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1. Introduction
In RAN2#114e, there was short discussions on RACH partitioning as the cross WI topic [1][2], while it is postponed to this meeting [3]. In this contribution, we discuss some high level aspects for features requiring the RACH indication and partitioning and provide our views.
2. Discussion
2.1	What can be discussed?
During the initial discussion in the last meeting, it was pointed out that RAN2 would need to progress each WI to be considered (below) before discussing a commonality or dependency across some WIs. We consider it’s still valid at least the start of this meeting.
· RedCap: Early identification to provide configurations considering some capability reductions[4]
· Coverage enhancements: Identification to provide proper coverage enhancements by means of Type A PUSCH repetitions for Msg3 [5]
· Small data transmission in INACTIVE: Identification to enable flexible payload sizes larger than the Rel-16 CCCH message size. Both 2 step and 4 step RACH. [6]
· RAN slicing: Slice based RACH configuration. Both 2 step and 4 step RACH. [7]

On the other hand, some discussion might be done generally. For example, contributions in the last meeting [1][2] discussed the combination of Rel-17 features including RACH partitioning. If some combination of those can be precluded or should be precluded to avoid large resource fragmentation, it would reduce the system level overhead. We consider this can be discussed to some extent before waiting for further progress in each WI.
It was also discussed how the RACH partitioning is done in [1], where it is observed that the same type of RACH partitioning used for Rel-16 2-step RA might be possible. Although it has to be discussed and sounds good starting point, it is still early to discuss it.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to discuss possible feature combinations in #115e and postpone further discussions to post-meeting email or next meeting.

2.2	Possible feature combinations
RAN2 can start with discussion on possible combinations of Rel-17 features requiring the RACH partitioning. We summarize a combination of candidate features in the table below.

Table 1. Combinations of features requiring RACH partitioning
	Rel-17 feature
	RedCap
	Coverage enh
	SDT
	RAN slicing

	RedCap
	-
	Yes:
if all RedCap UEs apply common coverage enh in Msg3, can omit combination
	Maybe:
if coverage enh is needed, no need to combine. Otherwise, useful for small packet tx by RedCap UEs.
	Maybe:
[bookmark: _GoBack]if all RedCap UEs achieve services to be mapped to one Slice group, can omit combination

	Coverage enh
	Yes:
	-
	No:
SDT is beneficial in good coverage. Involving poor coverage UEs is complicated
	Yes:
WI targets eMBB and VoIP, which will be in different Slice group

	SDT
	Maybe:
	No:
	-
	Yes:
Unless SDT is restricted to one Slice group

	RAN slicing
	Maybe:
	Yes:
	Yes:
	-



We observe that some of feature combination below may not be necessary or useful. 
A) “Coverage enhancement + SDT”
This combination seems not attractive. As the coverage enhancement is necessary for UEs in not-good coverage (e.g. at cell edge), some repetitions will be necessary for data transmission on SDT DRBs. Supporting SDT from those UEs together with UEs in good coverage will end up with less important but complicated function. We consider this combination will not be necessary.
B) “RedCap + Coverage enhancement”
Obviously from the WIDs, these are tightly related each other with respect to the Msg3 coverage enhancement. Considering the RedCap UEs have reduced capabilities and need coverage enhancement, this combination is anyway necessary. On the other hand, if the coverage enhancement level for RedCap UEs can be common (i.e. single level), the identification of RedCap UE is sufficient and additional combinations can be avoided.
C) “RedCap + RAN slcing”
Even RedCap UEs will be serving or transmitting different service types. If those service types can be fit to one Slice group, then there will be no additional mechanism necessary, i.e. only Msg1-based RedCap identification is sufficient.
D) “RedCap + SDT”
Generally RedCap UEs will transmit small(er) packets than normal UE. SDT is beneficial for the RedCap UEs. On the other hand, if the RedCap UEs need coverage enhancement, the situation could be the same as the combination of Coverage enhancement and SDT. It depends on the need of coverage enhancement for RedCap UEs which should be confirmed by RAN1.
Based on the observations above, we consider A) will not be necessary or less attractive, and see need of further discussions for B) – D).

Proposal 2: RAN2 to discuss the possibility of following feature combinations:
A) Coverage enh + SDT
B) RedCap + Coverage enh
C) RedCap + RAN slicing
D) RedCap + SDT

3. Conclusion
In this contribution we discussed the possible high level discussions for features requiring the RACH indication/partitioning and made the following proposals.

Proposal 1: RAN2 to discuss possible feature combinations in #115e and postpone further discussions to post-meeting email or next meeting.
Proposal 2: RAN2 to discuss the possibility of following feature combinations:
A) Coverage enh + SDT
B) RedCap + Coverage enh
C) RedCap + RAN slicing
D) RedCap + SDT
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