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1 	Introduction	
In ASN.1 review meeting [1-2], it is agreed that the extension marker (‘…’) is removed from the FeatureCombination IE in order to reduce the overhead, considering that RACH partition can be configured in SIB1.
Agree to not use the “…”-extension marker for featureCombination IE, TBD how.  

In addition, in FeaturePriorities IE, the extension marker is also removed.
I013: SIB1: featurePriorities - remove extension marker
Agree to remove extension marker (for all three cases)

In this contribution, we share our views on feature extension when the use of extension marker is excluded (related RIL: E126, I013, and L019). 
2	Discussion
In the ASN.1 review, considering the signalling overhead in SIB1, the use of extension marker (‘…’) in FeatureCombination IE and FeaturePriorities IE is excluded. Therefore, RAN2 needs to discuss how to support the feature that can be introduced in later release without using the extension marker.
Two options were discussed during the ASN.1 review (as in E126 of RIL list):
· Option 1: To define spare values in Rel-17 to reserve the feature indication for the additional features 
· Option 2: To use new IEs (FeatureCombination-rxx/FeatureCombinationPreambles-rxx/FeaturePriorities-rxx) in new releases.
For option 1, to define the spare value RAN2 may need to predict the number of features to be supported in future releases in advance, which seems not possible. Even if RAN2 decides a specific number of spare values by some means, it has to be compact as much as possible not to cause SIB1 overhead problem, hence, it may restrict the number of supported feature with RACH partitioning in later release. In addition, it is not clear whether the feature can be indicated using “ENUMERATED {true},” since the multi-bit indication for a feature may be needed, similar to SliceGroupList for RAN sling. These aspects has already been discussed during CR review and that is the reason why RAN2 has already ruled out the option 1. Thus, we do not see a need to discuss the option 1 again. 
Proposal 1. Do not introduce spare values or spare fields in FeatureCombination IEs to support the future extension.
Regarding Option 2, once the new IE of FeatureCombination-rxx is defined (e.g., FeatureCombination-r18 for Rel-18), the additional FeatureCombinationPreambles-rxx IE is also needed in order to configure the feature indication for new features. In our view, defining FeatureCombinationPreambles-rxx IE would be needed anyway if there is additional feature-specific RACH parameters for the new features. Thus, it seems not a problem to define these new IEs for every future release. 
When new IEs of FeaturePriorities, FeatureCombination, and FeatureCombinationPreambles are introduced in the future release, these new IEs do not need to include the information which can be configured by the existing Rel-17 IEs. For example, if FeaturePriorities-r18 is defined for Rel-18 features, only the feature priorities for Rel-18 features are needed. With this way, the UE can acquire the RACH partitioning information for the new feature by looking at both of existing Rel-17 IEs and the new IEs, which reasonably reduces signalling overhead by avoiding redundant transmission of the same RACH parameters. 
Proposal 2. In new IEs of FeaturePriorities, FeatureCombination, and FeatureCombinationPreambles, only the additional information for the new features should be included.
Meanwhile, if  a RACH partition is associated with a feature combination of Rel-17 features and a new features (e.g., RedCap + new Feature), Rel-17 UE should not use the RACH partition using the configuration in FeatureCombinationPreambles-r17 because that RACH partition is for later release UE supporting the new feature. Therefore, an indication is required to prevent the use of a RACH partition associate with FeatureCombinationPreambles-r17 from Rel-17 UE and the field laterThanRel17Features should be kept in the specification. With laterThanRel17Features, Rel-17 UEs will know that the RACH partition associated with FeatureCombinationComibnation-r17 is disabled as it is associated with new feature while the UEs in later releases will know that it has to read FeatureCombinationComibnation-rxx in addition to FeatureCombinationComibnation-r17.
Proposal 3. Keep the laterThanRel17Features in the specification so that RACH partition for combination of Rel-17 feature and new feature is not used by Rel-17 UEs. 
In our view, it is enough to keep the laterThanRel17Features and there is nothing more to do now if new IEs are to be introduced for FeaturePriorities, FeatureCombination, and FeatureCombinationPreambles because the details of each IE can only be decided in later release. 
Proposal 4. Leave the current signalling of FeaturePriorities-r17, FeatureCombination-17, and FeatureCombinationPreambles-r17, including laterThanRel17Features field.

3	Conclusion
In this paper, we discussed the RACH partitioning defined in Rel-17 features. The discussion includes the following observations:
Proposal 1. Do not introduce spare values or spare fields in FeatureCombination IEs to support the future extension.
Proposal 2. In new IEs of FeaturePriorities, FeatureCombination, and FeatureCombinationPreambles, only the additional information for the new features should be included.
Proposal 3. Keep the laterThanRel17Features in the specification so that RACH partition for combination of Rel-17 feature and new feature is not used by Rel-17 UEs. 
Proposal 4. Leave the current signalling of FeaturePriorities-r17, FeatureCombination-17, and FeatureCombinationPreambles-r17, including laterThanRel17Features field.
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