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1	Introduction
In [1-3] the remaining MAC aspects for 2-step RACH were discussed and some open issues were observed. In this contribution we look into these and present our views on some of the open issues.  
2	Views on the Remaining issues in MAC
The issues hereafter are mainly observed from [1-3]. 
1.	Variable naming
Two options are listed in [3].
Option 1: we introduce new variable names for all the 2-step RACH specific IEs – e.g. msgA-PowerRampingStepHighPriority in RRC 
or
Option 2: we keep the same names in RRC for 2-step and 4-step variables but in MAC spec (at least for some of the variables), we then need to refer to specific RRC IE which configures the variable when initializing the value
Generally we prefer to make the spec clear and easy to interpret. In some case the same variable name appear in sub-sections for both 2-step and 4-step, which might create confusion to some. In this sense Option 1 can be adopted unless certain variable is considered quite clear without using a different name. Another benefit is to avoid too much cross impact btw specs, e.g., a specific RRC IE update might require changes to MAC as well. 
[bookmark: p1]Proposal 1	To introduce new variable names for all the 2-step RACH specific IEs, with prefix ‘msgA-’ when applicable.

2.	CSI-RS applicability for 2-step CFRA
The proposal of sending LS to RAN1 is agreeable. We should align with RAN1 in any potential impact at this late stage of WI. 
As this seems to be not so controversial aspect we are not including a proposal here.

3.	Preamble group selection
This issue is also related to the next one. And for this one the summary made from Rapporteur is
· When CFRA is configured, UE shall be able to use the CFRA based PUSCH payload for MSGA (even after switching to CBRA temporarily)
· When switching between CBRA and CFRA there shall be no rebuilding
· The current case being discussed is when CFRA resource is configured but UE doesn’t find the configured CFRA resources above the threshold – i.e. this is a sort of an error case
Firstly the issue seems to occur when there the link condition is poor so that UE cannot find a usable CFRA resource. Considering a multi-beam scenario if this happens it basically means some obstacle appears in the link between instead of fast fading situation. In this case it is very like a retransmission after short period of time still use CBRA. The case that UE go back and forth btw CBRA and CFRA should be rare. 
Secondly, it is true that with the restriction of not doing rebuilding according to available TB size means that UE sticks to a criteria that yields the same group selection output. But from technical point of view the need to introduce a network configured preamble group (for 2-step CBRA or for the case of fallback to 4-step) in such a corner case seems to overkill. 
Lastly, even if the preamble group is configured to the UE, as has been pointed out the pathloss condition might not fit the required payload size.  
Taking all above into account, it is preferable to have a simple rule-based solution, instead of introduction of extra network configuration for this particular case. 
[bookmark: p2]Proposal 2	No extra network configuration is introduced for preamble group selection. 
With such restriction the detailed solution can then be sorted out, e.g., based on option given by [3].

4.	On ra-MsgASizeGroupA
This is another issue that received sufficient arguments during the previous discussions. One agreement on this in RAN2 is 
1. Introduce preambles group A and B for 2-step RACH.
2. Apply the same selection formulas to select between 2-step preambles group A and B as specified for 4-step in Rel-15. For the purpose of data threshold, ra-MsgASizeGroupA parameter can be introduced.  
In our understanding the spirit of these agreements is to follow the similar principle as the existing principle in Rel-15 RACH preamble group selection. In Rel-15 the variable ra-Msg3SizeGroupA is configured via higher layer as when UE is selecting the PRACH preamble it has no clue what UL it is receiving later on. It is then network implementation to match the UL grant size for Msg3 with the value of ra-Msg3SizeGroupA. A wise implementation is to take into account TB size as well as a somewhat statistically robust MCS for PUSCH, so that the PUSCH performance is on target. 
For 2-step RACH, nothing changed. The ‘formulas’ is not changing but the data threshold should simply base on the PUSCH resource (which then determines the available TB size in an unambiguous way). With this, the whole procedure seems clear and complete. One might argue why a different data threshold needs to be configured. Still the network controls the preamble group configuration, as well as the PUSCH resource size and MCS via proper configuration. It is what why a configurable ra-MsgASizeGroupA adds to it. 
Based on these analysis we have the following proposal. 
[bookmark: p3]Proposal 3	No ra-MsgASizeGroupA is needed in the RRC configuration. 

5.	On BWP switching
In our view the procedure for BWP switching in the MAC procedure seems generally applicable to both 4-step and 2-step RACH.
So we can go with related proposal from [3] on this topic. 

6. On collision of MsgA with CG or DG
Such similar collisions of different channels are discussed in many topics. One general principle of collision handling is to follow existing mechanism when that is possible. This is a requirement that ensures consistent and simple network/terminal implementation across releases. 
In detail, if MsgA transmission collides with dynamic grant, which one to transmit can be left to UE implementation.
If MsgA collides with a configured grant, UE can ignore the configured grant and perform MsgA transmissions. 
This means we can go with the proposals from [3] on the topic. 


3	Summary
Based on the discussions we have the following proposals for remaining MAC issues of 2-step RACH.
Variable naming
Proposal 1	To introduce new variable names for all the 2-step RACH specific IEs, with prefix ‘msgA-’ when applicable.
CSI-RS applicability for 2-step CFRA
The proposal of sending LS to RAN1 is agreeable. 
Preamble group selection
Proposal 2	No extra network configuration is introduced for preamble group selection. 
On ra-MsgASizeGroupA
Proposal 3	No ra-MsgASizeGroupA is needed in the RRC configuration. 
On BWP switching
Go with related proposal from [3] on this topic. 
On collision of MsgA with CG or DG
Go with the proposals from [3] on the topic. 
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