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1. Overall Description:

RAN2 thanks CT1 for their LS in C1-221891 on the topic of NAS's trigger for resume for SDT.
Based on CT1’s answers, RAN2 has made further agreements related to AS/NAS interaction in RAN2#117 meeting as follows: 
	1) If UE detects an SDT failure of ongoing SDT session for the transfer of NAS message, RRC informs NAS about the failure for NAS message transfer. 
2) For non-SDT data arrival indication, ResumeCause value is included in UAI (UE Assistance Information) as an optional IE (and hence is provided to the network if upper layers provide it to the AS). 

(i.e. If NAS provides the RRC establishment cause, the UE shall include it in resume cause).


For the NAS-AS interaction to support the SDT operation, RAN2 has observed from previous CT1 reply LS that CT1 did not reach consensus regarding 
whether NAS layer provides another trigger when the AS has not yet responded to the previous trigger for resume from NAS layer. Based on this, RAN2 made the above agreement 2 to cover both possibilities (i.e. whether a trigger is provided or not). 


· 


· 
· 
· 


The agreed RAN2 stage-2 CR for SDT in R2-2204234 is attached for reference. 



2. Actions:

To CT1 group:

Action: RAN2 respectfully asks CT1 


to take the above agreements 
into account . 
3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:

TSG-RAN2 Meeting #118-e   16-27 May 2022
Electronic Meeting

TSG-RAN2 Meeting#119-e    22-26 Aug 2022
TBD
�Since CT1 said that ResumeCause is not provided by NAS – i.e. they call it establishment cause, it might be worth adding some clarification here to avoid confusion in CT1 – e.g. by adding the following sentence (which we used in the specs): 


“(i.e. the UE shall include and set the ResumeCause according to the information received from the upper layers, if provided)”. 


�Thanks. update the description of the last sentence and indicate it’s actually the establishment cause from NAS layer. 


�Looks fine, thanks! Small updates to clarify… 


�In the previous LS, they were talking about there being no consensus for the specific question related to the second trigger. So, I believe we are just talking about this?? It is worth clarifying this and then for the other aspects stage-2 text seems to provide enough basis… please see other comments below. 


�General comment: We should not repeat the information which has already been informed to CT1. They already had multiple rounds of discussion based on the previous LSs.  


�In previous LS, RAN2 just indicated partial info of the AS-NAS info. And CT1 cannot reach the consensus based on the partial info in previous LS. 





At the time point of the WI completion, to help CT1 reach the consensus, it would be useful to indicate the whole picture of the RAN2 assumption for CT1 final check. It could be regarded as the last call. 








�The only missing pieces of information in CT1 are the new agreements that we made above. All other information has already been informed to CT1 and if you can point out any other agreement that we missed, we can add it of course. 





In any case, it seems we are now adding the stage-2 CR, then all the necessary information is again there… 


�It seems to suggest that all of SDT procedure and data transmission is up to UE implementation! Let us stick to agreements! 


�I remember in RAN2 discussion, UE implementation is assumed for the user plane data transmission. I can update it in two options:


> Option 1:  resumption of the SDT user data transmission is up to UE implementation.  


> Option 2: remove the whole sentence of “up to UE implementation”. 


To make the LS simple, I can remove this sentence as option 2. 


�


�Already conveyed to CT1. We should not repeat the same information multiple times. CT1 can review anything based n previous LSs if they think it is necessary! We should only report any new relevant agreements.  


�Providing the whole picture of the NAS-AS interaction for SDT (even though there is some overlaps with previous LS) will be convenient for CT1’s discussion. 


�Now that we are including stage-2 CR, it seems really no need to repeat everything we said to them in the past… 


�This was also already conveyed to CT1. Should not repeat! 


�Already conveyed to CT1. We should not repeat the same information multiple times. CT1 can review anything based n previous LSs if they think it is necessary! We should only report any new relevant agreements.  


�Providing the whole picture of the NAS-AS interaction for SDT (even though there is some overlaps with previous LS) will be convenient for CT1’s discussion. 


�The related agreement is provided above… 


�Related to the previous RAN2 agreements, and also mention the RRC state change for the failure case.


�What does this sentence mean? What is up to UE implementation? We agreed that the DVT calculation mechanism is up to UE implementation. But there is defined procedures for transmission over SRB2 and over DRBs.


�The action below is sufficient we don’t think anything more is needed in CT1. 


��Why do we need to attach the entire CR pack!? Especially stage-3 seems a bit too much to send to CT1 (of course they can read our spec 😊)!   


�R2-2204234 is the stage-2 38.300 CR, it’s not the entire CR pack. 





For some term we used in RAN2, CT1 can check the stage-2 CR as the reference. 


�Okay, I see. I think adding stage-2 CR is probably fine, sorry I thought you were also proposing to add RRC! Anyway, even without stage-2, my understanding is that CT1 has the full picture, but, it is fine to add this I guess. 


�We should just provide the agreements that are relevant and those that are not yet provided to CT1 and ask for any further feedback (if any).


�fine with your question and with some update. Please let me know whether it’s fine. 


�I guess it is not appropriate to say RAN2 has assumptions at this point… we made agreements in RAN2 and informed them to CT1 … and we finished the work item based on the agreements. So, it is enough to inform CT1 about our new agreements and we can actually ask them to take this into account (because the new agreement on the resumeCause was actually driven by the response they provided to our LS). If they spot any issue then of course they can comeback. But, I would also think that any past agreements reported earlier were already checked by CT1, so there should be no issues with those. 
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