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This paper is to collect comments for RRC parameters for SDT work item. The RRC parameters are captured in the excel sheet in the same folder. 


CG-SDT
Discussion
One company[1] has proposed the following proposal for general configuration for CG-SDT:
Proposal: The following options can be considered for configuration of CG-SDT:
· Option 1: Reuse existing BWP dedicated configuration (i.e. BWP-DownlinkDedicated and BWP-UplinkDedicated) for CG-SDT and clarify in RAN1 which parameters (e.g. pucch-Config, beamFailureRecoveryConfig) are applicable to CONNECTED mode only and should be ignored in CG-SDT operation.
· Option 2: Define/use a new BWP dedicated (i.e. BWP-DownlinkDedicatedSDT and BWP-UplinkDedicatedSDT )configuration for SDT instead of the legacy one. RAN1 needs to identify the parameter list for the new SDT specific BWP dedicated configuration, and ask RAN2 to formulate the details of the IE structure.
Moderator understands that it’s up to RAN2’s decision to take either way to formulate the CG-SDT configuration structure, but RAN1 needs to provide enough information on the RRC parameters for both options. The current parameter list is prepared to capture all SDT related RAN1 parameters, if the above Option 1 is adopted by RAN2, they could understand that any other parameters in BWP-DownlinkDedicated and BWP-UplinkDedicated can be ignored except the parameters listed in the excel sheet. If Option 2 is adopted by RAN2, they could use all the parameters in the excel sheet to formulate the SDT dedicated IE structure in some way they want. 

Moderator has the following explanations on the parameter list:
· Row 2~16 can be denoted as Set#1 which includes new parameters and existing parameters that need revisions. These rows contain relevant agreements or a specific note in column P to help RAN2 understand the situation.
· Row 17~34 can be denoted as Set#2, these are existing parameters in current CG configuration in licensed band, from Moderator’s understanding, the value range and configuration of these parameters can be directly reused according to the conclusion below, but considering that it’s up to RAN2 to decide whether to define SDT specific configuration as discussed above, Moderator suggests to provide these parameters in the list with the note in column P.
· For other parameters in ConfiguredGrantConfig IE but not included in the list, Moderator thinks these are either RAN2 related parameters(e.g. configuredGrantTimer) or unlicensed band parameters(e.g. cg-nrofPUSCH-InSlot-r16), there is no need to provide these parameters to RAN2.

	Conclusion:
· It is RAN1’s common understanding that the CG configuration mechanism in licensed band can be reused for CG-SDT in principle.



Comments
The above section explains what Moderator understands on the parameter list for CG-SDT, companies are encouraged to share their views on the general structure of parameter list and specific changes to the parameters in Set#1 and Set#2.
Any comments?

	Company
	View

	Qualcomm
	Agree with the conclusion in general. 
The draft of RRC parameter list also looks good to us. 
RAN1 can further discuss if the TA validation procedures/parameters for CG-PUSCH can bere-used for PUCCH transmission during CG-SDT. 
RRC parameters associated with SDT type selection/re-selection can be discussed in RAN2.

	Ericsson
	Thank you for the efforts of the Moderator. Please find some comments/questions below:

Set#1
Row 2: Perhaps this row may need to be updated based on the following agreement from RAN2:

· Highest N SSBs of all SSBs actually transmitted as indicated in SIB1 is used for RSRP based TA validation

Row 7, 8,13, 14: These aspects are currently under discussion in RAN1. Therefore, it would be good to wait for the discussion in RAN1 to conclude before making agreements.
Row 11: This may need further discussion in RAN1. SRI may be useful for CG-SDT in some scenarios (e.g., for codebook-based transmission).

Set#2
Row 21: Has it been agreed to transmit UCI on CG PUSCH?
Row 24: Power control aspects are currently under discussion in RAN1. It is better wait for the discussion in RAN1 to conclude before making agreements. 
Row 29: Since CG PUSCH transmission occurs in initial BWP (according to current RAN1 agreement), FDRA will always be of Type 1 (at least for retransmissions and subsequent transmissions). This aspect needs further clarification in RAN1 before it can be agreed. 
Row 31: Can 256QAM table be configured for CG-SDT in the initial BWP?


	Moderator
	@ Qualcomm Thanks for your comments, I agree, TA validation for PUCCH can be discussed in another email thread, SDT type selection is up to RAN2.
@ Ericsson Thanks for your careful check, please my response inline.
Set#1
Row 2: Perhaps this row may need to be updated based on the following agreement from RAN2:

· Highest N SSBs of all SSBs actually transmitted as indicated in SIB1 is used for RSRP based TA validation
Moderator: I guess you refer to Row 3. The column M, N, P have been updated, a new row is added as Row 62 to capture N(This row will be moved under Row 3 in the end, for now, in order to avoid confusion on row index, let’s keep it in Row 62). For column M and N for Row 62, I think it could be up to RAN2 to determine if RAN1 has no consensus since this option is selected by RAN2 and they may have some thoughts on it.

Row 7, 8,13, 14: These aspects are currently under discussion in RAN1. Therefore, it would be good to wait for the discussion in RAN1 to conclude before making agreements.
Moderator: Yes, these rows will be updated after RAN1 make relevant agreement.

Row 11: This may need further discussion in RAN1. SRI may be useful for CG-SDT in some scenarios (e.g., for codebook-based transmission).
Moderator: For CG-SDT, the SRI is configured in connected state based on beam measurement, but when UE triggers CG-SDT, UE may move and gNB has no idea of current beam measurement, so the SRI may be incorrect. Besides, UE can determine the UL beam based on the selected SSB, so is there a need or is it correct for UE to choose UL beam based on SRI?
Set#2
Row 21: Has it been agreed to transmit UCI on CG PUSCH?
Moderator: Basically the CG parameters in licensed band can be reused for CG-SDT based on our previous conclusion, from my understanding, CG-SDT UE may also transmit HARQ-ACK feedback which can be in PUCCH or UCI on PUSCH same as legacy behavior in licensed band, I don’t see a reason to preclude that. Maybe other companies could also share their views on it.

Row 24: Power control aspects are currently under discussion in RAN1. It is better wait for the discussion in RAN1 to conclude before making agreements. 
Moderator: Yes, I agree, I have put a note on this parameter.

Row 29: Since CG PUSCH transmission occurs in initial BWP (according to current RAN1 agreement), FDRA will always be of Type 1 (at least for retransmissions and subsequent transmissions). This aspect needs further clarification in RAN1 before it can be agreed. 
Moderator: Is there any restriction on FDRA type on initial BWP for normal CG configuration? If so,it can be applied to CG-SDT by default, otherwise, we may not need to add a restriction specific for CG-SDT. As for retransmissions and subsequent transmissions, these can be DG based, and USS can be configured for CG-SDT, through DCI 0-1 FDRA is not limited even on initial BWP. Other companies could also share their views on it.

Row 31: Can 256QAM table be configured for CG-SDT in the initial BWP?
Moderator: Is there any restriction on MCS table on initial BWP for normal CG configuration?  If so,it can be applied to CG-SDT by default, otherwise, we may not need to add a restriction specific for CG-SDT. Since CG-SDT is transmitted with valid TA, it can be assumed to have same performance with normal CG transmission. Other companies could also share their views on it.


	Intel
	Thanks FL for the great effort to capture the RRC parameters. Please see our comments below:
1. It would be good to mark “not agreed” RRC parameters as yellow for easy tracking or put in [].
2. For row 3, we suggest to put in [] as we did not agree this in RAN1 or RAN2.
3. For row 9, antennaPort should be a subset as we would need to support multiple DMRS antenna ports as agreed for DMRS resources.
4. For row 10, 11, we do not need these two parameters. 
5. For row 30 dmrs-SeqInitialization, at least {0, 1} needs to be included as for scrambling ID, which is similar to MsgA PUSCH.
6. For row 21, uci-OnPUSCH may not be needed. We could not find the use case for UCI multiplexing on CG-PUSCH. 
7. For row 34, we do not think we need priority indication for CG-PUSCH during CG-SDT. 

	vivo
	We share similar as Intel that it’s better to put those parameters without corresponding agreement in bracket and have them highlighted.
For row3, we have different understandings as Gary. In our understanding the RSRP threshold is already agreed, which will be used for determining a subset of SSB among the N best SSBs where the N is also configured.
For row 9/10/11, we should put them in bracket as detailed signaling should be further discussed, it may be not enough to decide the detailed signaling only based on the single layer assumption agreed in RAN1.

	Moderator
	@Intel Thanks for your good suggestion! Please find my responses below:
1. It would be good to mark “not agreed” RRC parameters as yellow for easy tracking or put in [].
Moderator: Good suggestion! I have marked several parameters in yellow, please check if there is any parameters missing.
2. For row 3, we suggest to put in [] as we did not agree this in RAN1 or RAN2.
Moderator: This is the agreed absolute RSRP threshold, the relevant agreement can be found in column P.
3. For row 9, antennaPort should be a subset as we would need to support multiple DMRS antenna ports as agreed for DMRS resources.
Moderator: Yes, I add “subset” in the description part to make it clear.
4. For row 10, 11, we do not need these two parameters. 
Moderator: Yes. But for row 10, we say it’s always 1 for CG-SDT should also be clear.
5. For row 30 dmrs-SeqInitialization, at least {0, 1} needs to be included as for scrambling ID, which is similar to MsgA PUSCH.
Moderator: It makes sense, although we haven’t mentioned we support 2 sequences for CG-SDT, from the mapping order agreement it can be inferred that mapping can be from sequence level, if only 1 sequence can be supported, that might be redundant.
6. For row 21, uci-OnPUSCH may not be needed. We could not find the use case for UCI multiplexing on CG-PUSCH. 
Moderator: If RAN2 decides to use DG for implicit ACK, then, there might be PUCCH and CG PUSCH transmission, so UCI on PUSCH may be useful. However, it depends on RAN2’s decision on how to indicate ACK to UE, let’s take Ericsson’s suggestion to leave it for RAN2 to determine.
7. For row 34, we do not think we need priority indication for CG-PUSCH during CG-SDT. 
Moderator: Yes, this parameter is introduced in URLLC, for CG-SDT it’s not needed, 

@vivo Thanks for your suggestion! Please find my responses below:
We share similar as Intel that it’s better to put those parameters without corresponding agreement in bracket and have them highlighted.
Moderator: I agree, those parameters that are not confirmed are highlighted and put in bracket.
For row3, we have different understandings as Gary. In our understanding the RSRP threshold is already agreed, which will be used for determining a subset of SSB among the N best SSBs where the N is also configured.
Moderator: Same view with you.
For row 9/10/11, we should put them in bracket as detailed signaling should be further discussed, it may be not enough to decide the detailed signaling only based on the single layer assumption agreed in RAN1.
Moderator: Done!





RA-SDT
Discussion
For RA-SDT, Moderator has the following clarifications:
· Row 35~43 can be denoted as Set#3, which includes new parameters and existing parameters that need revisions, 
· Row 44~61 can be denoted as Set#4, these are existing parameters for separate ROs for 4-step RACH and 2-step RACH, the value range and configuration of these parameters can be directly reused according to the agreement below, but considering that it’s up to RAN2 to decide whether to define RA-SDT specific configuration, Moderator suggests to provide these parameters in the list with the note in column P.
· For other parameters in existing 4-step/2-step non-SDT but not included in the list, Moderator thinks these are RAN2 related parameters(e.g. ra-ContentionResolutionTimer-r16), there is no need to provide these parameters to RAN2.

	Agreement:
· For RA-SDT, when PRACH occasions are separate between SDT and non-SDT, PRACH resource configurations/parameters for 4-step RACH and/or 2-step RACH should be re-used as much as possible for 4-step RACH and/or 2-step RACH based SDT, respectively.
· Note: It is up to RAN2 discussion on the RO configuration for RA-SDT in separate ROs.




Comments
The above section explains what Moderator understands on the parameter list for RA-SDT, companies are encouraged to share their views on the general structure of parameter list and specific changes to the parameters in Set#3 and Set#4. 
Any comments?
	Company
	View

	Qualcomm
	Agree with the conclusion in general. 
The draft of RRC parameter list also looks good to us. RRC parameters associated with SDT type selection/re-selection can be discussed in RAN2.


	Ericsson
	Set#3
Rows 36-39: On parameter related to shared RO, we prefer to wait for the progress in RAN2, as it depends on how preamble partitioning is carried out for different combination of features that require Msg1 indication.

Rows 40-43: Whether power control parameters for the separate RO case should be RA-SDT specific or not is currently under discussion in RAN1. It would be good to wait for the discussion in RAN1 to conclude before making agreements. 

Set#4
Row 44, 49, 53: Up to RAN2 whether these parameters should be RA-SDT specific or not (as captured in the notes).


	Moderator
	@Qualcomm Thanks for your comments. I agree, SDT type selection parameters can be discussed in RAN2.
@Ericsson Thanks for your comments. Please find my response inline.
Set#3
Rows 36-39: On parameter related to shared RO, we prefer to wait for the progress in RAN2, as it depends on how preamble partitioning is carried out for different combination of features that require Msg1 indication.
Moderator: I agree. But since RAN1 has agreements on this, I guess we can leave the parameter there and I have added a note “This parameter can be determined by RAN2 feature combination”, is that OK?

Rows 40-43: Whether power control parameters for the separate RO case should be RA-SDT specific or not is currently under discussion in RAN1. It would be good to wait for the discussion in RAN1 to conclude before making agreements. 
Moderator: I agree. I will update these rows after RAN1 make relevant agreements.

Set#4
Row 44, 49, 53: Up to RAN2 whether these parameters should be RA-SDT specific or not (as captured in the notes).
Moderator: I agree, this is what I would like to say with the note.



Summary
The final proposals will be added later.
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