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1	Introduction 
In the last meeting RAN2 have made the agreements about the 2-step RACH report, which imply the following message structure:
RA-InformationCommon-r16 ::=         SEQUENCE {
    absoluteFrequencyPointA-r16          ARFCN-ValueNR,
    locationAndBandwidth-r16             INTEGER (0..37949),
    subcarrierSpacing-r16                SubcarrierSpacing,
    msg1-FrequencyStart-r16              INTEGER (0..maxNrofPhysicalResourceBlocks-1)     OPTIONAL,
    msg1-FrequencyStartCFRA-r16          INTEGER (0..maxNrofPhysicalResourceBlocks-1)     OPTIONAL,
    msg1-SubcarrierSpacing-r16           SubcarrierSpacing                                OPTIONAL,
    msg1-SubcarrierSpacingCFRA-r16       SubcarrierSpacing                                OPTIONAL,
    msg1-FDM-r16                         ENUMERATED {one, two, four, eight}               OPTIONAL,
    msg1-FDMCFRA-r16                     ENUMERATED {one, two, four, eight}               OPTIONAL,
    perRAInfoList-r16                    PerRAInfoList-r16,
  
 ...,
[[
msgA-FrequencyStart-r17              INTEGER (0..maxNrofPhysicalResourceBlocks-1)     OPTIONAL,
    msgA-FrequencyStartCFRA-r17          INTEGER (0..maxNrofPhysicalResourceBlocks-1)     OPTIONAL,
    msgA-SubcarrierSpacing-r17           SubcarrierSpacing                                OPTIONAL,
    msgA-SubcarrierSpacingCFRA-r17       SubcarrierSpacing                                OPTIONAL,
    msgA-FDM-r17                         ENUMERATED {one, two, four, eight}               OPTIONAL,
    msgA-FDMCFRA-r17                     ENUMERATED {one, two, four, eight}               OPTIONAL
]]
} 
In this paper we provide our views on the remaining issues of 2-step RACH report, specifically we attempt to resolve the remaining FFSs from the previous meetings:
· “Choose ‘per RA procedure’ for the granularity of RA type (2 step RA vs 4 step RA) indication. FFS: Implicit vs explicit indication.”
· “To introduce 2-step RACH related information in RACH report: enhance the legacy field ra-InformationCommon to include 2-step RA related information. FFS the detailed information.”
· “UE includes the measured RSRP of DL pathloss reference obtained just before performing RACH procedure in 2step RA report. FFS how to reduce the report overhead.”
2   	Discussion
Previously, RAN2 have agreed that “The RA report includes an indication that enables the network to know that the fallback from 2 step RA to 4 step RA was performed by the UE. FFS: Implicit vs explicit indication.”. First, it must be noted that with the message structure shown about (or similar) the network can already deduce the following information:
· UE attempted 4-step RACH only (if only 4-step RACH information is present), or
· UE attempted 2-step RACH only (if only 2-step RACH information is present), or
· UE had to fall back from 4-step RACH to 2-step RACH (if both 4-step and 2-step RACH information is present).
Observation 1: the network can deduce whether 4-step to 2-step RACH fallback has occurred without an explicit indication.
With regards to additional indication a UE may provide to the network about the fallback, the following have been proposed so far:
· Reason for the fallback, e.g. RAR reception failure (expiration of ra-ResponseWindow or msgB-ResponseWindow) or contention resolution failure 
· In which RA attempt the fallback occurred 
With regards to the former, it is not clear whether the network would be able to perform different optimizations even if that information is available, and if so – how.
With regards to the latter, as was already pointed out by many companies, the network can deduce the information about at which RA attempt the fallback occurred, by comparing the number of reported RA attempts with MsgA-Transmax, which is known to the network.
Proposal 1: no additional information (besides what has been agreed already) about the 4-step RACH to 2-step RACH fallback is needed.
Note: with the above agreement, we can consider the first two FFSs (listed above) as resolved.
Another RAN2 agreement with a pending FFS is “UE includes the measured RSRP of DL pathloss reference obtained just before performing RACH procedure in 2step RA report. FFS how to reduce the report overhead.”. Here we would like to point out that reporting just the initial RSRP of DL pathloss is tolerable and the way to avoid the overhead (as agreed) is not to report RSRP per RA attempt, which is also aligned with another RAN2 agreement that “The reporting granularity of whether the DL beam quality, associated to the used 2 step RA resource, is above or below the msgA-RSRP-ThresholdSSB is per-RA-attempt.”. The dlRSRPAboveThreshold-r16 IE, which is already reported in perRAInfoList-r16, can be re-used for that. 
Proposal 2: the only RSRP related information reported per RA attempt (in addition to the RSRP reported per RA report) is an indication of whether the DL beam quality is above or below the msgA-RSRP-ThresholdSSB; the dlRSRPAboveThreshold-r16 IE can be re-used for that.
Note: this agreement would resolve the last FFS.
3	Conclusions
Observation 1: the network can deduce whether 4-step to 2-step RACH fallback has occurred without an explicit indication.
Proposal 1: no additional information (besides what has been agreed already) about the 4-step RACH to 2-step RACH fallback is needed.
Proposal 2: the only RSRP related information reported per RA attempt (in addition to the RSRP reported per RA report) is an indication of whether the DL beam quality is above or below the msgA-RSRP-ThresholdSSB; the dlRSRPAboveThreshold-r16 IE can be re-used for that.
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