirements for CG-SDT), and one
company FFS.

Issue 2-3-4: Unanimous consensus on Option 2
(reusing existing UE initial transmission require-
ments for CG-SDT)

Tentative agreements:

— RANA4 introduce requirements for CG-SDT in
asimilar approach to LTE PUR where-two-win-

— Reuse the existing UE initial transmission re-
quirements for CG-SDT

Candidate options:

— If a UE is allowed for CG-SDT transmission,
which sync requirements should it satisfy prior
to the transmission ?

— Should the two window sizes and two thresh-
old values be decided by RAN4 or RAN2?

Recommendations for 2" round:
Further discuss whether or not RAN4 should decide
the two window sizes and two threshold values.
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Feedback Form 15: Comments on tentative agreements for
Topic #2.

1 — Nokia Belgium
Prefer to keep the agreement on Issue 2-1-1 as FFS, as for both procedures we need to define a time window
when the RSRP measurement would be take for the RSRP-based criteria.

Furthermore, we need to discuss the validity of the SDT decisions for sub-sequent transmissions. There
are ongoing RAN2 discussions on that topic which will also impact RAN4.

2 — HuaWei Technologies Co.

The tentative agreement for sub-topic 2-3 states that RAN4 will define requirements for the two windows
and two thresholds, but for the 2nd round it is recommeded to disucss whether or not RAN4 should decide
the two window sizes and two threshold values. Is is a conflict here?

We suggest to remove “where two windows and two thresholds will be introduced” in the tentative agree-
ment. As we commented, in LTE PUR there was no requirement defined regarding the ”two thresholds”.

3 — MediaTek Inc.

We are fine with the tentative agreements in sub-topics#2-1 and #2-2

For sub-topic#2-3, the term ’similar approach’ is vague. We suggest to take LTE PUR requirements as a
starting point and FFS any changes needed for NR.

4 — Qualcomm Incorporated

OK with the tentative agreements for sub-topics 2-1 and 2-2. See comments below related to sub-topic 2-3.

3.4 Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be
provided in the section titled ”"Recommendations for Tdocs”.

Issue 2-3-5: If a UE is allowed for CG-SDT transmission, which sync requirements should it satisfy prior to
the transmission?

Option 1: Existing UE sync requirements towards the serving cell
Option 2: New UE sync requirements towards the serving cell for CG-SDT
Option 3: FFS, but please state factors which make it not clear

Feedback Form 16: Comments on Issue 2-3-5 in the second
round
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1 — MediaTek Inc.

Option 3. To us the intention of synchronization requirement is not very clear (e.g., in TS 36.133, 4.6.3.2).
- We are not sure how to test the accuracy of synchronization, especially that there is no exact value

specified in 4.6.3.2.

- If UE can already fulfil the UL Tx timing requirements in 7.20.2, UE should already be able to syn-
chronize to network to a certain level. Then why do we still need this sync requirement?

2 — Nokia Belgium

We are ok with agreeing with Option 1, but we also see the point raised by Mediatek. This proposal was
inspired on the existing LTE PUR requirements that included that. And we also understand as Mediatek
that the Te requirements in 7.1.2 already imply that the UE has synchronized to the DL using the SSB signal
before transmitting CG-SDT. From that perspective, we think it would be ok to either reuse the existing
requirements, (Option 1), or not to specify UE sync.

3 — Ericsson Hungary Ltd

We support option 1. This requirement was discussed quite a lot in LTE PUR, and outcome was to specify
those. Testing aspects can be discussed separately during the performance part, e.g. whether it is feasible
to test or not. There are many requirements in core part for which corresponding test cases are not specified
for different reasons. We prefer to take that discussion in the performance part.

4 — Qualcomm Incorporated

Option 3. In our understanding, UE sync requirements essentially mean that the UE needs to validate its
TA prior to transmission.

5 — HuaWei Technologies Co.

We are fine with either optino 1 or option 3.

Technically we agree that what is important is that UE can meet the Tx timing requirements, and how UE
gets the synchronization before the SDT should be left to UE implementation. On the other hand, we agree
with Ericsson that this was discussed a lot in LTE PUR, and we do not see big issue to have some high level
requirements as in clause 4.7.4.2 of 36133.

Issue 2-3-6: Which WG should be responsible to decide the two window sizes and two threshold values for
TA validation?

Option 1: RAN4
Option 2: RAN2

Feedback Form 17: Comments on Issue 2-3-6 for the second
round

1 — Nokia Belgium

RAN?2 is already discussing the threshold and how to use them, and in LTE-PUR RAN4 was defining the
windows.

See Huawei comment on the first round summary, and we also understand that the window was defined in
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RAN4 while the thresholds were defined in RAN2.

So we would propose a new option:

- Option 3 (new): RAN4 defined two window sizes and RAN2 defines two thresholds for TA valida-
tion.

2 — Ericsson Hungary Ltd

We support option 1. We have similar view as Nokia and HW, i.e. specifying of measurement window for
TA validation is the task of RAN4 based on the RSRP thresholds and signaling developed by RAN2. This
is how LTE PUR work was also carried out.

3 — Qualcomm Incorporated

If RAN4 and RAN2 split the work when LTE PUR was introduced, we could follow the same approach
here. Maybe the work split needs to be clarified across WGs.

4 — HuaWei Technologies Co.

We can support the new option 3 proposed by Nokia, which is also same work as in LTE PUR.

Feedback Form 18:

1 — Ericsson Hungary Ltd

According to the chairman notes, this LS is to be treated in [139]. Thus no discussions are needed in RRM.

Feedback Form 19:

Recommendation after 2nd round discussion:

Issue 2-3-5: Similar support for Option 1 and Option 3, but no support for Option 2.
Tentative agreement: Keep the issue open with Option 1 and 3

Issue 2-3-6: Option 3 seems agreeable

Feedback Form 20: Comments on the recommendations after
2nd round discussion

4 Recommendations for Tdocs
4.1 1st round
New tdocs
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Table 5:

Title Source Comments
WF on RRM requirements for | ZTE
SDT
Existing tdocs
Table 6:
Tdoc number Title Source Recommenda- Comments
tion
R4-210xxxx CRon... XXX Agreeable, Re-
vised, Merged,
Postponed, Not
Pursued
R4-2118590 RRM requirements | ZTE Noted
for SDT
R4-2118591 Workplan for SDT | ZTE Revised
RRM requirements
R4-2118961 On RRM core | Nokia, Nokia | Noted
requirements  for | Shanghai Bell
SDT
R4-2119066 Overview of RRM | Ericsson Noted
impact of Small
Data Transmis-
sions
R4-2119067 Overview of TA | Ericsson Noted
validation require-
ments for Small
Data Transmis-
sions
R4-2119364 Initial ~ discussion | Huawei, Hisilicon Noted
on RRM impacts
of SDT
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Notes:

1. Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics incl. existing and

new tdocs.

2. For the Recommendation column please include one of the following:

a) CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b) Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted

3. For new LS documents, please include information on To/Cc WGs in the comments column

4. Do not include hyper-links in the documents

4.2 2nd round
Table 7:
Tdoc number Title Source Recommenda- Comments
tion
R4-210xxxx CRon... XXX Agreeable, Re-
vised, Merged,
Postponed, Not
Pursued
R4-2120338 WF on RRM | ZTE Agreeable
requirements
for NR SDT in
RRC _INACTIVE
state
R4-2120339 Revised workplan | ZTE Agreeable
for SDT RRM re-
quirements

Notes:

1. Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics.
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2. For the Recommendation column please include one of the following:

a) CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b) Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted

Do not include hyper-links in the documents
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