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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk510705081]RAN#88 initiated a WI on small data transmissions in inactive state [1] stating on Note 2 that “Any associated specification work in RAN1 that is needed to support the above set of objectives should be initiated by RAN2 via an LS.” 
RAN1#104 is received the LS the WID mentions, sent from November RAN2#112e [2], and responded to that in [3], and also indicated that further updates will be coming.
RAN1#104e-bis is further receiving an LS from RAN2#113e [4].
RAN1#105 sent another LS to RAN2 with the agreements made in that meeting [5].
RAN1#106 received further response from RAN2 in [8].
RAN1#106bis received additional communication from RAN2 in [9].
[bookmark: _Hlk79144330]PUSCH repetition with SDT
RAN1#106 was not able to conclude, but had the following as the final proposal status [10]:
	Updated proposal 3.3:
· Repetition K>1 is supported at least when a consistent number of valid repetitions across different CG periods can be guaranteed for each associated SSB.
· The repetitions within one CG period are considered as a bundle of transmission occasions that are mapped to the same SSB(s), no additional specification rule is needed.
· FFS details if Rel-16 CG Type 1 repetition mechanism cannot work for CG-SDT in Rel-17.
· FFS if repetition can be supported or not when the number of valid repetitions across different CG periods for each associated SSB is not consistent.



CG-PUSCH supports PUSCH repetitions since Rel-15 and there doesn’t seem to be any obvious reason why the feature should be disallowed when CG-PUSCH is used for small data transmission purposes. When the SSB-to-PUSCH mapping is done directly with the mapping of the SDT-CG-PUSCH configuration to the SSB, there is no ambiguity in the SSB mapping.
There is however, no obvious need for the PUSCH repetition with SDT, so if there are concerns that it difficult reaching the agreement, RAN1 should stop the debate for sake of time, and conclude that PUSCH repetition is not supported with SDT.
Observation 1: When SDT-CG-PUSCH configuration is associated to an SSB, there is no additional SSB mapping complication when repetitions are allowed.
Proposal 1: Allow using PUSCH repetition with SDT-CG-PUSCH without any spec changes.
Observation 2: There is no obvious use case for PUSCH repetition with SDT
Proposal 2: If it is difficult to agree on the PUSCH repetition support, rather than continue discussion, conclude that PUSCH repetition is not supported with SDT.
RAN2 LS in R1-2108715/R2-2109222
RAN2 sent an LS to RAN1 a set of questions [9], and the following suggests responses to the LS:
Q1: For both RA-SDT and CG-SDT, RAN2 assumes that common PUCCH resources (i.e. those that are shared with non-SDT UEs) can also be used for HARQ-ACK feedback for Msg4 /MsgB and subsequent SDT transmissions. Can RAN1 confirm this?

Proposed A1: The use of common PUCCH resources for HARQ-ACK feedback for Msg4/MsgB is already the specified behaviour. Subsequent DL SDT transmissions can also use common PUCCH resources. Therefore, RAN1 does not see any issue with this.

Q2: For RA-SDT and CG-SDT, for Msg4 /MsgB and subsequent SDT transmissions, does RAN1 think there is a need for any other PUCCH resources than the above and if needed, can RAN1 define these? 

Proposed A2: The only motivation to introduce dedicated SDT PUCCH resources would be to address capacity problems related to subsequent DL SDT. However, there is no clear evidence that this is a problem for SDT and there is few remaining time in the WI.  Therefore, RAN1 sees no obvious need for additional PUCCH resource definitions, and would see defining such it problematic given the remaining time for the WI.

Q3: Is there any other L1 configuration needed for both RA-SDT and CG-SDT to support the subsequent data transmissions from RAN1 perspective? 

Proposed A3: No.

In addition to the above, RAN2 discussed support of RA-SDT configuration on non-initial BWP. Some companies supported RA-SDT for non-initial BWP as this will reduce the congestion on initial BWP, whilst others expressed concerns on the complexity and paging monitoring. For this issue, RAN2 would like to ask RAN1 the following question: 

Q4: Do RAN1 have any concerns to support RA-SDT on the non-initial BWP? 
NOTE: It has already been agreed in RAN2 that CG-SDT resource can be configured on either initial BWP or separate SDT BWP, if confirmed by RAN1.

Proposed A4: RAN1 has not identified any obvious need for supporting RA-SDT in non-initial BWP.

Q5: Does RAN1 think that BFD/BFR procedure is required for SDT and if needed, can RAN1 define the necessary procedure to support this? 

Proposed A5: If the initial beam selection was incorrect, or the SDT transaction takes a longer time, there could be a benefit from BFD/BFR.
Conclusion
In this contribution the following observations and proposals related to the RAN1 Aspects for NR small data transmissions in INACTIVE state on a number of different aspects are made:
Observation 1: When SDT-CG-PUSCH configuration is associated to an SSB, there is no additional SSB mapping complication when repetitions are allowed.
Proposal 1: Allow using PUSCH repetition with SDT-CG-PUSCH without any spec changes.
Observation 2: There is no obvious use case for PUSCH repetition with SDT
Proposal 2: If it is difficult to agree on the PUSCH repetition support, rather than continue discussion, conclude that PUSCH repetition is not supported with SDT.

In addition, a draft LS response to the RAN2 LS in R1-2108715/R2-2109222 is provided in section 3.
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