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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.
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round 
· 1st round: TBA
· 2nd round: TBA
	TDoc
	Title
	Source
	Moderator's remarks

	R4-2207776
	On remaining issues for SDT requirement
	Apple
	1) X1 for FR2 is max{480ms, 8*SSB periodicity} considering UE time drifting (moving + clock drifting)
2) The UE is not required to meet the inter-frequency and inter-RAT neighbor cell measurement requirements during subsequent SDT sessions, including frequency layers used for legacy RRM measurement, EMR measurements and positioning measurements
3) New issue: eDRX not considered for TA validation 

	R4-2208305
	RSRP measurement reference for TA validation in NR small data transmissions
	LG Electronics Inc.
	 1) Not consistent T1 definition in RAN2 and RAN4:
RAN2: at the time of receiving RRCRelease with suspendConfig for the RSRP-based TA validation
RAN4: the time when the latest NTA was obtained by the UE via Timing Advance Command MAC control element
2) Propose to merge both definitions.

	R4-2208307
	CR on TA validation for Rel-17 NR SDT in INACTIVE sate
	LG Electronics Inc.
	 Implementing the proposal in R4-2208305

	R4-2208455
	Further discussion on RRM requirements for CG-SDT
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Not available

	R4-2208456
	RRM performance requirements for CG-SDT
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Not available

	R4-2209028
	Remaining open issue for NR SDT
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	1) Set X1 = 400ms for FR2
2) No additional RRM requirement is introduced for the time duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission 

	R4-2209029
	Draft reply LS to RAN2 on TA validation for CG-SDT
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	1) Inconsistency on T1 definition between RAN2 and RAN4, and should be aligned to RAN4
2) Reply LS  

	R4-2209030
	RRM test cases for NR SDT
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	 No need to introduce RRM test cases for TA validation and remove the performance objective in the WID.

	R4-2209239
	Discussion on remaining issues for SDT RRM
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	1) Set X1 as 1280ms for FR2
2) Define requirement for the duration between T2 and the actual CG occasion as 640ms
3) UE is not required to meet the EMR measurement requirements during subsequent transmission of SDT
4) For applicability of PRS measurement requirements, follow the existing agreement from ePOS WI, and no need for further discussion in SDT WI 
5) RAN2 and RAN4 agreements aligned, no need to send reply LS.

	R4-2209240
	CR on SDT RRM requirements
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Formal CR:
1) Add contents for introduction clause
2) Add exact value for X1 and Z 
3) Add the applicability of other requirements during SDT

	R4-2209241
	Discussion on TCs for SDT
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	1) RAN4 to discuss the feasibility of RRM testing for SDT by considering at least the following issues:
    -Can TE trigger UL data transmission at the UE
    -Is “when to transmit the UL after data arrival” up to UE implementation
2) If introducing RRM test cases for NR SDT, RAN4 to consider defining TCs to verify that UE performs TA validation correctly based on the two cases in Figure below

[image: ]

	R4-2209398
	TA validation window requirements for CG-SDT
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	1) RAN4 to adopt the period between T2 and the CG-SDT resource time Z as 640ms
2) RAN4 to adopt 400ms for the value of X1/Y1 for FR2
3) Prioritize SDT over PRS measurements

	R4-2209399
	CR update SDT RRM core requirements
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Placeholder CR on updates for NR SDT 

Clarification that the UE should be able to follow the frame time also for SDT transmissions in inactive. The current requirement is only for connected state.

	R4-2209400
	RRM performance requirements for SDT
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	1) Define RRM performance requirements to verify UE requirements for TA validation windows.
2) Not define RRM performance requirements to verify relaxation on inter-freq and inter-RAT measurements for SDT.
3) Not to define RRM performance requirements to verify specific scheduling restrictions for SDT.

	R4-2209899
	Discussions on RRM requirements for Small Data Transmissions
	Ericsson
	1) Set X1 for FR2 as X1 is defined as N1 * 160 ms
2) The maximum duration between T2 and the actual CG occasion is defined as 640 ms for both FR1 and FR2
3) Prioritize EMR measurements over SDT
4) Prioritize SDT over PRS measurement

	R4-2209900
	Changes to SDT requirements
	Ericsson
	Formal CR:
· Introduction of applicability conditions for CG-SDT requirements are missing.
· To capture the agreements on RA-SDT from R4-2120338.

	R4-2209901
	Discussions on RRM performance requirements for SDT
	Ericsson
	 The title is not matched to the contents “Discussions on RRM performance requirements for RedCap”-> AI 9.19.4

	R4-2210111
	Further discussion on RRM requirements for CG-SDT
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	1) Set X1 for FR2 as 400ms, but can accept 1280ms
2)  New issues for UE performing Rx beam sweeping: UE shall select the largest RSRP value from multiple measured samples from RX beam sweeping for same SSB to perform TA validation. If UE need to filter RSRPs and RX beam sweeping is performed, UE select the largest RSRP from each RX beam sweeping set then filter.
3) UE don’t need to meet the inter-freq and inter-RAT measurement requirement during SDT subsequent transmission
4) RAN2 LS: Align T1 definition to RAN4 agreement: the time when TA is updated through MAC-CE during SDT subsequent transmission 
5) UE can do TA validation prior to scheduled CG occasion but it should be done at most 640ms prior to each CG occasion
6) New issue: introduce a new similar requirement for LTE-PUR for the duration between TA validation and actual LTE-PUR transmission.
7) New issues: SDT in NR-U
· NW can configure CG-SDT resources candidate associated to each CG-SDT occasion for NR-U.
· If UE pass TA validation but CG-SDT is not performed due to LBT failure by UE, UE can attempt to transmit same data at the next CG-SDT resources candidate without performing TA validation


	R4-2210112
	RRM performance requirements for CG-SDT
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	RRM test cases:
TA validation test requirement for CG-SDT can contain the following configurations/procedures. 
•RSRP should be increasing or decreasing from RSRP1
•RSRP2 should meet the RSRP threshold when UE measured RSRP2 within [640ms] from T3.
•RSRP2 should not meet the RSRP threshold when UE measured RSRP2 more than [640ms] prior to T3.

	R4-2210115
	CR on RRM requirements NR SDT in INACTIVE state for NR-U
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Draft CR on NR SDT for NR-U

	R4-2210157
	Discussion on the remaining issues for CG-SDT
	MediaTek Inc.
	1) No additional requirement to introduce for the duration between T2 and the actual CG occasion
2) UE is not required to meet the inter-frequency and inter-RAT neighbor cell measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission (including the EMR measurements and Positioning measurements) 



Topic #1: Remaining issues on RRM core requirements for NR SDT
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	TDoc
	Title
	Source
	Moderator's remarks

	R4-2207776
	On remaining issues for SDT requirement
	Apple
	[bookmark: _Hlk102036704]1) X1 for FR2 is max{480ms, 8*SSB periodicity} considering UE time drifting (moving + clock drifting)
2) The UE is not required to meet the inter-frequency and inter-RAT neighbor cell measurement requirements during subsequent SDT sessions, including frequency layers used for legacy RRM measurement, EMR measurements and positioning measurements
3) New issue: eDRX not considered for TA validation 

	R4-2209028
	Remaining open issue for NR SDT
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	1) Set X1 = 400ms for FR2
2) No additional RRM requirement is introduced for the time duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission 

	R4-2209239
	Discussion on remaining issues for SDT RRM
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	1) Set X1 as 1280ms for FR2
2) Define requirement for the duration between T2 and the actual CG occasion as 640ms
3) UE is not required to meet the EMR measurement requirements during subsequent transmission of SDT
4) For applicability of PRS measurement requirements, follow the existing agreement from ePOS WI, and no need for further discussion in SDT WI 

	R4-2209398
	TA validation window requirements for CG-SDT
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	1) RAN4 to adopt the period between T2 and the CG-SDT resource time Z as 640ms
2) RAN4 to adopt 400ms for the value of X1/Y1 for FR2
3) Prioritize SDT over PRS measurements

	R4-2209899
	Discussions on RRM requirements for Small Data Transmissions
	Ericsson
	1) Set X1 for FR2 as X1 is defined as N1 * 160 ms
2) The maximum duration between T2 and the actual CG occasion is defined as 640 ms for both FR1 and FR2
3) Prioritize EMR measurements over SDT
4) Prioritize SDT over PRS measurement

	R4-2210111
	Further discussion on RRM requirements for CG-SDT
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	1) Set X1 for FR2 as 400ms, but can accept 1280ms
2)  New issues for UE performing Rx beam sweeping: UE shall select the largest RSRP value from multiple measured samples from RX beam sweeping for same SSB to perform TA validation. If UE need to filter RSRPs and RX beam sweeping is performed, UE select the largest RSRP from each RX beam sweeping set then filter.
3) UE don’t need to meet the inter-freq and inter-RAT measurement requirement during SDT subsequent transmission

5) UE can do TA validation prior to scheduled CG occasion but it should be done at most 640ms prior to each CG occasion
6) New issue: introduce a new similar requirement for LTE-PUR for the duration between TA validation and actual LTE-PUR transmission.
7) New issues: SDT in NR-U
· NW can configure CG-SDT resources candidate associated to each CG-SDT occasion for NR-U.
· If UE pass TA validation but CG-SDT is not performed due to LBT failure by UE, UE can attempt to transmit same data at the next CG-SDT resources candidate without performing TA validation


	R4-2210157
	Discussion on the remaining issues for CG-SDT
	MediaTek Inc.
	1) No additional requirement to introduce for the duration between T2 and the actual CG occasion
2) UE is not required to meet the inter-frequency and inter-RAT neighbor cell measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission (including the EMR measurements and Positioning measurements) 



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 1-1 X1 for FR2
Sub-topic description: This sub-topic is to address the remaining issue on X1 value for FR2
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1: X1 value for FR2
· Proposals
· Option 1: max{480ms, 8*SSB periodicity} 
· Option 2: 400ms 
· Option 3: 1280ms 
· Option 4: N1 * 160 ms 
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 1-2 Requirement for the duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission
Sub-topic description: this sub-topic addresses the requirement for the duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-2-1: Requirement for the duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission
· Proposals
· Option 1: No need to introduce a requirement for the interval between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission 
· Option 2: 640ms 
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 1-2-2: If the answer to Issue 1-2-1 is Option 2, should a new requirement be introduced to LTE-PUR similar to CG-SDT?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes 
· Option 2: No, not treated in this WI.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 1-3 SDT prioritization
Sub-topic description: This sub-topic addresses the SDT prioritization over inter-frequency and inter-RAT neighbor cell measurement requirements including EMR and positioning measurements.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-3-1: Does UE required to meet the EMR measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes 
· Option 2: No 
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 1-3-2: Does UE required to meet the positioning measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes 
· Option 2: No 
· Option 3: Following the existing agreement from ePOS WI, and no need for further discussion in this WI
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 1-4 Other new issues not discussed before
Sub-topic description:  This sub-topic addresses other new issues not discussed before.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-4-1: Should eDRX be considered for TA validation?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA


Issue 1-4-2: For UE performing Rx beam sweeping, should UE select the largest RSRP value from multiple measured samples from Rx beam sweeping for the same SSB to perform TA validation?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 1-4-3: If UE needs to filter RSRPs and Rx beam sweeping is performed, should the UE select the largest RSRP from each Rx beam sweeping set then filter?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 1-4-4: Can NW configure CG-SDT resources candidate associated to each CG-SDT occation for NR-U?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 1-4-5: If the answer to Issue 1-4-4 is Yes, and if UE pass TA validation but CG-SDT is not performed due to LBT failure by UE, can the UE attempt to transmit the same data at the next CG-SDT resource candidate without perform TA validation?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA


Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 1-1 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Issue 1-1: X1 value for FR2


	Ericsson
	Issue 1-1: X1 value for FR2
We support option 4. However, we can also compromise to option 1 if it is revised to:
max{480ms, N*SSB periodicity}.  

	MTK
	We support Option 1 with a modification to use SMTC period instead of SSB periodicity as  max{480ms, 8* SMTC period}. It is better to consider the SMTC here because UE measurement doesn’t necessarily follow the SSB periodicity.
For Option 3, we don’t think this has to be a fixed value of (1280ms). As explained above, it should be based on the measurement using the SMTC period. Note that if the largest SMTC of 160ms is used, the value of 8*SMTC will be 1280ms, i.e., this value can still be used when it is required based on the above proposal.

	Nokia
	We prefer Option 2, however we are fine compromising with Option 1. 

	Apple
	We support option1 to consider both Rx beams sweeping and timing drifting impact. We are open to further discuss on Ericsson and MediaTek suggestions.

	Qualcomm
	We prefer option 2, but we can compromise to option1. SSB periodicity can be found in SIB message.

	Huawei 
	We support option 3, but we can compromise to option 1 as well.
Option 2 is too restrictive considering that UE needs to Rx beam sweeping for RSRP measurement in FR2.
Option 4 has considered Rx beam sweeping, but the issue is that N can be small for large DRX cycle, e.g. N=3 for 2.56s DRX. However, for RSRP1 and RSRP2, the measurement interval is likely to be much smaller than DRX cycle, so N should be fixed as 8.

	Ericsson
	As commented earlier, we can compromise to revise option 1 so that Rx beam seeping factor is also taken into account. We are fine to further discus with Apple and work on the wording. 


 
Sub topic 1-2 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Issue 1-2-1: Requirement for the duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission
Issue 1-2-2: If the answer to Issue 1-2-1 is Option 2, should a new requirement be introduced to LTE-PUR similar to CG-SDT?

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-2-1: Requirement for the duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission
Since the CG periodicity is configurable and can have multiple values, instead of setting T2 to a fixed value, the meaning of T2 can be clarified as follows:
“T2 is referred to the time to the next CG-SDT occasion that follows in time based on the configured CG-SDT periodicity.”
This way T2 account for any configurable CG periodicity. 
Issue 1-2-2: If the answer to Issue 1-2-1 is Option 2, should a new requirement be introduced to LTE-PUR similar to CG-SDT?
We support option 2. These are two independent Wis,

	MTK
	For Issue 1-2-1, we support Option 1, no need to introduce a requirement for the interval between T2 and the actual CG-SDT. This is because at any time T2 is triggered it will not be further than 640ms from the next CG occasion (since the largest CG periodicity is 640ms). Therefore, adding a condition that is not going to satisfy is going to be redundant in the specs.
We don’t need to consider this for Issue 1-2-2 as well.

	Nokia
	Issue 1-2-1: Requirement for the duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission
We prefer Option 2. 
If we don’t introduce this requirement, than we understand that the second RSRP window could be placed anywhere. That means that the UE could potentially make a TA validation decision based on a RSRP measurement and apply several CG occasions after the decision. T2 is so far not linked at all with the CG SDT occasion, and it is not even implicit that the CG transmission should be on the occasion directly after T2 as commented by Mediatek. 
 
Issue 1-2-2: If the answer to Issue 1-2-1 is Option 2, should a new requirement be introduced to LTE-PUR similar to CG-SDT?
Option 2 seems more appropriate, since LTE PUR improvements were not planned for this WI. 

	Apple
	Issue 1-2-1: Requirement for the duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission
Either option is fine to us.
Issue 1-2-2: If the answer to Issue 1-2-1 is Option 2, should a new requirement be introduced to LTE-PUR similar to CG-SDT?
Option 2, LTE PUR is not in the scope of SDT.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-2-1: Requirement for the duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission
We support option 2. First of all, we don’t think option2 mean UE do TA validation at 640ms prior from T3. But UE can do TA validation any time within 640ms(or CG-SDT periodicity) from T3. If we do not define any requirement, UE can select any measured RSRP, measured far away from T3, for TA validation and make it pass intentionally. Therefore, we suggest the requirement between T2 and T3 as following
“UE shall perform a TA validation within X ms from T3, where X is CG-SDT periodicity”

Issue 1-2-2: If the answer to Issue 1-2-1 is Option 2, should a new requirement be introduced to LTE-PUR similar to CG-SDT?
We understand other companies’ opinion. Since RAN4 designed the TA validation requirement based on LTE-PUR scheme and observe the uncertainty of T2 and T3 requirement from LTE-PUR, we think issue 1-2-1 results can also apply to LTE-PUR. 

	Huawei 
	Issue 1-2-1: Requirement for the duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission
We are fine with either option, and slightly prefer option 2.
If option 2 is adopted, we prefer to use the existing wording in the spec:
the UE shall not transmit in an CG-SDT occasion that occurs more than 640ms after T2, 
The reason is that UE first performs TA validation and then determines whether to use CG-SDT or not, so we will have first T2 and then T3. If TA turns out to be invalid, there will be no T3.
Also, we do not agree to define the distance as CG periodicity because CG periodicity can be as small as 2 symbols, so UE does not necessarily use the next CG occasion after TA validation. We suggest to keep it as 640ms as down-selected from last meeting.
Issue 1-2-2: If the answer to Issue 1-2-1 is Option 2, should a new requirement be introduced to LTE-PUR similar to CG-SDT?
Option 2.
We understand this issue is out of the scope of the WI.


 
Sub topic 1-3 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Issue 1-3-1: Does UE required to meet the EMR measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission?
Issue 1-3-2: Does UE required to meet the positioning measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission?


	Ericsson
	Issue 1-3-1: Does UE required to meet the EMR measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission?
We support option 1.
The impact on EMR measurements when operating SDT was not considered or discussed in any WG. Please note the RAN2 agreement states the requirements needs to be checked. Our view is that EMR measurements done on CA/DC shall not be impacted by SDT or subsequent SDT transmissions since they are considered to be more critical the periodic sensor data triggered by SDT. 

Issue 1-3-2: Does UE required to meet the positioning measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission?
The impact on positioning measurements when operating SDT was not considered or discussed in RAN1 when the RAN1 agreement (that companies are referring to) was made. However, we have presented a compromise proposal which is as follows:
Compromise proposal: If there is a conflict between downlink reception of DL PRS and DL reception channels/signals associated with SDT, the UE is allowed to first perform the SDT reception and thereafter carry out the DL PRS reception. 
Please note that the above proposal does not conflict with the RAN1 agreement.


	MTK
	For Issue 1-3-1, we support Option 2 since this was discussed in the last RAN2 meeting, and it was agreed that UE is not required to perform idle/inactive measurements in section 5.7.8 of RRC during SDT (which include EMR measurements).
For Issue 1-3-2, we also support Option 2 since RAN1 specified that the reception of PRS has lower priority than DL SDT.

	Nokia
	Issue 1-3-2: Does UE required to meet the positioning measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission?
We prefer Option 3. 

	Apple
	Issue 1-3-1: Does UE required to meet the EMR measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission?
Option 2, Because in last RAN2 meeting, it was agreed that,
	· The UE is not required to perform Idle/inactive measurements in section 5.7.8 of RRC during SDT.  Check the details of this requirements



Issue 1-3-2: Does UE required to meet the positioning measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission?
Option 2. During the consequent SDT period, UE is monitoring PDCCH, and PRS is deprioritized compared with DCI monitoring.


	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-3-1: Does UE required to meet the EMR measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission?
Option2. Same reason as MTK and Apple
Issue 1-3-2: Does UE required to meet the positioning measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission?
Option2. Same reason as MTK and Apple

	Huawei 
	Issue 1-3-1: Does UE required to meet the EMR measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission?
Option 2 (No) 
As MTK/Apple/QC mentioned, RAN2 already agreed that UE is not required to perform Idle/inactive measurements in section 5.7.8 of RRC during SDT, and we should follow the agreement. 
Issue 1-3-2: Does UE required to meet the positioning measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission?
Option 3 (follow the existing agreement from ePOS WI), or option 2 (No)
The applicability of PRS measurement requirements during SDT has been discussed and agreed in ePOS WI, and we do not need to have further discussion in SDT WI.
As Apple mentioned, since UE would need to receive PDCCH during subsequent transmission, option 2 and option 3 will have same technical effect, so we are also fine with option 2.

	Ericsson
	
Issue 1-3-1: Does UE required to meet the EMR measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission?
We disagree to the comment above that impact on EMR has been discussed in RAN2 agreement. Our understanding is that that impact on EMR has not been discussed/considered at all when this agreement was made. However, we are fine to send LS to RAN2 to check if needed, that could be an alternative way forward. Please note that the RAN2 agrement states: “Check the details of this requirements”. This means the requirements can still be discussed and EMR requirements are part of that. 
Our preferred option is to resolve issue within RAN4, but we can also fine to check with RAN2. 

Issue 1-3-2: Does UE required to meet the positioning measurement requirements during subsequent SDT transmission?
Our compromise proposal does not conflict with the comments from companies above. If SDT is prioritized then the UE should be allowed to delay the PRS reception and perform it after the SDT is completed instead of completely dropping the PRS reception. This does not conflict with RAN1 agreement. Such clarification is needed as PRS reception will not be unnecessary dropped and instead can take place after a short SDT session.


 
Sub topic 1-4 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Issue 1-4-1: Should eDRX be considered for TA validation?
Issue 1-4-2: For UE performing Rx beam sweeping, should UE select the largest RSRP value from multiple measured samples from Rx beam sweeping for the same SSB to perform TA validation?
Issue 1-4-3: If UE needs to filter RSRPs and Rx beam sweeping is performed, should the UE select the largest RSRP from each Rx beam sweeping set then filter?
Issue 1-4-4: Can NW configure CG-SDT resources candidate associated to each CG-SDT occation for NR-U?
Issue 1-4-5: If the answer to Issue 1-4-4 is Yes, and if UE pass TA validation but CG-SDT is not performed due to LBT failure by UE, can the UE attempt to transmit the same data at the next CG-SDT resource candidate without perform TA validation?


	Ericsson
	Issue 1-4-1: Should eDRX be considered for TA validation?
SDT is performed in RRC_INACTIVE state where eDRX without PTW is considered. In this case, the eDRX cycles are treated like normal DRX cycles. Hence, we think the previous agreement is still valid. 
Issue 1-4-2: For UE performing Rx beam sweeping, should UE select the largest RSRP value from multiple measured samples from Rx beam sweeping for the same SSB to perform TA validation?
No clarification is needed to the previous agreement. The previous agreement is still valid in our view.

Issue 1-4-3: If UE needs to filter RSRPs and Rx beam sweeping is performed, should the UE select the largest RSRP from each Rx beam sweeping set then filter?
No clarification is needed to the previous agreement. The previous agreement is still valid in our view.

Issue 1-4-4: Can NW configure CG-SDT resources candidate associated to each CG-SDT occation for NR-U?
Combination of NR-U+SDT is a new topic which has not been discussed earlier. This topic can be FFS so that companies have more time to check and back at next meeting.

Issue 1-4-5: If the answer to Issue 1-4-4 is Yes, and if UE pass TA validation but CG-SDT is not performed due to LBT failure by UE, can the UE attempt to transmit the same data at the next CG-SDT resource candidate without perform TA validation?
Combination of NR-U+SDT is a new topic which has not been discussed earlier. This topic can be FFS so that companies have more time to check and back at next meeting.


	MTK
	For Issue 1-4-4, we prefer not to mention new joint requirements such as NR-U since this WI supposed to be closing.

	Nokia
	Issue 1-4-1: Should eDRX be considered for TA validation?
Option 2. No need to consider eDRX which was also not in the scope of the work. 

Issue 1-4-2: For UE performing Rx beam sweeping, should UE select the largest RSRP value from multiple measured samples from Rx beam sweeping for the same SSB to perform TA validation?
Fine with option 1. 

Issue 1-4-3: If UE needs to filter RSRPs and Rx beam sweeping is performed, should the UE select the largest RSRP from each Rx beam sweeping set then filter?
Fine with Option 1. 

Issue 1-4-4: Can NW configure CG-SDT resources candidate associated to each CG-SDT occation for NR-U?
Option 2, no. 
From the SDT WID (RP-212594) we have: 
Focus of the WID should be on licensed carriers and the solutions can be reused for NR-U if applicable.
From that we understand that the main focus is licensed carrier. Additionally this WI is already in maintenance mode, and it is very late to bring such big addition. 

Issue 1-4-5: If the answer to Issue 1-4-4 is Yes, and if UE pass TA validation but CG-SDT is not performed due to LBT failure by UE, can the UE attempt to transmit the same data at the next CG-SDT resource candidate without perform TA validation?
Option 2, no. 
We don’t see any reason why the UE would not perform TA validation for the next occasion. 

	Apple
	Issue 1-4-1: Should eDRX be considered for TA validation?
Option 2. The eDRX cycle is not necessary to be considered during TA validation period (it would result into larger timing drifting), i.e., UE would only use DRX cycle to determine the measurement window for TA validation.
Issue 1-4-2: For UE performing Rx beam sweeping, should UE select the largest RSRP value from multiple measured samples from Rx beam sweeping for the same SSB to perform TA validation?
Generally fine with Option 1, and one question is why need to limit to the same SSB? The measurement for TA validation could be the best RSRP based on best DL Tx beam and DL Rx beam.
Issue 1-4-3: If UE needs to filter RSRPs and Rx beam sweeping is performed, should the UE select the largest RSRP from each Rx beam sweeping set then filter?
Fine with option 1.
Issue 1-4-4: Can NW configure CG-SDT resources candidate associated to each CG-SDT occation for NR-U?
Option 2. If justified, SDT NR-U could be discuss in future release.
Issue 1-4-5: If the answer to Issue 1-4-4 is Yes, and if UE pass TA validation but CG-SDT is not performed due to LBT failure by UE, can the UE attempt to transmit the same data at the next CG-SDT resource candidate without perform TA validation?
Same comment as for issue 1-4-4.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-4-1: Should eDRX be considered for TA validation?
Option2 : DRX cycle is used for TA validation. 
Issue 1-4-2: For UE performing Rx beam sweeping, should UE select the largest RSRP value from multiple measured samples from Rx beam sweeping for the same SSB to perform TA validation?
Support Option 1 : we propose this to prevent UE to select any measured RSRP from beam sweeping to pass/fail TA validation intentionally . 
To Apple : We think gNB fixed beam and UE perform RX beam sweeping, thus we think same SSB but different RX beam to find best RSRP. 
Issue 1-4-3: If UE needs to filter RSRPs and Rx beam sweeping is performed, should the UE select the largest RSRP from each Rx beam sweeping set then filter?
Support Option 1. We propose this to resolve RSRP measurement uncertainty by filtering multiple best RSRPs from multiple Rx beam sweeping sets.
Issue 1-4-4: Can NW configure CG-SDT resources candidate associated to each CG-SDT occation for NR-U?
We support option 1. Since RAN4 agreed to focus on licensed band at the early stage, we propose after defining core requirements. We think the core requirement for licensed band can be directly applicable. But LBT failure is only at NR-U, we propose the utilization of resources to overcome it. The idea is addressed in issue 1-4-5. 
Issue 1-4-5: If the answer to Issue 1-4-4 is Yes, and if UE pass TA validation but CG-SDT is not performed due to LBT failure by UE, can the UE attempt to transmit the same data at the next CG-SDT resource candidate without perform TA validation?
We support option 1. When UE pass TA validation for the first attempt but fail to transmit due to LBT failure, there are few more chance to transmit resources before next CG-SDT occasion via resource candidates instead of dropping CG-SDT and back to RACH process.  Since resource candidates should place within CG-periodicity, the distance in time can be small and RSRP will not change much. Thus, UE can skip TA validation for re-attempting CG-SDT transmission at resource candidates.

	Huawei 
	Issue 1-4-1: Should eDRX be considered for TA validation?
The issue is not fully clear to us. Is the intention to say that the existing requirements for CG-SDT (which are defined without considering eDRX) also apply when eDRX is configured? 
If so, we are fine with option 2.
Issue 1-4-2: For UE performing Rx beam sweeping, should UE select the largest RSRP value from multiple measured samples from Rx beam sweeping for the same SSB to perform TA validation?
Technically we agree with option 1, but we are not sure if anything needs to be captured in the spec. In our understanding, RSRP for TA validation is no different from other RSRP, e.g. for reselection or for measurement reporting. For other RSRP, no such UE behaviour is specified, and we suggest to follow the same principle otherwise it may be confusing.
Issue 1-4-3: If UE needs to filter RSRPs and Rx beam sweeping is performed, should the UE select the largest RSRP from each Rx beam sweeping set then filter?
We suggest to leave the filtering in case of Rx beam sweeping to UE implementation.
In fact, RAN4 has discussed whether and how to specify the filtering behaviour when Rx beam sweeping is used, e.g. in R4-1815430 and R4-1815090, and finally there was no consensus to specify the behaviour otherwise it would limit the UE implementation. 
Issue 1-4-4: Can NW configure CG-SDT resources candidate associated to each CG-SDT occation for NR-U?
We understand the issue is not a performance issue hence out of RAN4 scope. It should be discussed first in RAN2 if necessary. 
Issue 1-4-5: If the answer to Issue 1-4-4 is Yes, and if UE pass TA validation but CG-SDT is not performed due to LBT failure by UE, can the UE attempt to transmit the same data at the next CG-SDT resource candidate without perform TA validation?
Same comment as for 1-4-5. 


 

Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic #1-1
	Tentative agreements:
For Issue 1-1, Moderator observes a possibility to compromise on Option 1 (4 out of 6 accept Option 1 as a compromise). Moreover, two slight changes based on Option 1 are proposed: 1) Replacing 8 with N; 2) Replacing “SSB periodicity” with “SMTC periodicity”.
Considering the majority view of accepting Option 1 as a compromise, set Option 1 as baseline, and further discuss Option 1a and Option 1b in the second round.

Candidate options:
1) Option 1: max{480ms, 8*SSB periodicity} 
2) Option 1a: max{480ms, N*SSB periodicity}
3) Option 1b: max{480ms, 8*SMTC periodicity} 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Set Option 1 as baseline, and further discuss on Option 1a and Option 1b. 

	Sub-topic #1-2
	Tentative agreements:
For Issue 1-2-1, one company suggests to update T2 definition, and two companies go for Option 1, two companies go for Option 2, and two companies can accept either Option 1 or Option 2. Moderator observes a common understanding among companies that the maximum duration between the moment of TA validation and actual CG-SDT transmission is 640ms. 
Moderator recommend to check clarification texts  add clarification on this in the specs and do not introduce an additional RRM requirement.
For Issue 1-2-2, A clear majority view is observed (5 out of 6 goes for Option 2) which means the potential additional update on LTE-PUR is not handled in this WI. Moderator suggests to close this issue.
Candidate options:
The time duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission is clarified with the following options:
1) Option 1: The maximum duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission is 640ms
2) Option 2: UE shall perform a TA validation within X ms from T3, where X is CG-SDT periodicity
3) Option 3: the UE shall not transmit in an CG-SDT occasion that occurs more than 640ms after T2
4) Option 4: Update T2 definition as “T2 is referred to the time to the next CG-SDT occasion that follows in time based on the configured CG-SDT periodicity”
5) Option 5: Use existing text updating 640 for Z at:
If at least one of RSRP1 and RSRP2 is considered to be invalid based on the above conditions, then the UE shall not validate the CG-SDT using RSRP1 and RSRP2 and shall not transmit using CG-SDT. Additionally, the UE shall not transmit in an CG-SDT occasion that occurs more than 640 ms after T2.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
New issue 1-2-3:  The time  duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission is clarified with the following text:
· Option 1: The maximum duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission is 640ms
· Option 2: UE shall perform a TA validation within X ms from T3, where X is CG-SDT periodicity
· Option 3: the UE shall not transmit in an CG-SDT occasion that occurs more than 640ms after T2
· Option 4: Update T2 definition as “T2 is referred to the time to the next CG-SDT occasion that follows in time based on the configured CG-SDT periodicity”
 Option 5: Use existing text updating 640 for Z at:
If at least one of RSRP1 and RSRP2 is considered to be invalid based on the above conditions, then the UE shall not validate the CG-SDT using RSRP1 and RSRP2 and shall not transmit using CG-SDT. Additionally, the UE shall not transmit in an CG-SDT occasion that occurs more than 640 ms after T2.
· 



	Sub-topic #1-3
	Tentative agreements:
For Issue 1-3-1, a majority view (4 out of 5) is observed on Option 2 based on the RAN2 agreement, however, one company interprets the wording “check the details of this requirements” in the RAN2 agreement as that the EMR requirement is still open can still be discussed, thus proposes to send an LS to RAN2. Moderator’s reading on the RAN2 agreement is similar as the majority view, and recommends to live with Option 2 and close the issue. However, RAN4 can seek for RAN2’s confirmation on whether or not Section 5.7.8 of RRC specs covers EMR requirements if needed.
For Issue 1-3-2, three companies go for Option 2, and one company Option 3, and one company can accept either of Option 2 or Option 3, and one company proposes a compromise which in principle is similar to Option 2. From Moderator’s perspective, there is a common understanding that PRS measurement has a lower priority than SDT, and leave the specs wording to be discussed in the second round , e.g., “If there is a conflict between downlink reception of DL PRS and DL reception channels/signals associated with SDT, the UE is allowed to first perform the SDT reception and thereafter carry out the DL PRS reception.”.
Candidate options:

Recommendations for 2nd round:
Discuss and agree on the spec texts in the revision of R4-2209900.

	Sub-topic #1-4
	Tentative agreements:
For Issue 1-4-1, a majority view on Option 2 is observed (4 out of 5) and one company eDRX cycles without PTW are treated like normal DRX cycles, thus no additional consideration is needed for eDRX for TA validation. The issue does not have specs impacts, and can be closed.
For Issue 1-4-2, a majority view on Option 1 is observed (4 out of 5) and one company thinks no clarification is needed, which is also raised by another company that no specs impacts are expected. Moderator suggest to agree on Option 1, and further discuss whether or not to capture this understanding into specs.
For Issue 1-4-3, three companies go for Option 1, and one company thought there is no clarification needed, and one company thought it should be left to UE implementation. Since there is no consensus on whether and how to specify the filtering behaviour when Rx beam sweeping is used, Moderator suggests to close this issue and focus on other open issues in this meeting.
For Issue 1-4-4 and 1-4-5 on the combination of SDT and NR-U,  a majority view (5 out of 6) is observed that either it is out of the scope, or requires more time, or not suitable in the maintenance stage, one company (Proponent) proposed to apply directly the core requirements for licensed bands to unlicensed bands thus allowing new CG-SDT attempts even after LBT failure. In Moderator’s view, this was not discussed and requires more time to discuss at least, thus recommend to focus on other open issues and close this issue in the second round.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
New issue 1-4-6: In RAN4 understanding, for UE performing Rx beam sweeping, the UE should select the largest RSRP value from multiple measured samples from Rx beam sweeping for the same SSB to perform TA validation. Should this be captured into specs?
Option 1: Yes
Option 2: No




Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
· Issue 1-1 (2nd round): X1 value for FR2
· Option 1 (baseline): max{480ms, 8*SSB periodicity} 
· Option 1a: max{480ms, N*SSB periodicity}
· Option 1b: max{480ms, 8*SMTC periodicity}
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Issue 1-1: X1 value for FR2


	Nokia
	Issue 1-1: X1 value for FR2
Fine with Option 1 or 1b. 
As for Option 1a, I wanted to clarify the intention of N, since we define the requirements for FR2-1 only. How would N be defined?

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-1: X1 value for FR2
To our understanding the difference between the options is that a fixed beam sweeping factor of 8 is considered while in option 1a the beam sweeping factor is defined as a variable. It was also commented by a company that that a beam seeping factor decreases with increased DRX and therefore a large beam sweeping factor should be used. Even when considering the case of N=3, the current formula can still be valid since the smallest is value of X becomes 480 ms assuming 160 SMTC periodicity and for other cases X will be larger than 480. We support to use SMTC periodicity instead of SSB periodicity as follows: max{480ms, N*SMTC periodicity}

	Apple
	We support option 1 and 1b. For option 1a, if N=3, and SSB periodicity or SMTC periodicity is  160ms, UE cannot have sufficient time to complete one round of Rx beam sweeping in FR2 (UE can only try 3 Rx beams within 480ms), and then the Rx beam difference/uncertainty would seriously impact the delta between RSRP1 and RSRP2 (if UE rotated, the best Rx beam cannot be found with insufficient beam sweeping time). 

	Qualcomm
	We support option1 and option 1b. 

	MTK
	Support Option 1b since UE measurement doesn’t necessarily follow the SSB periodicity.

	Huawei 
	We are fine with option 1 and option 1b.



· New issue 1-2-3: The time duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission is clarified with the following options:
· Option 1: The maximum duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission is 640ms
· Option 2: UE shall perform a TA validation within X ms from T3, where X is CG-SDT periodicity
· Option 3: the UE shall not transmit in an CG-SDT occasion that occurs more than 640ms after T2
· Option 4: Update T2 definition as “T2 is referred to the time to the next CG-SDT occasion that follows in time based on the configured CG-SDT periodicity”
· Option 5: Use existing text updating 640 for Z at:
· If at least one of RSRP1 and RSRP2 is considered to be invalid based on the above conditions, then the UE shall not validate the CG-SDT using RSRP1 and RSRP2 and shall not transmit using CG-SDT. Additionally, the UE shall not transmit in an CG-SDT occasion that occurs more than 640 ms after T2.
· 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Nokia
	issue 1-2-3:
We prefer Option 5. This is the simplest way to implement in the spec right now and we think it is somehow equivalent to Option 1 and 3
As for Option 2 and 4, they are also fine. We only wanted to clarify that the clarification should be with normative text, not as a note. 


	Ericsson
	New issue 1-2-3: The time duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission is clarified with the following options:
For this issue, we think option 2 and 4 are almost the same.  Although we prefer option 4, we can also accept option 2 and 1. 

	Apple
	We support option 1.

	Qualcomm
	We support option 1 and we think option5 is good text to capture option1 in spec.

	Nokia
	Can the companies check the revision of R4-2209240 at revised R4-2209240 CR on SDT window for TA validation_v01.docx
The text in Option 5 is already captured there, and I think it also captures Option 1 and 3. 

	Huawei 
	We support option 3 and 5, which are exactly same. We also think option 5 is good text to capture option 1 in the spec.

	MTK
	Option 1,3 and 5 are almost the same, we can compromise to any of them.



· Discuss and agree on the spec texts in the revision of R4-2209900.
· New issue 1-4-6: In RAN4 understanding, for UE performing Rx beam sweeping, the UE should select the largest RSRP value from multiple measured samples from Rx beam sweeping for the same SSB to perform TA validation. Should this be captured into specs?
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	Nokia
	New issue 1-4-6
We think yes, this should be captured in the specs. 
The reason is that the TA validation could be highly influenced by which beam is chosen for RSRP sample. For example, if the UE has moved in the direction of the BS, it could be that by choosing a beam with smaller RSRP measurement the TA validation passes. So it is the best that the largest RSRP value is always used for a good comparison of RSRP1 and RSRP2. 


	Ericsson
	New issue 1-4-6
We would like to further understand the motivation behind option 1 and therefore the questions below:
Why should the way of performing the RSRP measurement change for SDT compared to legacy? Why is this issue specific to SDT? Can the proponent of option 1 clarify?

	Apple
	We think no need to capture beam sweeping for TA validation in spec. 
But if companies think it’s needed to capture, we think both Tx and Rx beam shall be considered. The reason is: RAN1 agreed a subset of SSBs are used for RSRP measurement during TA validation, so Tx beam shall not be fixed in our view, there is nowhere to limit UE can only do RSRP comparison between SSBs with same index/Tx-beam. Technically, TA validation is to verify the TA change, but if UE is move on a circle centred at gNB, the TA won’t change but SSB Tx beam might be changed, like in the following figure.
[image: ]



	Qualcomm
	We support option 1.
The motivation of this proposal is to remove the freedom of selecting measured RSRP from RX beam sweeping to pass or not pass TA validation.
To apple, our proposal is selected best RX beam when UE measured RSRP to TA validation at second window. So, we think when UE perform 8 RX beam sweeping at second window, TX beam is fixed during the window (UE may know the serving SSB prior to second window). For example, you already find the best RX beam w/ same SSB_ID for each TA validation. 
To Ericsson, since legacy SDT (LTE-PUR) does not defined for FR2, RX beam sweeping is not meaningful.  As Nokia mentioned, measured RSRP for TA validation is key of SDT. Thus there should be no uncertainty to utilize measured RSRP for TA validation. 

	Huawei 
	Option 2.
We have similar question as Ericsson, and by ‘legacy’ we mean FR2 RSRP measurement. In our understanding, RSRP for TA validation is no different from other RSRP, e.g. for reselection or for measurement reporting. For other RSRP, no such UE behaviour is specified, and we suggest to follow the same principle otherwise it may be confusing.

	MTK
	Support Option 2. We do not need to capture this in the specs same view as HW.



2nd round discussion wrap-up
· Issue 1-1 (2nd round): X1 value for FR2
Agreement: Option 1b as agreed in the GTW session

· New issue 1-2-3: The time duration between T2 and the actual CG-SDT transmission is clarified with the following options:
Agreement: Option 5 as agreed in the GTW session

· New issue 1-4-6: In RAN4 understanding, for UE performing Rx beam sweeping, the UE should select the largest RSRP value from multiple measured samples from Rx beam sweeping for the same SSB to perform TA validation. Should this be captured into specs?
No consensus reached. Moderator suggests to continue discussion in the next meeting and focus on other more important issues in this meeting.
Agreement: Further discuss in next meeting

· CR: R4-2211123 (Revision of R4-2209900): agreeable.


Topic #2: RRM test cases for NR SDT
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	TDoc
	Title
	Source
	Moderator's remarks

	R4-2209030
	RRM test cases for NR SDT
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	 No need to introduce RRM test cases for TA validation and remove the performance objective in the WID.

	R4-2209241
	Discussion on TCs for SDT
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	1) RAN4 to discuss the feasibility of RRM testing for SDT by considering at least the following issues:
    -Can TE trigger UL data transmission at the UE
    -Is “when to transmit the UL after data arrival” up to UE implementation
2) If introducing RRM test cases for NR SDT, RAN4 to consider defining TCs to verify that UE performs TA validation correctly based on the two cases in Figure below

[image: ]

	R4-2209400
	RRM performance requirements for SDT
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	1) Define RRM performance requirements to verify UE requirements for TA validation windows.
2) Not define RRM performance requirements to verify relaxation on inter-freq and inter-RAT measurements for SDT.
3) Not to define RRM performance requirements to verify specific scheduling restrictions for SDT.

	R4-2209901
	Discussions on RRM performance requirements for SDT
	Ericsson
	 The title is not matched to the contents “Discussions on RRM performance requirements for RedCap”-> AI 9.19.4


	R4-2210112
	RRM performance requirements for CG-SDT
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	RRM test cases:
TA validation test requirement for CG-SDT can contain the following configurations/procedures. 
•RSRP should be increasing or decreasing from RSRP1
•RSRP2 should meet the RSRP threshold when UE measured RSRP2 within [640ms] from T3.
•RSRP2 should not meet the RSRP threshold when UE measured RSRP2 more than [640ms] prior to T3.



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Note: R4-2209901 contains the wrong contents by mistake, but Moderator got a copy of the correct version. According to 3GPP rules, it will not be treated. However, the views are captured as Option 3 in highlighted texts in Issue 2-1-1 and Issue 2-2 for the sake of technical discussions, and if there is different view on Moderator’s recommendation, Option 3 can be dropped from the discussions.
Sub-topic 2-1 RRM test cases for CG-SDT
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1-1: Should new RRM test cases be introduced for CG-SDT?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Option 3: RAN4 consult RAN5 on the feasibility of testing UE initiated SDT data transmissions in RRC_INACTIVE mode to verify CG-SDT requirements
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 2-1-2: If the answer to Issue 2-1-1 is Yes, what should be considered to define RRM testing for CG-SDT? 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Can TE trigger UL data transmission at the UE?
· Option 2: Is “when to transmit the UL after data arrival” up to UE implementation?
· Option 3: the case where UE shall not transmit with CG-SDT
· Option 4: the case where UE shall transmit with CG-SDT
· Option 5: RSRP should be increasing or decreasing from RSRP1
· Option 6: RSRP2 should meet the RSRP threshold when UE measured RSRP2 within [640ms] from T3
· Option 7: RSRP2 should not meet the RSRP threshold when UE measured RSRP2 more than [640ms] prior to T3 
· Recommended WF
· TBA
· Multiple options could be selected


Sub-topic 2-2 RRM test cases for RA-SDT
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-2: Should new RRM test cases be introduced for RA-SDT?
· Proposals
· Option 1: TBA
· Option 2: TBA
· Option 3: RAN4 consult RAN5 on the feasibility of testing UE initiated SDT data transmissions in RRC_INACTIVE mode to verify the RA-SDT requirements
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 2-3 RRM test cases for verifying relaxation on inter-freq and inter-RAT measurement for SDT
Sub-topic description:  
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
[bookmark: _Hlk102046700]Issue 2-3: Should RRM test cases be introduced for verifying relaxation on inter-freq and inter-RAT measurement for SDT
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 2-4 RRM test cases for verifying specific scheduling restrictions for SDT
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-4: Should RRM test cases be introduced for verifying specific scheduling restrictions for SDT
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 2-1 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Issue 2-1-1: Should new RRM test cases be introduced for CG-SDT?
Issue 2-1-2: If the answer to Issue 2-1-1 is Yes, what should be considered to define RRM testing for CG-SDT?

	Ericsson
	Issue 2-1-1: Should new RRM test cases be introduced for CG-SDT?
This is a new way of defining test cases which the data is originated by the UE. We support option 3. Alternatively, RAN4 can also look into reusing the testing methodology from Sidelink test cases where the data is also originated from the UE. 
Issue 2-1-2: If the answer to Issue 2-1-1 is Yes, what should be considered to define RRM testing for CG-SDT?
Option 3, option 4, and option 5 would be reasonable to verify using the test case. 

	MTK
	For Issue 2-1-1, we need to check the feasibility of the test first when UE initiates the SDT transmission. Therefore, we prefer Option 3.

	Nokia
	Issue 2-1-1: Should new RRM test cases be introduced for CG-SDT?
We support Option 1, to define new RRM test cases. 
We may consult RAN5 on the feasibility, but we should start the work on the definition of the test cases anyway in order to keep up with the Rel 17 schedule. 
Issue 2-1-2: If the answer to Issue 2-1-1 is Yes, what should be considered to define RRM testing for CG-SDT?
Option 1: we think the TE should trigger UL transmissions
Option 2: No, we think the test could include a configurable parameter, such that it could accommodate potential internal differences between UEs in the latency between the trigger by the TE and the CG-SDT transmission by the UE
Option 3: Yes, we should consider the case where CG-SDT is not allowed. 
Option 4: yes, we should test the case where UE shall transmit CG-SDT
Options 5: Depends on which case we are testing. 
Options 6 and 7: We are fine in general. We think that we should set the following powers during the test power 
· Pa – power inside the RSRP1 window 
· Pb – power outside the RSRP1 window
· Pc – power inside RSRP2 window
· Pd – power outside the RSRP2 window
So we could verify the testing conditions:
· Testing condition A: CG-SDT is allowed
· |Pa-Pc| < cgSDT-ChangeThreshold
· Testing condition B: CG-SDT is not allowed, and detect if UE measured RSRP1 outside window
· |Pa-Pc| > cgSDT-ChangeThreshold
· |Pb-Pc| < cgSDT-ChangeThreshold
· Testing condition C: CG-SDT is not allowed, and detect if UE measured RSRP2 outside window
· |Pa-Pc| > cgSDT-ChangeThreshold
· |Pa-Pd| < cgSDT-ChangeThreshold


	Apple
	Issue 2-1-1: Should new RRM test cases be introduced for CG-SDT?
Fine with option 3 to check the feasibility first before starts the TC design. E.g., we are not clear on how can make UE have the available SDT data and the volume is less than SDT data volume threshold.
Issue 2-1-2: If the answer to Issue 2-1-1 is Yes, what should be considered to define RRM testing for CG-SDT? 
Same comment  as to issue 2-1-1, all the options are relevant with SDT transmission, but one key point to trigger SDT is the local data at UE, we don’t understand how to trigger it and how to make its volume less than SDT data volume threshold in testing.


	Qualcomm
	Issue 2-1-1: Should new RRM test cases be introduced for CG-SDT?
We support Option 3. 
Issue 2-1-2: If the answer to Issue 2-1-1 is Yes, what should be considered to define RRM testing for CG-SDT?
If test case is defined then it should contain Option 3,4. And Option 5,6,7 can be tested from option 3,4. 

	Huawei 
	Issue 2-1-1: Should new RRM test cases be introduced for CG-SDT?
Option 3, in our view it’s not only RAN5 some feasibility issues should be also discussed in RAN4, e.g. Is “when to transmit the UL after data arrival” up to UE implementation? 
In general we are fine to define new RRM test cases for CG-SDT provided that the feasibility related issues are clarified. 
Issue 2-1-2: If the answer to Issue 2-1-1 is Yes, what should be considered to define RRM testing for CG-SDT?
We would like to clarify that option 1 and 2 from us are more related to the feasibility of the test, so they can be discussed as part of 2-1-1.
Option 3-7 are more related to the setup of test cases and we think they are all valid issues to be discussed. We have no strong view on option 3-5, but on option 6 and 7 we think RSRP change (to make RSRP2 meet or not meet the threshold) should be made min(Y1,Y2) before T2.


 
Sub topic 2-2 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Issue 2-2: Should new RRM test cases be introduced for RA-SDT?


	Ericsson
	Issue 2-2: Should new RRM test cases be introduced for RA-SDT?
Reuse the outcome of issue 2-1-1.

	MTK
	Not required since RAN4 didn’t introduce any new RRM requirements for RA-SDT.

	Nokia
	Issue 2-2: Should new RRM test cases be introduced for RA-SDT?
No strong views. We may introduce tests if other companies agree to it. 
In case we do it, we should test if the UE make the correct selection between CG and RA. 

	Apple
	Issue 2-2: Should new RRM test cases be introduced for RA-SDT?
Same view as MediaTek, no need to test.

	Qualcomm
	We don’t need to test. 

	Huawei
	No.
Since the requirements for RA-SDT is same as normal RA, we do not see the need to define new RRM TCs because the performance can be already verified by the existing TCs.



Sub topic 2-3 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Issue 2-3: Should RRM test cases be introduced for verifying relaxation on inter-freq and inter-RAT measurement for SDT


	Nokia
	Issue 2-3: Should RRM test cases be introduced for verifying relaxation on inter-freq and inter-RAT measurement for SDT
Option 2. Our initial opinion is to focus on the CG-SDT test cases. 


	Apple
	Issue 2-3: Should RRM test cases be introduced for verifying relaxation on inter-freq and inter-RAT measurement for SDT
Option 2.

	Qualcomm
	Option 2. 

	Huawei
	Option 2 (no).
In our understanding, the TCs are defined to verify that UE meets certain requirements. Since UE is not required to meet inter-freq or inter-RAT requirements, we see no need to define RRM TCs here. 


 
 Sub topic 2-4 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Issue 2-4: Should RRM test cases be introduced for verifying specific scheduling restrictions for SDT


	Nokia
	Issue 2-4: Should RRM test cases be introduced for verifying specific scheduling restrictions for SDT
Option 2. Our initial opinion is to focus on the CG-SDT test cases. 


	Apple
	Issue 2-4: Should RRM test cases be introduced for verifying specific scheduling restrictions for SDT
Option 2.

	Qualcomm
	Option2

	Huawei
	Option 2 (no).
Since the requirements are re-used from legacy scheduling restriction, we do not see the need to define new RRM TCs because the performance can be already verified by the existing TCs.


 

Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#2-1
	Tentative agreements:
For Issue 2-1-1, a majority view (5 out of 6) on Option 3 to consult RAN5 on the testing feasibility, and one company goes for Option 1 but agree to consult RAN5. In this case, Moderator suggest to consult RAN5 at first on the testing feasibility.
For Issue 2-1-2, A consensus is observed on Option 3 and 4 that should be considered to define RRM testing for CG-SDT if agreed to introduce such test cases, and Option 1 and 2 relate to feasibility. And one company thought Option 5/6/7 are already contained in Option 3 and 4. Moderator suggests to focus on the LS to RAN5 in the second round.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
(1) Send an LS to RAN5 on the feasibility of testing UE initiated SDT data transmissions in RRC_INACTIVE to verify CG-SDT requirements.


	Sub-topic#2-2
	Tentative agreements:
For Issue 2-2, a majority view (4 out of 6) is observed that it is not needed to introduce new RRM test cases for RA-SDT, and one company has no strong view, and one company advises to consult RAN5. Moderator suggests to go for the majority view and focus on the LS to RAN5 on CG-SDT in the second round.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
No more discussion in the second round.

	Sub-topic#2-3
	Tentative agreements:
Unanimous consensus on Option 2.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
The issue closed, and no more discussion needed.

	Sub-topic#2-4
	Tentative agreements:
Unanimous consensus on Option 2.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
The issue closed, and no more discussion needed.




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”.
· Send an LS to RAN5 on the feasibility of testing UE initiated SDT data transmissions in RRC_INACTIVE to verify CG-SDT requirements.

2nd round discussion wrapup:
· The LS to RAN5 R4-2210621 is agreeable.

Topic #3: Reply LS to RAN2
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
RAN2 has sent an LS (R2-2204269 / RAN4-2207621) to RAN4 on TA validation for CG-SDT, sharing RAN2’s relevant agreements, and expect replies from RAN4 if necessary.
Companies’ contributions summary

	TDoc
	Title
	Source
	Moderator's remarks

	R4-2208305
	RSRP measurement reference for TA validation in NR small data transmissions
	LG Electronics Inc.
	 1) Not consistent T1 definition in RAN2 and RAN4:
[bookmark: _Hlk102044558]RAN2: at the time of receiving RRCRelease with suspendConfig for the RSRP-based TA validation
[bookmark: _Hlk102044579]RAN4: the time when the latest NTA was obtained by the UE via Timing Advance Command MAC control element
2) Propose to merge both definitions.

	R4-2209029
	Draft reply LS to RAN2 on TA validation for CG-SDT
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	1) Inconsistency on T1 definition between RAN2 and RAN4, and should be aligned to RAN4
2) Reply LS  

	R4-2209239
	Discussion on remaining issues for SDT RRM
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	5) RAN2 and RAN4 agreements aligned, no need to send reply LS.

	R4-2210111
	Further discussion on RRM requirements for CG-SDT
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	4) RAN2 LS: Align T1 definition to RAN4 agreement: the time when TA is updated through MAC-CE during SDT subsequent transmission 




Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 3-1 Definition consistency of T1 between RAN2 and RAN4
Sub-topic description: This sub-topic addresses consistency between RAN2 and RAN4 on the definition of T1.
RAN2: the moment of receiving RRCRelease with suspendConfig, 
RAN4: the time when the latest NTA was obtained by the UE via Timing Advance Command MAC control element
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-1-1: Is definition on T1 consistent between RAN2 and RAN4?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 3-1-2: If the answer to Issue 3-1-1 is No, how should RAN4 update the definition?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Ask RAN2 to align the definition with RAN4
· Option 2: Merge both definitions, i.e., the moment of receiving RRCRelease with suspendConfig, or : the time when the latest NTA was obtained by the UE via Timing Advance Command MAC control element
· Option 3: RAN4 align the definition with RAN2
· Option 4 (new): 
· When changing from RRC Connected to RRC Innactive, T1 whould be the time when RRCRelease with suspendConfig is received
· If TAC command is received while in RRC Innactive, T1 is the time when the latest MAC CE TA command is received
· Recommended WF
· TBA


Sub-topic 3-2 Reply LS
Sub-topic description: This sub-topic addresses whether or not to send feedback to RAN2
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 3-2: Should RAN4 send a reply LS to RAN2?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 3-1 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Issue 3-1-1: Is definition on T1 consistent between RAN2 and RAN4?
Issue 3-1-2: If the answer to Issue 3-1-1 is No, how should RAN4 update the definition?


	Ericsson
	Issue 3-1-1: Is definition on T1 consistent between RAN2 and RAN4?
In our view there is no conflict or mismatch between RAN2 and RAN4 regarding T1 which is reused from PUR.
Issue 3-1-2: If the answer to Issue 3-1-1 is No, how should RAN4 update the definition?
We don’t see any need for change. 

	LGE
	Issue 3-1-1: Is definition on T1 consistent between RAN2 and RAN4?
Option 2. Based on RAN2 agreements and LS, reference RSRP for TA validation (T1) is the moment of receiving RRCRelease with CG-SDT configuration, so there is mismatch between RAN2 and RAN4 regarding T1. RAN4 should handle the RAN2 agreements in the spec.
Issue 3-1-2: If the answer to Issue 3-1-1 is No, how should RAN4 update the definition?
RAN4 specification should be updated based on RAN2 agreements, so we support option 2.

	Nokia
	Issue 3-1-1: Is definition on T1 consistent between RAN2 and RAN4?
Option 2. 
Issue 3-1-2: If the answer to Issue 3-1-1 is No, how should RAN4 update the definition?
It should be clarified. Option 2 means that the UE can chose between the time of the RRCRelease or the time when MAC CA TA command is received?
We proposed Option 4, which is based on Option 2 but clarifying the points we received in the LS. 

	Apple
	Issue 3-1-1: Is definition on T1 consistent between RAN2 and RAN4?
Option 2. We shall update T1 to RRC release timing or TAT starting timing.
Issue 3-1-2: If the answer to Issue 3-1-1 is No, how should RAN4 update the definition?
Option 3. The simplest way is RAN4 to use the definition in RAN2 LS, e.g., T1 is RRC release timing or TAT starting timing. For 2nd bullet of option 4, we don’t understand how UE can receive TAC after RRC release for TA validation.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 3-1-1: Is definition on T1 consistent between RAN2 and RAN4?
Option 2. Since UE can update TA from MAC-CE during SDT subsequent transmission, it should not be limited to the time of RRCrelease.
Issue 3-1-2: If the answer to Issue 3-1-1 is No, how should RAN4 update the definition?

We support both Option2 and Option 4. We think they are same. 

	Huawei 
	Issue 3-1-1: Is definition on T1 consistent between RAN2 and RAN4?
Option 2.
After checking papers from companies, we understand that there is a difference in RAN2 and RAN4 specs.
Issue 3-1-2: If the answer to Issue 3-1-1 is No, how should RAN4 update the definition?
We support option 2 in general, but we suggest to leave the exact wording to RAN2.
Technically, we understand that the reference RSRP (RSRP1) should be updated whenever TA is obtained or updated for CG-SDT, so option 2 is the correct direction. However, there can be other cases where TA is updated, e.g. with RAR during SDTR session. 
To avoid duplication in RAN2 and RAN4 spec, we suggest to list the exact cases where TA can be obtained or updated in 38.321, and in 38.133 we can simply say “T1 is the time when the was obtained or updated as specified in 38.321”.

	LGE
	To Nokia,
We understand your concerning point, but we think it could be resolved by “the latest NTA was obtained” in T1 definition if option 2 is considered; “T1 is the time when the latest NTA was obtained by the UE via RRCRelease message with CG-SDT configuration (TS 38.331 [2]) or Timing Advance Command MAC control element.”
To Huawei,
In our understanding, RAN2 already discussed this issue and decided that when to update the RSRP is left up to RAN4 decision. So, RAN2 sent the LS to RAN4. And RAN2 spec has already referred to RAN4 spec as below.
	The MAC entity shall consider the TA of the initial CG-SDT transmission with CCCH message to be valid when the following condition is fulfilled:
1>	compared to the stored downlink pathloss reference RSRP value, the current RSRP value of the downlink pathloss reference calculated as specified in TS 38.133 [11] has not increased/decreased by more than cg-SDT-RSRP-ChangeThreshold, if configured;


If RAN4 just refer RAN2 spec for T1, it would be unclear. So, we think that clear definition for T1 should be defined in RAN4 spec.

	Nokia
	To Apple: during SDT transmissions the BS responds with a RRCRelease message, which may or may not include TAC. We think that this message may be used for reference of T1 if it includes TAC, but not if it doesn’t include TAC. 

To LGE: We were understanding from the text of Option 2 that RRCRelease could be used for reference of T1 even when it doesn’t contain the TAC. We think that could be ok if the UE is going from RRC connected to inactive, but not when RRCRelease is received as part of the SDT message sequence. That is why we proposed Option 4. 


 
Sub topic 3-2 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Issue 3-2: Should RAN4 send a reply LS to RAN2?


	Ericsson
	Issue 3-2: Should RAN4 send a reply LS to RAN2?
It depends on the outcome of the discussions. Based on current view, we don’t see any need for LS. 

	LGE
	Issue 3-2: Should RAN4 send a reply LS to RAN2?
RAN4 only needs to take RAN2 agreements into account, so we think RAN4 does not need to send a reply LS to RAN2

	Nokia
	Issue 3-2: Should RAN4 send a reply LS to RAN2?
Option 1. 

	Apple
	Issue 3-2: Should RAN4 send a reply LS to RAN2?
Option 2. RAN4 can revise our T1 based on RAN2 LS.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 3-2: Should RAN4 send a reply LS to RAN2?
Option 1

	Huawei 
	Option 1


 
Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#3-1
	Tentative agreements:
For Issue 3-1-1, a clear majority view (5 out of 6) is observed that there is inconsistency on the T1 definition between RAN2 and RAN4. One company thought it is not conflicting or mismatching. In Moderator’s view, since the message RRCRelease with suspendConfig may or may not contain NTA, the moment of receiving RRCRelease with suspendConfig without NTA is not the same as the moment when receiving the latest TAC via MAC-CE, thus there is need to resolve this inconsistency.
For Issue 3-1-2, two companies go for Option 2, one company goes for Option 3, and one company goes for Option 4, and one company goes for Option 2 or 4 because they are the same, and one company there is no conflict. Moderator suggest to discuss further in the second round the update on the merging texts (Option 2) proposed by LGE “T1 is the time when the latest NTA was obtained by the UE via RRCRelease message with CG-SDT configuration (TS 38.331 [2]) or Timing Advance Command MAC control element”, and further update the CR according to the outcome.
Candidate options:
Option 1: T1 is the time when the latest NTA was obtained by the UE via RRCRelease message with CG-SDT configuration (TS 38.331 [2]) or Timing Advance Command MAC control element
Option 2: other possible texts
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· New issue 3-1-3: Since RAN2 refers to RAN4 specs, update the T1 definition in order to resolve inconsistency on the T1 definition between RAN2 and RAN4 as:
· Option 1: T1 is the time when the latest NTA was obtained by the UE via RRCRelease message with CG-SDT configuration (TS 38.331 [2]) or Timing Advance Command MAC control element
· Option 2: other possible texts
· Revise R4-2208307 according to the outcome of Issue 3-1-3.


	Sub-topic#3-2
	Tentative agreements:
For Issue 3-2, three companies agree to send an LS to RAN2 on the update, one company proposes to align RAN4 with RAN2 thus no need to send the LS, one company thought RAN4 just updates the definition and no need to notify RAN2, and one company thought it subject to the outcome of the discussion. In Moderator’s view, we need to share our findings with RAN2 that there is inconsistency between two groups on T1 definition, thus an LS to RAN2 is necessary.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Discuss and agree on the contents of the LS to RAN2 according to the outcome of Issue 3-1-3.




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”.
· New issue 3-1-3: Since RAN2 refers to RAN4 specs, update the T1 definition in order to resolve inconsistency on the T1 definition between RAN2 and RAN4 as:
· Option 1: T1 is the time when the latest NTA was obtained by the UE via RRCRelease message with CG-SDT configuration (TS 38.331 [2]) or Timing Advance Command MAC control element
· Option 2: other possible texts
· According to the outcome of Issue 3-1-3,
· Revise R4-2208307
· Agree on the contents and send the LS to RAN2

	Company
	Comments

	Apple
	Issue 3-1-3:
Disagree with option 1. We think it’s not necessary to mention TAC here. we don’t think RRC message could directly include MAC TAC or Nta, and we think T1 is the timing when UE received RRCRelease. If companies would like to add TA info into that RRC release, we need to check with RAN2 first. We propose:
Option 2: T1 is the timing when UE received RRCRelease with SuspendConfig

	Qualcomm
	We support option1. T1 can be updated during SDT subsequent transmission when UE receive new TA via MAC CE. Otherwise, RSRP1 is updated only one time at the time of release. In this case, using RSRP1 during there are multiple CG-SDT occasions during long period. 

	LGE
	RAN2 agreed not to support “The pathloss reference for CG-SDT can be updated by any TAC received when CG-SDT is configured, even for the TAC received during RA-SDT procedure.” Based on this agreement, we are fine with Apple’s version, but we’d like to revise below.
Option 2a: T1 is the time when UE received RRCRelease message with CG-SDT configuration (TS 38.331[2]).
For the reply LS, RAN2 also agreed not to specify pathloss reference derivation procedure in their MAC spec. and, RAN2 already consider to add reference to RAN4 spec for TA validation. So, it should be considered for replay LS. 

	Nokia
	We think this has to be clarified, The proposal from Apple is not optimal in our view.
I have included a diagram to show what we mean. 
In the diagram the UE starts in RRC connected, moves to RRC inactive, and sends 2 CG-SDT transmissions. After each transmission the gNB sends RRC Release, but only in the second one it also sends MAC CE TAC on the same PDU. 



We think RRC release is ok to be used as T1 reference when moving from RRC connected to innactive, and when MAC CE TAC is also included. However, it is not ok to use it when RRC release is sent for concluding the CG-SDT transmission. Our opinion on the latter is that the gNB might not have enough information to react and send MAC CE TAC during the CG-SDT transmissions. 
That is why we proposed in the first round that text:
· Option 4 (new): 
· When changing from RRC Connected to RRC Inactive, T1 would be the time when RRCRelease with suspendConfig is received
· If a TAC command is received while in RRC Inactive, T1 is the time when the latest MAC CE TA command is received
Option 1 is ok in principle, but the text is not very accurate, as RRCRelease does not contain TAC, but the same PDU may contain both RRCRelease and a MAC CE TAC, that is why we prefer the text of Option 4. 


	Huawei 
	We have similar view as Nokia, and support option 4.
We think the principle should be that RSRP1 should be updated when TA is updated. 
· This can be done by TAC during INACTIVE, and covered by the second bullet in option 4. 
· One exception case is when UE is released from CONNECTED, at that time TA for SDT is initialized as the latest TA used in CONNECTED, so UE should also initialize RSRP1, and covered by the first bullet in option 4.
To LGE, we understand the conclusion from RAN2 you mentioned was made because RAN2 would wait for RAN4 conclusion.

	LGE
	To Nokia
In our understanding of RAN2 discussion, in legacy MAC specification, the UE compares the measured RSRP value with the RSRP value stored at the UE’s last uplink transmission. However, in RRC_INACTIVE, there may be no UL transmission until the SDT procedure is initiated, and thus there may be no stored DL pathloss reference RSRP at the time of initiating SDT procedure in RRC_INACTIVE. Then, the UE cannot compare the RSRP change, and the TA validation for SDT procedure may fail. So, RAN2 agreed “For CG-SDT resource validation, the UE compares the RSRP at the time of initiating CG-SDT procedure with the RSRP stored at the time when RRCRelease message is received” without considering TAC MAC CE. 
And, as we commented early, RAN2 discuss on whether to update the reference RSRP by TAC MAC CE in this meeting, but RAN2 decided not to support “The pathloss reference for CG-SDT can be updated by any TAC received when CG-SDT is configured, even for the TAC received during RA-SDT procedure.” So, we are also fine with Apple’s suggestion with revision below
Option 2a: T1 is the time when UE received RRCRelease message with CG-SDT configuration (TS 38.331[2]).
If I’m mistaken, please let me know.
To Huawei,
We think this RAN2 agreement is not related to RAN4 discussion issue. 

	Nokia
	Thanks LGE for the explanation. 

We are fine with using RRCRelease only.
After checking we verified tha TA validation is performed only once, than TAT timer is used for the UE for using CG-SDT. After TAT expires the UE is not allowed to use CG-SDT anynmore. 
Therefore, it is enough to use T1 reference as the RRCRelease. 
 One clarification to Option 2a could be nice in case RAN2 decides to allow TA validation to be done again 
Option 2b: T1 is the time when UE received RRCRelease message with CG-SDT configuration when transitioning from RRC Connected to RRC Inactive (TS 38.331[2]).



2nd round discussion wrapup
· New issue 3-1-3: Since RAN2 refers to RAN4 specs, update the T1 definition in order to resolve inconsistency on the T1 definition between RAN2 and RAN4
GTW Agreement: 
· When changing from RRC Connected to RRC Innactive, T1 whould be the time when RRCRelease with CG-SDT configuration suspendConfig is received
· If TAC command is received while in RRC Innactive, T1 is the time when the latest MAC CE TA command is received
· Further discuss below:
· [If TAC command is not received while in RRC Innactive, T1 is the time when the latest RRCRelease is received]

· CR R4-2211121 (revision of R4-2208307): agreeable
· LS to RAN2 R4-2211122: agreeable
Topic #4: CR updates for NR SDT
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	TDoc
	Title
	Source
	Moderator's remarks

	R4-2208307
	CR on TA validation for Rel-17 NR SDT in INACTIVE sate
	LG Electronics Inc.
	 Implementing the proposal in R4-2208305

	R4-2209240
	CR on SDT RRM requirements
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Formal CR:
1) Add contents for introduction clause
2) Add exact value for X1 and Z 
3) Add the applicability of other requirements during SDT

	R4-2209399
	CR update SDT RRM core requirements
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Placeholder CR on updates for NR SDT 

Clarification that the UE should be able to follow the frame time also for SDT transmissions in inactive. The current requirement is only for connected state.

	R4-2209900
	Changes to SDT requirements
	Ericsson
	Formal CR:
· Introduction of applicability conditions for CG-SDT requirements are missing.
· To capture the agreements on RA-SDT from R4-2120338.

	R4-2210115
	CR on RRM requirements NR SDT in INACTIVE state for NR-U
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	 Draft CR on NR SDT for NR-U



Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2208307
	Company A Huawei: pending on outcome of 3-1-2

	
	Nokia: this update depends on the outcome of Issue 3-1-2. 
We understand that the definition with RRCRelease should be only used when going form RRC connected to RRC inactive, and not RRCRelease after the UE sends a SDT message while in RRC inactiveCompany B
Our suggestion is to say that it must be at RRC Release when changing from connected to inactive state and then adapt any new TAC received during SDT procedures while in inactive state.

	
	

	R4-2209240
	Nokia: 
Text on 5.5.3 depends on the outcome of Subtopic 1-1. 
Text on 5.5.x depends on conclusion on Subtopic 1-3. Additionally, the bullet 
· Measurements for Inactive mode in clause 5.4
This was not discussed previously. We would like that text to be removedCompany A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2209399
	Company A Huawei: OK

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2209900
	Company AHuawei: 
Change#1: the applicability of EMR and PRS requirements is pending on outcome of 1-3-1 and 1-3-2. On the applicability of inter-freq and inter-RAT requirements, we do not support adding the condition “provided that SMTC for inter-frequency measurements overlaps with the resources for subsequent transmission” or “provided that inter-RAT E-UTRAN measurements resources overlaps with the resources for subsequent transmission”, because it will cause additional UE complexity and standardization efforts to define what cases are considered as “overlap” and what cases are not.
Change#2: OK

	
	Nokia: Changes in 5.5.1 depend on the outcome of Subtopic 1-3. Additionally this clause is already “introduction”, so if the text is approved it should use a different clause numbering. 
The text there the “UE is not required to perform subsequent SDT transmissions” needs more discussion. We would like that to be removed before we can conclude the discussion on a technical issue. 
Company B

	
	

	R4-2210115
	Company A Huawei: pending on outcome of 1-4-4 and 1-4-5. Basically our view is that this issue is in RAN2 but not RAN4 scope.

	
	Nokia: Depends on the conclusion on Issue 1-4-4, 1-4-5. 
We think this is not needed and that TA validation should apply considering he rules for the RSRP2 measurement window.Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”

	R4-2208307
	To be revised, according the outcome of Issue 3-1-3

	R4-2209240
	To be revised, according to the outcome of Subtopic 1-1 and 1-3.

	R4-2209399
	Agreeable

	R4-2209900
	To be revised, according to the outcome of Subtopic 1-3

	R4-2210115
	Not pursued.



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”.
	R4-2208307
	To be revised, according the outcome of Issue 3-1-3

	R4-2209240
	To be revised, according to the outcome of Subtopic 1-1 and 1-3.

	R4-2209900
	To be revised, according to the outcome of Subtopic 1-3



2nd round discussion wrapup:
	R4-2211121
	Revised from R4-2208307, Agreeable

	R4-2211147
	Revised from R4-2209240, Agreeable

	R4-2211123
	Revised from R4-2209900, Agreeable





Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	New Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	
	WF on …
	YYY
	

	
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	To: RAN_X; Cc: RAN_Y

	
	LS on the feasibility of testing UE initiated SDT data transmission in RRC_INACTIVE
	Ericsson
	To: RAN5

	
	WF on RRM requirements for NR SDT in RRC_INACTIVE mode
	ZTE
	Capture the agreements made in this meeting



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	CR on …
	XXX
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	R4-2207776
	
	On remaining issues for SDT requirement
	Apple
	Noted
	

	R4-2208305
	
	RSRP measurement reference for TA validation in NR small data transmissions
	LG Electronics Inc.
	Noted
	

	R4-2208307
	
	CR on TA validation for Rel-17 NR SDT in INACTIVE sate
	LG Electronics Inc.
	Revised
	To be revised according the outcome of Issue 3-1-3

	R4-2208455
	
	Further discussion on RRM requirements for CG-SDT
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Withdrawn
	Not available

	R4-2208456
	
	RRM performance requirements for CG-SDT
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	withdrawn
	Not available

	R4-2209028
	
	Remaining open issue for NR SDT
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Noted
	

	R4-2209029
	
	Draft reply LS to RAN2 on TA validation for CG-SDT
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Revised
	According to the outcome of Issue 3-1-3

	R4-2209030
	
	RRM test cases for NR SDT
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Noted
	

	R4-2209239
	
	Discussion on remaining issues for SDT RRM
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Noted
	

	R4-2209240
	
	CR on SDT RRM requirements
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Revised
	To be revised according to the outcome of Subtopic 1-1 and 1-3.

	R4-2209241
	
	Discussion on TCs for SDT
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Noted
	

	R4-2209398
	
	TA validation window requirements for CG-SDT
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Noted
	

	R4-2209399
	
	CR update SDT RRM core requirements
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2209400
	
	RRM performance requirements for SDT
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Noted
	

	R4-2209899
	
	Discussions on RRM requirements for Small Data Transmissions
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2209900
	
	Changes to SDT requirements
	Ericsson
	Revised
	To be revised according to the outcome of Subtopic 1-3

	R4-2209901
	
	Discussions on RRM performance requirements for SDT
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2210111
	
	Further discussion on RRM requirements for CG-SDT
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Noted
	

	R4-2210112
	
	RRM performance requirements for CG-SDT
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Noted
	

	R4-2210115
	
	CR on RRM requirements NR SDT in INACTIVE state for NR-U
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Not pursued
	

	R4-2210157
	
	Discussion on the remaining issues for CG-SDT
	MediaTek Inc.
	Noted
	



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

2nd round 

	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	CR on …
	XXX
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	WF on …
	YYY
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	LS on …
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