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1	Introduction
In this contribution, we provide discussions and our views on the remaining open issues of 2-step CBRA. 
2	Discussions
Based on the progress in RAN2 #107bis [1] and the email discussions after the meeting, we observe the following open issues. We also provide some discussions in the table. 
Table 1 Open issues and views
	No.
	Issue
	Discussions

	#1
	Handling of PREAMBLE_TRANSMISSION_COUNTER
	For PREAMBLE_TRANSMISSION_COUNTER (transmission counter for simplicity), combied with preambleTransMax, it controls the maximum number of RACH attempts. Although we introduce fallback from 2-step to 4-step RACH, it seems unnecessary to change the existing procedure, which may impact the overall latency performance of related procedures. Network can configure preambleTransMax values for 2-step and 4-step RACH, and which preambleTransMax should be used is decided by the selected RA type in the initialization stage. When fallback to 4-step RACH after N times, the transmission counter for 4-step RACH shall start with that of the 2-step RACH.

	#2
	Handling of PREAMBLE_POWER_RAMPING_COUNTER
	For the power ramping counter the considerations may be a bit different, as 2-step RACH and 4-step RACH may use different physical resources and thus has different link performance. It seems reasonable to have separate parameters for power ramping for them. However, it seems this can be decided in RAN1. 

	#3
	Whether backoff should be applied when there is a switch from 2-step random access to 4-step random access
	As we assume separate resources are configured for 2-step and 4-step RACH, it seems not necessary to apply a backoff period in case of rach type switching. 


	#4
	Rach procedure completion for asyn + UL data case, i.e., TAC MAC CE alone or TAC MAC CE + UL grant
	As it is possible that TAC MAC CE is sent alone or together with UL grant, this seems implemention choices on the network side. Therefore, it seems for this case we can still use TAC MAC CE as RACH completion condition.

	#5
	Whether UE keeps monitoring msgB after reception of fallbackRAR
	This seems not a critical issue, as it seems RAN2’s common view that UE is not required to keep monitoring msgB upon reception of fallbackRAR. The only issue is do we explicitly capture in the spec that UE shall stop this monitoring. Given that we have a “may” behaviour in 4-step RACH, it seems OK to have it in 2-step RACH.

	#6
	Contention resolution for BFR case
	For BFR case, it seems we can largely follow the legacy procedure. Only difference is in legacy 4-step the C-RNTI PDCCH is in response to msg3, but for 2-step CBRA it is in response to msgA. Still it seems no special design is needed here.

	#7
	x
	x



Based on these discussions we summarized our proposals in section 3.

3	Summary
Based on the discussions in section 2, we have the following proposals for RAN2’s further discussions.

Proposal 1	RAN2 send the agreement (if any) on RACH transmission counter to RAN1. RAN2 consult RAN1 whether separate counters are used for power ramping for different RACH types. 
Proposal 2	Backoff is not applied when UE fallback from 2-step to 4-step after attempt to re-transmit msgA for “N” times. 
Proposal 3	No new RACH completion condition for asyn+UL data case. 
Proposal 4	If no consensus to specify other behaviour, the UE is not required to monitor msgB upon reception of fallbackRAR. 
Proposal 5	RAN2 confirms that for the case of 2-step CBFR for BFR, UE considers Random Access Response reception successful upon reception in RAR a PDCCH addressed to the C-RNTI. 
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