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This document captures the summary of the following offline email discussion:
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	UP open issues and CR capturing agreed corrections
Deadline: To be set by rapporteur

Please use the following deadline
· Comment deadline: Monday W2, 1900 UTC (for collecting views)
· Rapporteur proposals: Wednesday W2, 0700 UTC (proposed outcome)
· Document deadline: 1h before session (discussion report)
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Discussion – First round
UL carrier selection for RA-SDT (R2-2207905)
In R2-2207905 it is proposed to add a condition to select UL carrier in 5.1.1 only in case RA-SDT is not initiated. 
Rapporteur’s view
This has been discussed during the SDT CR drafting phase and we ended up with this text I guess. 
Note that in section 5.27.1, we chose the wording below as a result of this discussion during the CR phase. 
2>	else if a set of Random Access resources for performing RA-SDT are selected according to clause 5.1.1b on the selected UL carrier:
So, it seems the current spec are fine. But we can check if companies think this needs any further updates. 
Q1: Do companies think that changes as proposed in R2-2207905 are necessary? 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Another approach is maybe better?
	Section 5.27.1 happens first to decide whether to do SDT or not. When this is executed, the UE has not yet evaluated section 5.1.1b. So it seems a bit strange to refer to the (not yet evaluated) outcome of 5.1.1b. But I guess strictly these procedures should then be performed by the UE with a crystal ball (and that works, but not nice way of specifying things).

Now the change from Nokia seem to try to avoid that the UE is selecting NUL in section 5.27.1, and SUL in 5.1.1.

I don’t think this would ever happen since the UE executes these conditions instantaneously. So functional-wise this change is not needed.

The change is perhaps more of a polishing-nature to avoid that the UE does the NUL/SUL evaluation two times? One approach would be to have a NOTE explaining to the reader how the slightly peculiar spec is meant to be read. The reader might mistakenly think that the UE could end up with different outcomes of the NUL/SUL checking. The NOTE could be in NUL/SUL check in 5.1.1 to explain that (wording can be polished): “For the case of RA-SDT, the UE has already performed the NUL/SUL selection in section 5.27.1 and the outcome of the above NUL/SUL selection will have the same result.” 

We note that section 5.27.1 does not have any PCMAX setting. So to completely omit this NUL/SUL selection in 5.1.1 as proposed by the CR perhaps breaks something?

Minor detail:
The formatting of the CR needs to be fixed. The style is “Normal” but should be B1/B2/.. That would solve the indentation-issue too, i.e. no need to add the new indentations as B2 automatically gets placed on the correct level. 

	ZTE
	No
	We think the change is not needed since nothing is wrong without the CR.
In addition, in SDT, the UE perform the RACH resource verification before SDT is initiated, but not resource selection.
As explained by Ericsson above, one should assume that the UE executes these checks instantaneously (i.e. there should not be huge time lag between execution of 5.2.7 and 5.1.1 etc). 

	Nokiua
	Yes
	5.27.1 are only to check if RA-SDT procedure can be initiated.

It needs to be ensured no UL carrier can be reselected after this point in time if the other UL carrier does not have RA-SDT resources.

	LGE
	No
	In our understanding, it is already discussed in RAN2#118-e and no changes are pursued. We agree that the UL carrier selection is performed twice for SDT procedure (i.e., during the SDT initiation and the corresponding Random Access procedure). However, as discussed in previous meeting, it would cause no harm since the same RSRP threshold is used for both procedure. Therefore, there is no need to discuss again since it is not essential.

	OPPO
	No
	Agree with ZTE and LGE

	Intel
	No
	Agree with ZTE and LGE that this has been discussed in the last meeting and no further changes are seen to be necessary.

	MediaTek
	Open to Ericsson’s approach
	That is, a Note may be all that’s needed here.

	Xiaomi
	No
	Agree with ZTE and LGE.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	OK, but
	We raised a similar issue for RACH partition selection during the last meeting (see R2-2205942) and it was discarded back then. In general, we should be consistent and we would be OK to capture this as a note covering both UL carrier and RACH partition selection, e.g. something like:
“If the carrier selection and the selection of the set of random access resources were performed due to SDT procedure initiation, then the UE should not perform them again.”

	Slight majority think that there is no need to change anything. Since we discussed this in the past too, propose to not change anything

Proposal 1: changes proposed in R2-2207905 are not pursued (5/9)




Correction to selection of RA resources for RICS (R2-2207990)
In R2-2207990 it was pointed out that when the UE performs the selection of the set of Random Access resources according to the clause 5.1.1b, the UE always needs to determine whether the MSG3 repetition is applicable or not. This was noted as being redundant in case of CFRA. A change was proposed to avoid this redundant check. 
Rapporteur’s view
Although an alternative way of specifying this is feasible, it seems that the UE behaviour will be the same in both implementations (i.e. final outcome would be the same). Since the current spec is not broken, it is not clear if companies would prefer this clean-up. So, the following question is asked.  
Q2: Do companies think that changes as proposed in R2-2207989 are necessary? 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Ericsson
	No
	This CR does not seem to change anything and is just shuffling around text? We don’t thin this “burden on the UE”-argument is a strong motivator as the internal UE-code could do in in the way proposed if a particular UE vendor would prefer.

	ZTE
	No
	We think the change is not critical since nothing is wrong without the change and UE behaviour doesn’t change with the change (as explained by rapporteur and by Ericsson above). 

	Nokia
	Yes
	Seems clearer in terms of modelling.

	LGE
	No
	If the changes is adopted, the corresponding UE behaviour for fallback case from CFRA to CBRA would be ambiguous, as in our response of Q4. Therefore, this change should not be implemented.

	OPPO
	No
	If this is CFRA, it is fairly clear that UE will not very msg3 repeitition.

	Intel
	No
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	This proposed text is clearer.

	Xiaomi
	No
	It seems not essential as UE behaviour is the same with or without this change.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes (proponent)
	We think this text is clearer and also slightly less complex for UE implementation (as the CE check does not have to be done unnecessarily).

	Majority think that there is no need to change anything. 

Proposal 2: changes proposed in R2-2207989 are not pursued (6/9)



Correction to CFRA with additionalRACH-Configs (R2-2208132)
In R2-2208132 it was proposed to clarify in section 5.1.1c that when requested to perform contention-free random access, the UE selects the RA channel configured by rach-ConfigCommon.
Rapporteur’s view
We agreed that “In case of CFRA, in order to initialize the RACH parameters (such as rsrp-ThresholdSSB etc) and for CBRA fallback - UE uses RA parameters of Rel-15 common RACH resource or for RedCap common RACH resource” – RAN#117-e. 
The selection of the RACH resources when CFRA is configured is captured in 5.1.1b according to the above. It is unclear whether any further change is needed to this in section 5.1.1c where we only determine the availability of resources based on the feature combination.  
Given the above, we can first check the views of companies on the CR to gather some feedback first. 
Q3: Do companies agree with the reason for change and the change proposed in R2-2208132? 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	ZTE
	No
	We think current text in 5.1.1b is clear enough. Since there is no room for misunderstanding, the change proposed seems not necessary.

	Nokia
	No
	5.1.1b covers this.

	LGE
	No
	In RAN2#118, it is agreed that the RedCap specific RACH resource is selected when a RedCap UE fallbacks from CFRA to CBRA procedure.
· For the fallback cases from CFRA to CBRA, RedCap UE should select the RedCap specific RACH resource, if it is configured (adopt the text similar to the one in R2-2205941)

As a result of the aforementioned agreement, when the CFRA is initiated for RedCap UE, RedCap RACH resource is selected as follows:
1>	else if contention-free Random Access Resources have been provided for this Random Access procedure and RedCap is applicable for the current Random Access procedure and there is one set of Random Access resources available that is only configured with RedCap indication:
2>	select this set of Random Access resources for this Random Access procedure.
On the other hand, if the changes proposed in R2-2208132 are agreed, all the CFRA resources are considered as legacy RACH resource, which is not aligned with 5.1.1.b of the current MAC spec which follows the previous agreement.

Therefore, this should not be implemented. 

	OPPO
	No
	We think current 5.1.1b covers this case

	Intel
	Maybe
	Agree with the intention of the CR as it is trying to make clear that Rel-15 common RACH is used.  It is currently unclear whether this is clear in section 5.1.1b. Maybe it would be good to add a clarification, for example as shown below in red ink and underline which suggest adding that in the last ‘else’ in section 5.1.1b:

     else:
2>	select the set of Random Access resources that are not associated with any feature indication (as specified in clause 5.1.1c, i.e. rach-ConfigCommon) for the current Random Access procedure.

If majority companies think it is clear, we are also fine not to add further clarification.

	 MediaTek
	Yes
	We can see how it could be simpler to always just use the legacy RACH resources for CFRA.

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	In the current spec, the UE would select the RACH partition that is only configured with RedCap indication in some CFRA case. In this case, the UE will perform initialization of variables according to the selected RedCap-only RACH partition. But what is proposed in the CR is not consistent with the current specifications.

	Majority think that there is no need to change anything. 

Proposal 3: changes proposed in R2-2208132 are not pursued (6/8)



Fallback cases from CFRA to CBRA in CE-only BWP (R2-2208400)
In R2-2208400 the following proposals were made. 
Proposal 1. For the fallback cases from CFRA to CBRA, the UE should select the RACH resource for Msg3 repetition, if the operating BWP is only configured with RACH resource for Msg3 repetition.
Proposal 2. If the RedCap UE is operating in the BWP configured only with RACH resource for Msg3 repetition, the RedCap UE shall select the RedCap specific RACH resource combined with Msg3 repetition, if it is configured.
Rapporteur’s view
The main motivation in R2-2208400 seems to be to avoid BWP switch in case of fallback from CFRA to CBRA in the above case. However, the current understanding in the spec seems to be that this can anyway be avoided since RACH resource not associated with any feature can be configured on the BWP in which CFRA resources are configured. If such resource exists on the CFRA BWP, then UE can select these resources and there is no BWP switch. The question is whether there is any issue with this assumption.  
So, we should first check if companies think that the use case is valid and if so, we can check if the change is supported
Q4: Do companies agree with the reason for change and the change proposed in R2-2208400? 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Ericsson
	No?
	It is unclear to us what negative impact it has to not do this change. The paper mentions that there is an “unnecessary” BWP switch which the proponent argues may be complex for the UE.

	ZTE
	No
	We think network can ensure that CFRA is configured on the BWP with legacy RACH resource by the network (RACH resource not associated to any feature). With this assumption, the change is not needed (i.e. no BWP switch is needed). 

	Nokia
	No
	Up to NW configuration to comply with the agreement to provide common RACH resources for CBRA fallback whenever CFRA configured.

	LGE
	Yes
	Proponent.
Companies may have misunderstood the problem. If CBRA RACH resource for legacy RACH partition is configured in the active BWP, that BWP is NOT CE-only BWP. 

The issue is for CE-only BWP (i.e., all the CBRA resource is associated with Msg3 repetition). According to the current spec, RA resource selection for the fallback case should be performed within the same RACH partition, i.e., legacy RACH partition. However, in the CE-only BWP, there is no CBRA resource for legacy RACH partition. Therefore, the UE cannot select any Random Access resource.

We ask companies to check the problem when the CFRA resource is configured in the CE-only BWP.

	OPPO
	No
	CE-only BWP suppose to only configured with msg3 repetition relevant RACH resource. but network is not forbidden to configure normal CBRA RACH resource.

	Intel
	No
	We have the same assumption/understanding that BWP switching can be avoided if RACH resource not associated with any feature are configured in the BWP in which CFRA resources are configured.

	MediaTek
	No
	It is unclear why this situation is critical and cannot be avoided by NW implementation. This just further complicates RA resource selection to address a corner case.

	Xiaomi
	No
	It can be up to NW implementation.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We agree this can be handled by NW implementation.

	Majority think that there is no need to change anything. 

Proposal 4: changes proposed in R2-2208400 are not pursued (8/9)



Correction to NOTE about determining feature applicability (R2-2208614)
In R2-2208614 it is proposed to clarify that the applicability of specific slice group(s) can be determined by upper layer when the RA procedure is initiated not only by the upper layer but also by the MAC layer.
Rapporteur’s view
The slice information associated with any RACH procedure should either directly or indirectly come from the upper layers and it is unclear how MAC can determine this without such information from upper layers. So, it is unclear if the change is necessary. 
Q5: Do companies agree with the change proposed in R2-2208614? 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Ericsson
	No
	We understand the change is about which layer initiates the RA procedure where the UE shall indicate which slice it is interested in (using preambles).

[bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Its unclear to us if/how MAC can initiate the RA procedure for slicing.

[Xiaomi’s comments]
From our understanding, the applicability determination is not equal to the RA procedure initiation. 

Currently, the only RA trigged by RRC is SCG setup/change while the other cases, for example, the RA due to RRC connection establishment, it is always triggered by MAC itself, the only thing RRC does is to submit the RRC message to lower layers.

For slice specific RA, all cases should be considered, i.e. the RA should be intiated not only by the RRC layer. 

As for how MAC can intiate the RA procedure, similar to the RA due to RRC connection establish, RRC layer can provide the NSAG information for the MAC initiating the RA procedure.

	ZTE
	No
	It is not clear how can MAC derive the slice info if the RACH procedure is triggered by MAC itself, especially for the case where multiple DRB for different NW slice are configured.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][Xiaomi’s comments]
See our reply above. The NSAG information is always derivate by the upper layer, but for the RACH initiation, it should NOT be limited to the RRC layer as currently RRC trigger RA is only for the SCG setup/change.

	Nokia
	Yes
	It is unclear why we would need to specify who initiates the RA procedure, but the important point is how the slice group(s) are determined.
[Xiaomi’s comments]
Yes, and we think all companies agreed that the NSAG is determined by the upper layer, but the RA procedure initiation limition in current version should be removed as it can also be initiated by the MAC layer.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]NOTE 2: The applicability of SDT is determined by MAC entity according to clause 5.27. The applicability of specific slice group(s) is determined by upper layers when the Random Access procedure is initiated by the upper layers. The applicability of RedCap is also determined by upper layers when Random Access procedure is initiated and it is applicable to the Random Access procedures initiated by PDCCH orders and any Random Access procedure initiated by the MAC entity.


	LGE
	Yes
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]For slicing, the slice-specific RACH operation is performed when the UE is transition from RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE state to RRC_CONNECTED state. In our understanding, for these cases, the random access does not initiated from the upper layer (i.e., no procedure text in TS 38.331 to initiate Random Access procedure). Rather, the random access is initiated by MAC layer since there is no uplink resource to transmit corresponding RRC messages. 
Therefore, the changes seems correct and should be implemented.


	OPPO
	No
	As for the cases mentioned by LGE, we think it is the RRC trigger the RACH procedure.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK6][Xiaomi’s comments]
We disagree with OPPO. For the case mentioned by LGE, it should be the MAC trigger the RACH procedure. 
We can check the clause 5.1.1 in the version of TS 36.321 v960, for the RA procedure intialization, all are handled by MAC layer while no mention of RRC. In the later version, the RRC trigger case is introduced, but it is only for the SCG setup/change case. 
For the case mentioned by LGE, it is intiated by the MAC layer, the only thing RRC does is to submit the RRC message to lower layers and no trigger of RA from RRC to MAC. Upon reception of the RRC message, MAC shall intiate the RA procedure.

	Intel
	No
	

	MediaTek
	No
	

	Xiaomi
	Proponent
	As we reply above, the applicable of the NSAG is not the same with the RACH initiation. The applicable of the NSAG can be always determined by the upper layer, while the RA procedure can be intiated by the MAC layer and the RRC layer. So we should remove the RA initialization limitation for RAN slicing and have the same wording with other features, i.e. 
The applicability of specific slice group(s) is determined by upper layers when the Random Access procedure is initiated by the upper layers. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Agree with Nokia and Xiaomi.

	Slight majority think that there is no need to change anything. Rapporteur thinks this is not critical either way since the existing note seems to be not wrong, so, we can try the majority view first. 

Proposal 5: changes proposed in R2-2208614 are not pursued (5/9)



Missing description of ssb-SharedRO-MaskIndex in RA resource selection (R2-2208662)
In R2-2208662 it is proposed to capture that RO selection is additionally restricted by ssb-SharedRO-MaskIndex in section 5.1.2 and 5.1.2a. 
Rapporteur’s view
It seems this variable is indeed missing from the MAC spec. So, it seems we should capture this. Also, we should introduce this variable in section 5.1.1. 
It may also be feasible to confine all the changes to section 5.1.1 (e.g. by initialising the ra-ssb-OccasionMaskIndex using this variable where applicable). Companies can consider this option too in feedback comments. 
So, it seems some changes are needed for this. So, companies are invited to comment on the changes in R2-2208662. 
Q5: Do companies agree with the changes proposed in R2-2208662? 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	We are fine with the CR. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	All companies agree with the changes in R2-2208662. 

Proposal 6: Agree the changes in R2-2208662 (9/9).



Summary – First round
The following proposals are made: 
To agree offline: 
Proposal 1: changes proposed in R2-2207905 are not pursued (5/9)
Proposal 2: changes proposed in R2-2207989 are not pursued (6/9)
Proposal 3: changes proposed in R2-2208132 are not pursued (6/8)
Proposal 4: changes proposed in R2-2208400 are not pursued (8/9)
Proposal 6: Agree the changes in R2-2208662 (9/9)
For online discussion: 
Proposal 5: changes proposed in R2-2208614 (to clarify that the applicability of specific slice group(s) can be determined by upper layer when the RA procedure is initiated not only by the upper layer but also by the MAC layer) are not pursued (5/9)




