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1
Introduction

This contribution provides answers to the questions raised in [1]. 
2
LTE Layer 1 related issues
2.1 Question 1 to RAN1
How many bits of signalling information can be included in the synchronisation request (RACH) message? Depending on the case, RAN2 could use these bits e.g. for:
· Some info on UL resources needed, priority, establishment cause, and random Id to assist in resolution of contention. 

· UE Id (C-RNTI or similar) already allocated by the network to the UE 

Answer to Question 1 to RAN2
All information should be contained in the selection of the signature sequence sent on RACH. Total of around 10 bits should be enough. UE Id could be conveyed through UE specific scrambling.  
2.2 Question 2 to RAN1

How many bits of signalling information can be included in the synchronisation response message in addition to any timing advance information ? Depending on the case, RAN2 could use these bits e.g. for:
· ·         Allocation of dedicated UL resources
· ·         Allocation of a new UE identity.
Answer to Question 2 to RAN2
12 bits for the new UE identity and depending on the system bandwidth 8-12 more bits for allocation of UL resources.

2.3 Question 3 to RAN1
Does RAN1 prefer to use two separate procedures for UL synchronisation and obtaining dedicated UL resources, or would RAN1 prefer to combine both procedures ? In order to speed up the transitions, RAN2 assumes it might be beneficial to combine both procedures.
Answer to Question 3 to RAN2
The two procedures should be combined. 

2.4 Question 4 to RAN1

RAN2 understands that the synchronisation request message may use multiple signatures in UL (to help resolving collisions).  Is RAN1 assuming that the number of different signatures will be sufficiently large for handling UE collisions, or will an additional “random-id” need to be included in the UL request ? 

Answer to Question 4 to RAN2
The number of signature sequences should be sufficiently large so that events where 2 or more users access he system simultaneously using the same signature are rare. In order to reduce probability of collision, each UE can randomly select the signature sequence based on “random id”. Explicit inclusion of “random-id” as part of a message that follows a signature sequence is not necessary.
2.5
Question 5 to RAN1
RAN2 assumes that the RACH transport channel might also be used in handover cases. Does RAN1 have any opinions on the UL synchronisation and scheduling request functionality that a UE will have to execute in the new cell in case of intra-LTE mobility ?

 Answer to Question 5 to RAN2:

RACH could be used to re-establish synchronization when UE is already in LTE_ACTIVE state. An access probe sent on RACH could contain some limited information useful for scheduling contained in the selection of the access signature.
2.5 Question 6 to RAN1
Does RAN1 have an opinion on whether a UE in LTE_ACTIVE is always maintaining UL synchronisation, or whether a UE in LTE_ACTIVE lose UL synchronisation, requiring additional procedure(s) before UL access can take place.
 Answer to Question 6 to RAN2

Handling of loss of UL synchronization should be defined as part of the uplink supervision procedure. 
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