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1. Overall Description:

RAN1 would like to thank RAN2 for the LS regarding the agreements related to CFRA support. 

Alt.1 (supported by ZTE [1717], Nokia [1976], vivo [1648], OPPO [1767], Intel [1984], Ericsson [2370])
Capture the following conclusion in the reply LS

 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



Adopt the following TP to TS 38.213 Section 8.2A

 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



Alt.2 (supported by HW [2660], QC [2527])
RAN1 impact: If UE’s attempts for two-step CFRA fail during handover, it has to fallback/switch to two-step CBRA. However, for Rel-16 two-step CBRA, UE’s procedures on resource mapping, beam management, power control, RACH type selection and fallback are all based on SSB.

Capture the following conclusion in the reply LS
 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



Adopt the following TP to TS 38.213 Section 8.2A

 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



Q1: Which alternative should be taken?

	Company
	Alt.1 or Alt.2
	If Alt.2 is preferred, please list the concerns from RAN1 perspective

If Alt.1 is preferred, please try to address the concerns

	Ericsson
	Alt. 1
	We cannot see the concerns on supporting CSI-RS for 2-step CFRA which is also supported 4-step CFRA.

Note that even with only SSB RS in CFRA, if none of the SSBs have SS-RSRP above rsrp-ThresholdSSB amongst the SSBs in candidateBeamRSList, UE needs to switch to CBRA. (See section 5.1.2 and 5.1.2a in MAC running CR R2-2002379)
In CBRA, CSI-RS is not used either in R15, what’s the concern on CBRA? CSI-RS is only used in CFRA (except PDCCH ordered CFRA) based on our understanding. 

	LGE
	Just capturing the conclusion in Alt.2  in the reply LS

	In WI for 2-step RACH [RP-2000085], ‘RAN1 work addresses only CBRA (i.e. not considering CFRA)’ is described as a part of objective. But, it is observed that both Alt.1 (CSI-RS based CFRA) brings RAN1 impact (i.e., RAN1 discussion, RAN1 spec impact, etc)

Regardless of discussion on CSI-RS based CFRA, we may need to discuss the TP for QCL condition. It seems that the proposed TP for QCL condition is not related with this reply LS. Also, this email thread is not good place to discuss on the proposed TP for QCL condition.

	Intel
	Alt. 1
	In our view, we can simply follow the principle on the support of CSI-RS in 4-step CFRA as for 2-step CFRA. We do not see issues for this. 
Regarding the TP for QCL assumption, we think it would be good not to include the TP in the draft LS to RAN2. We can discuss the TP separately in RAN1 later. 

	Qualcomm
	Alt. 2
	In NR Rel-15, CSI-RS based CFRA is an optional UE feature for 4-step RACH, and the use cases include HO and BFR.
In NR Rel-16, 2-step CFRA was not studied in RAN1 and the only use case agreed in RAN2 is HO. On UE side, CSI-RS based measurements potentially incur higher latency than SSB-based measurements. Considering HO can be supported by 4-step CFRA and SSB-based 2-step CFRA, it is not necessary to consider another CFRA type without clear benefits in latency reduction but complicates UE’s procedure for RACH type selection, resource validation, PRACH to PRU mapping, power control, fall-back and etc.

	Samsung
	Slightly Alt.1
	We agree some of the comments from QC that the CSI-RS based RACH is optional for rel-15 UE. And also as HW’s view in their tdoc, it’s RAN2’s decision on planning completing 2step CFRA by themselves, even though, RAN1 has shown our concern that it somehow need more time and discussion.

Put these history aside, we so far did not see an big issue to support CSI-RS based 2step CFRA. The resource indication could be similar to Rel-15, with the addition on the other LS discussion. We could even make this as UE optional feature for rel-16 2step RACH as well. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Alt. 2
	We don’t understand why CBRA has to be tied here in Ericsson comment. 

We don’t prefer to introduce a feature only because the spec texts can be simply copied from somewhere else as response to Intel and Samsung’s comments.

There is clear UE implementation difference on with or without CSI-RS based CFRA and the benefits are not justified on top of SSB based operation from RAN1 perspective. Given without this the CFRA for HO specification can be completed functionally, we consider this as an optimization that can be done in future release.

TP is not needed and can be discussed separately. 

	Nokia
	Alt. 1
	We do not have any concerns related to supporting CSI-RS based 2-step CFRA. It should be noted that this would be similar to the existing CSI-RS based CFRA as we already have for 4-step RACH procedure.

	vivo
	Alt.1
	Considering CSI-RS based contention free RA for HO is supported in Rel.15 as an optional capability, we don’t see there is concern on supporting CSI-RS based 2-step CFRA.

	OPPO
	Alt 1
	We also think supporting the 2-step CFRA based on CSI-RS QCL is natural results.

2-step RACH procedure based on CSI-RS is already take cared. 

We are also fine for the text proposal.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Alt 1
	We do not have any issue or concern to support CSI-RS based 2-step CFRA. This TP seems to be just followed from Rel-15 behavior, and it would not be new issue. The motivation on supporting CSI-RS based 2-step CFRA should not be discussed here, and RAN1 can reply whether to see any issue or concern based on LS request.

Also, we agree with Ericsson, and cannot see any issue on fallback/switch to CBRA.


2. Actions:

To RAN2
ACTION: RAN1 would like to respectfully ask RAN2 to take the above information into account. 

3. Date of Next RAN WG1 Meetings:
TSG-RAN WG1 Meeting #101-e
25 May - 6 June. 2020, 

Online

TSG-RAN WG1 Meeting #102
24 - 28 Aug. 2020, 

Toulouse, FR

Supporting CSI-RS based 2-step CFRA will not impact RAN1 and only one minor change is needed in the QCL related description in TS 38.213 which is as same as the description of 4-step CFRA. 


Therefore, RAN1 has no issues or concerns to support CSI-RS for 2-step CFRA.





---------------------------------Text proposal starts for TS 38.213, Section 8.2A --------------------------------


=====unchanged text omitted======


If the UE detects a DCI format 1_0 with CRC scrambled by the corresponding MSGB-RNTI and receives a transport block in a corresponding PDSCH, the UE may assume same DM-RS antenna port quasi co-location properties, as described in [6, TS 38.214], as for a SS/PBCH block or a CSI-RS resource the UE used for PRACH association, as described in Subclause 8.1, regardless of whether or not the UE is provided TCI-State for the CORESET where the UE receives the PDCCH with the DCI format 1_0.


=====unchanged text omitted======


------------------------------- Text proposal ends for TS 38.213, Section 8.2A -----------------------------------





RAN1 has not discussed CSI-RS based RACH operation for 2-step RACH including association with PRACH resources and related QCL assumptions. RAN1 understand that CFRA can be performed based on SSB only without introducing CSI-RS based operation. Since further enhancement and specification work for CFRA is not pursued in RAN1, RAN1 does not plan to further support CSI-RS for 2-step CFRA. 





---------------------------------Text proposal starts for TS 38.213, Section 8.2A --------------------------------


=====unchanged text omitted======


If the UE detects a DCI format 1_0 with CRC scrambled by the corresponding MSGB-RNTI and receives a transport block in a corresponding PDSCH, the UE may assume same DM-RS antenna port quasi co-location properties, as described in [6, TS 38.214], as for a SS/PBCH block resource the UE used for PRACH association, as described in Subclause 8.1, regardless of whether or not the UE is provided TCI-State for the CORESET where the UE receives the PDCCH with the DCI format 1_0. 


=====unchanged text omitted======


------------------------------- Text proposal ends for TS 38.213, Section 8.2A -----------------------------------








�Just try to clarify why we mentioned “CBRA” and “SSB” in the comment:


We’re not tying the CBRA to CSI-RS, our comment is to address the concern summarized below by Li, and it’s also our question from our side why proponent companies of alt 2 have concerns on fallback to CBRA from CFRA even if CSI-RS is supported for CFRA (it’s already like this in 4-step RACH).


Alt.2 (supported by HW [2660], QC [2527])


RAN1 impact: If UE’s attempts for two-step CFRA fail during handover, it has to fallback/switch to two-step CBRA. However, for Rel-16 two-step CBRA, UE’s procedures on resource mapping, beam management, power control, RACH type selection and fallback are all based on SSB.








