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1. Summary of RACH e-mail reflector discussion
To progress work on non-synchronized random access, an e-mail reflector discussion was started on the following topics that were discussed in RAN1#47 [1] –

· Synchronized random access

· SR for synchronized uplink: Contention or non-contention based. Companies should provide details of the procedure.

· Is additional preamble structure needed for high mobility?

· RACH L1 Procedure: Early L2 contention resolution is currently FFS. 
Table 1 summarizes the views from participating companies.
Table 1.  Summary of random access email discussion.
	Company
	Synchronized random access for scheduling request
	Two preamble structures – 0.8ms and 2×0.4ms
	Early L2 contention – NACK included in preamble response

	Panasonic
	–
	Yes – per cell basis
	–

	Fujitsu
	Not needed
	Yes – per cell basis
	No

	Huawei
	–
	No – single preamble structure
	–

	Ericsson
	–
	–
	TBD by RAN2

	Texas Instruments
	Needed – preamble-based contention-free structure
	Keep the baseline structure.  Alternate structure may be supported on a per cell basis.  
	No – early preamble collision detection can be left to implementation.

	Nokia
	Not needed
	No – restricted sets of cyclic shifts would be allowed in cells with high speed UE's.
	No

	Siemens
	Not needed if uplink signal transmitted is frequent enough.  Needed if the periodicity of the uplink signal is limited by uplink time synchronization.
	–
	No

	Nortel
	–
	Some concerns about reduced code reuse and false alarm rate in adjacent cells that use the longer sequence.
	TBD by RAN2

	NTT DoCoMo
	Not needed – non-contention based channel is preferred
	Yes – per cell basis
	–

	Qualcomm
	Not needed
	No – single preamble structure of 2×0.4ms
	TBD by RAN2

	ZTE
	–
	Yes – per cell basis
	–

	LGE
	May be needed – but non-contention resource request is also necessary for delay sensitive traffic.
	No – single preamble structure with different shift per sequence index
	No – left to implementation

	Motorola
	Not needed
	Yes – per cell basis
	No strong preference

	Alcatel-Lucent
	Not needed – non-contention based channel is preferred
	No – single preamble structure of 2×0.4ms
	No


In addition, several other issues were discussed on the email reflector:
1. Necessity of preamble filtering – Fujitsu noted that filtering of RACH signals may be needed at the UE transmitter but can be left to implementation at eNodeB receiver.  Discussion on what of the filtering to be standardized, if necessary, may come after the settlement of discussion on the preamble structure.
2. Random access burst structure – Texas Instruments proposed a slight change in the CP/GT dimensioning from the current durations:  CP = 100µs / GT = 100 µs to proposed durations CP = 102.604 µs (197 samples at 1.92 MHz) GT = 97.395 µs (187 samples at 1.92 MHz).
3. Advanced receiver to mitigate preamble detection performance degradation for high-mobility UE’s – Several companies mentioned the possibility of using an advanced receiver to compensate for performance degradation at high speed.  By using an advanced receiver, only one preamble structure is required.
4. Impact of RAN2 discussion – Fujitsu provided several questions related to RACH procedure based on ongoing RAN2 discussion. 
5. Ericsson also suggested to discuss whether a shared scheduling request channel (synchronized random access) needs to be provided to complement the non-synchronized random access channel.

 Proposed way forward:

a. Agree to provide a dedicated scheduling request mechanism. Several schemes have been proposed which should be discussed during the Sorrento meeting.    

b. A single preamble structure is preferable, if it can be shown that the performance degradation is acceptable for cells supporting high speed UE’s.

c. For early L2 contention, NACK-collision (to indicate collision in the preamble) is not needed
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