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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk95138369][bookmark: _Hlk95138386][bookmark: _Ref178064866]This contribution lists the remaining CP issues /RILs for RICS (RA Partitioning). The issues below may be modified or added to as a result of the discussion in RAN2 118-e.
2	Discussion

2.1	N018
Nokia raised this RIL where they point out that the additional RACH configurations are need M.
BWP-UplinkCommon ::=                SEQUENCE {
    genericParameters                   BWP,
    rach-ConfigCommon                   SetupRelease { RACH-ConfigCommon }                                      OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
    pusch-ConfigCommon                  SetupRelease { PUSCH-ConfigCommon }                                     OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
    pucch-ConfigCommon                  SetupRelease { PUCCH-ConfigCommon }                                     OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
    ...,
    [[
    rach-ConfigCommonIAB-r16            SetupRelease { RACH-ConfigCommon }                                      OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
    useInterlacePUCCH-PUSCH-r16         ENUMERATED {enabled}                                                    OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
    msgA-ConfigCommon-r16               SetupRelease { MsgA-ConfigCommon-r16 }                                  OPTIONAL    -- Cond SpCellOnly2
    ]],
    [[
    enableRA-PrioritizationForSlicing-r17        BOOLEAN                                              OPTIONAL,  -- Cond RAPrioSliceAI
    additionalRACH-ConfigCommon-r17     SEQUENCE (SIZE(0..maxAdditionalRACH-r17)) OF AdditionalRACH-ConfigCommon-r17 OPTIONAL -- Cond SpCellOnly3	Comment by Nokia(Tero): [RIL]: N018 [Delegate]: Nokia(Tero)  [WI]: RICS [Class]: 2 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: None [Proposed Conclusion]: 
[Description]: The field is both optional Need M and allows for 0 entries. Presumably this is to allow release of the entries, but this makes the field behave strangely.
[Proposed Change]: Use SetupRelease (simpler) or ToAddModRelease - lists (more bits but easier to understand)
[Comments]:

    ]]
}

	SpCellOnly3
	The field is optionally present, Need M, in the BWP-UplinkCommon of an SpCell. It is absent otherwise.



They argue that having Need M and with a list which can have zero entries makes the field behave strangely. They want to either use the SetupRelease-structure or a toAddMod-list/release-list. Note that for the legacy RACH config we use the SetupRelease parameterized type.
The rapporteur proposes:
Use SetupRelease-structure, similar to the legacy RACH config. And call the field/IEs "list" as they provide a list of additional RACH configurations.

A TP is provided here:
BWP-UplinkCommon ::=                SEQUENCE {
    genericParameters                   BWP,
    rach-ConfigCommon                   SetupRelease { RACH-ConfigCommon }                                      OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
    pusch-ConfigCommon                  SetupRelease { PUSCH-ConfigCommon }                                     OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
    pucch-ConfigCommon                  SetupRelease { PUCCH-ConfigCommon }                                     OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
    ...,
    [[
    rach-ConfigCommonIAB-r16            SetupRelease { RACH-ConfigCommon }                                      OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
    useInterlacePUCCH-PUSCH-r16         ENUMERATED {enabled}                                                    OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
    msgA-ConfigCommon-r16               SetupRelease { MsgA-ConfigCommon-r16 }                                  OPTIONAL    -- Cond SpCellOnly2
    ]],
    [[
    enableRA-PrioritizationForSlicing-r17        BOOLEAN                                              OPTIONAL, 				-- Cond RAPrioSliceAI
additionalRACH-ConfigCommonList-r17     SetupRelease { AdditionalRACH-ConfigCommonList-r17 }			OPTIONAL	-- Cond SpCellOnly3
]]
}

AdditionalRACH-ConfigCommonList-r17	::= SEQUENCE (SIZE(1..maxAdditionalRACH-r17)) OF AdditionalRACH-ConfigCommon-r17


2.2	C153, Z375, E216
CATT, ZTE and Ericsson raise these RILs where they discuss the extension-marker in the FeatureCombination IE:
-- ASN1START
-- TAG-FEATURECOMBINATION-START

FeatureCombination-r17 ::= SEQUENCE {	Comment by CATT (Haocheng): 
[RIL]: C153 [Delegate]: CATT (Haocheng)   [WI]: RICS[Class]:1 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: None [Proposed Conclusion]: 
[Description]: The extension markers is not used for featureCombination and the current possible solutions are not applicable to the future feature similar as slice. Maybe we can use bit string solution for featurecombination IE.
[Proposed Change]: Use the bit string solution for featureCombination IE. We will provide a document in RAN2#118e meeting.
[Comments]: 

    redCap                     ENUMERATED {true}                                    OPTIONAL,  -- Need R
    smallData                  ENUMERATED {true}                                    OPTIONAL,  -- Need R
    sliceGroup                 SliceGroupList-r17                                   OPTIONAL,  -- Need R
    covEnh                     ENUMERATED {true}                                    OPTIONAL,  -- Need R
    laterThanRel17Features     ENUMERATED {true}                                    OPTIONAL,  -- Need R	Comment by ZTE(Yuan): [RIL]: Z375 [Delegate]: ZTE(Eswar)  [WI]: RICS [Class]: 2 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: None [Proposed Conclusion]: 
[Description]: It is not clear why this field is needed. Is it not enough to simply capture that the UE shall not use the RACH resource associated to the feature combination in case there is any unsupported feature included?
[Proposed Change]: Delete the IE laterThanRel17Features and clarify that the associated RACH resources shall not be used in case any unsupported feature is included. 
[Comments]: 
[Xiaomi]We agree to remove it, if there are more features needs to be met for using the association RACH configuration in later release, it can be handled by NW by disabling this R17 IE.
    ...	Comment by Ericsson (Håkan): [RIL]: E126 [Delegate]: Ericsson (Håkan)  [WI]: RICS [Class]: 2 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: None [Proposed Conclusion]: 
[Description]: Extension mechanism for FeatureCombination-r17
[Proposed Change]: Using “…” results in approx. 2 octets overhead per each feature combination that uses the extension mechanism. This should be avoided in SIB1. Alternative is to reserve spare values, or avoid extension mechanism (and new FeatureCombination-rxx/FeatureCombinationPreambles-rxx would be needed for future new feature combinations.
We will provide tdoc
[Comments]: 
[Xiaomi]: We prefer to adopt the later option, i.e. remove the extension marker in this IE, and just add a new IE for future new feature combinations if needed, which seems more friendly for signaling overhead.
}

SliceGroupList-r17 ::= SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..ffsUpperLimit)) OF SliceGroupID-r17

-- TAG-FEATURECOMBINATION-STOP
-- ASN1STOP

This was discussed ad the ad-hoc:
	Extension of FeatureCombination in RICS
R2-2204338   [E126] Future extension of FeatureCombination     Ericsson           discussion         Rel-17  NR_MBS-Core, NR_IAB_enh-Core, NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core, NR_UE_pow_sav_enh-Core, NR_NTN_solutions-Core, NR_pos_enh-Core, NR_redcap-Core, NR_SL_enh-Core, NR_feMIMO-Core, NR_cov_enh-Core, NR_DL1024QAM_FR1, NR_SL_relay-Core
R2-2204340   Extension of FeatureCombination IE (RIL: E126)    Huawei, HiSilicon          discussion         Rel-17   NR_SmallData_INACTIVE-Core, NR_cov_enh-Core, NR_redcap-Core, NR_slice-Core
1. 2 noted
 
DISCUSSION on the two docs above
1. QC think we need to assign meaning to the spare values to make it work otherwise spare is associated with general RRC error handling. 
1. LGE think introduction of spare values was discarded and has some drawbacks. Doesn’t support to rediscuss this. 
1. Xiaomi agrees there is no need for extension marker, don’t support spares in SIB1, can extend critically if needed.
1. Vivo agrees with LGE, but are ok with HW proposal. 
1. Nokia also favouring HW proposal, support better slice group encoding. 
1. CATT wonder if the new feature can be covered by simple indications.
1. ZTE think that spare values in the SIB is not so useful. 
1. Intel are ok with current, have slight preference for HW rather than Ericssion.
1. Chair: there is significant support to not use the extension marker. 
1. Agree to not use the “…”-extension marker for featureCombination IE, TBD how.  




There are related papers on this topic:
	R2-2205469
	[C153] The extension solution with bit string for FeatureCombination
	CATT

	R2-2206105
	Feature extension without using extension marker
	LG Electronics Inc.



The rapporteur proposes:
This issue pointed out by this RILs was discussed during the last ASN.1 ad-hoc meeting and the outcome was that the extension marker in the FeatureCombination IE should not be used. As a result of this, the only choice is to use spare field in case more features are added in later release. This was also the proposal made in tdoc R2-2204338 and R2-2204340, even if the two documents proposed somewhat different implementations. Nevertheless, since from the online discussion there was a slight preference to go with the approach proposed in R2-2204340, rapporteur proposes the following:
Delete the extension marker and the field laterThanRel17Features from FeatureCombination IE and use spare fields for future extendibility.
Further, another aspect to be considered is whether the FeatureCombinationPreambles IE should be extended or not. Since additional functionality may be included for rach partitioning, it would make sense to include an extension marker in this IE so to avoid creating a new rach common configuration in the future. According to this, the rapporteur proposes:
Add a non-critical extension (i.e., extension marker) in the FeatureCombinationPreambles IE.
2.3	H537
Huawei raised this RIL. Huawei says that RAN2 has made an agreement that RSRP threshold for RACH type selection between 2-step RA and 4-step RA is specific to SDT. They want to add a parameter msgA-RSRP-Threshold.

FeatureCombinationPreambles-r17 ::=   SEQUENCE {	Comment by (Huawei) GuoYinghao: [RIL]: H537 [Delegate]: (Huawei) Dawid Koziol  [WI]: RICS [Class]: 2 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: None [Proposed Conclusion]: 
[Description]:We have made the agreement that RSRP threshold for RACH type selection between 2-step RA and 4-step RA is specific to SDT.  
[Proposed change]: Add msgA-RSRP-Threshold here. It can be further discussed if its configuration should be possible only for feature combinations including SDT or also for other feature combinations.
[Comments]: 
[Xiaomi]: We are fine to add the selection threshold for SDT, but we think it is only for the feature combination including SDT as we have not seen any motivation to do so, at least for RAN slicing, we agreed to reuse the legacy threshold.
 [vivo] In RAN2#117e, we have agreed that 
 The following parameters can be configured per preamble partition: 
SSB selection related parameters, i.e., rsrp-ThresholdSSB, msgA-RSRP-ThresholdSSB;
So, we are fine to add the parameter msgA-RSRP-ThresholdSSB.
    featureCombination-r17                FeatureCombination-r17,
    startPreambleForThisPartition-r17     INTEGER (1..64),
    numberOfPreamblesForThisPartition-r17 INTEGER (1..64),
    ssb-SharedRO-MaskIndex-r17            INTEGER (1..15)                                           OPTIONAL, -- Need R
    numberOfRA-PreamblesGroupA-r17        INTEGER (1..64)                                           OPTIONAL, -- Need R
    separateMsgA-PUSCH-Config-r17         MsgA-PUSCH-Config-r16                                     OPTIONAL, -- Cond MsgAConfigCommon
    featureSpecificParameters-r17         SEQUENCE {
        rsrp-ThresholdSSB-r17                 RSRP-Range                                            OPTIONAL, -- Need R
        rsrp-ThresholdMsg3-r17                RSRP-Range                                            OPTIONAL, -- Need R
              -- Editor's note: TBD if this parameter indeed can be partition-specific.
        messagePowerOffsetGroupB-r17          ENUMERATED { minusinfinity, dB0, dB5, dB8, dB10, dB12, dB15, dB18}   OPTIONAL, -- Need R
        ra-SizeGroupA-r17                     ENUMERATED {b56, b144, b208, b256, b282, b480, b640, b800, b1000, b72, spare6,
                                                          spare5,spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1}    OPTIONAL, -- Need R
        deltaPreamble-r17                     INTEGER (-1..6)                                       OPTIONAL  -- Need R
    }
}

In field description of the existing parameter rsrp-ThresholdSSB, we have the following:
rsrp-ThresholdSSB
L1-RSRP threshold used for determining whether a candidate beam may be used by the UE to attempt contention free random access to recover from beam failure (see TS 38.213 [13], clause 6). If this feature combination preambles are associated to a RACH-ConfigCommon-twostepRA, this field correspond to msgA-RSRP-ThresholdSSB, otherwise it corresponds to rsrp-ThresholdSSB.

Huawei suggests adding msgA-RSRP-Threshold (without SSB-suffix). Vivo agrees only to add msgA-RSRP-ThresholdSSB. There seem to be misalignment between companies view on this and the rapporteur proposes RAN2 to discuss this further at the meeting. Namely, whether to add a partition specific 2-step vs. 4-step RSRP threshold selection parameter (msgA-RSRP-Threshold):
RAN2 to discuss whether to add msgA-RSRP-Threshold (without SSB suffix).


2.4	Z376
ZTE added this RIL where they argue that the separateMsgA-PUSCH-Config can be removed from the partitions and instead rely on that there is already a PUSCH resource for the PUSCH-part of MsgA provided in AdditionalRACH-ConfigCommon -> MsgA-ConfigCommon-r16 -> msgA-PUSCH-Config-r16.
FeatureCombinationPreambles-r17 ::=   SEQUENCE {
    featureCombination-r17                FeatureCombination-r17,
    startPreambleForThisPartition-r17     INTEGER (1..64),
    numberOfPreamblesForThisPartition-r17 INTEGER (1..64),
    ssb-SharedRO-MaskIndex-r17            INTEGER (1..15)                                           OPTIONAL, -- Need R
    numberOfRA-PreamblesGroupA-r17        INTEGER (1..64)                                           OPTIONAL, -- Need R
    separateMsgA-PUSCH-Config-r17         MsgA-PUSCH-Config-r16                                     OPTIONAL, -- Cond MsgAConfigCommon	Comment by ZTE(Yuan): [RIL]: Z376 [Delegate]: ZTE(Eswar)  [WI]: RICS [Class]: 2 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: None [Proposed Conclusion]: 
[Description]: It is not clear whether we need to have this.
Does it mean the feature combination specific PUSCH resource can overwrite the PUSCH resource configured in MsgA-ConfigCommon-r16?
The msgA-PUSCH-Config-r16 is included in MsgA-ConfigCommon-r16, and there is a one to one mapping between preamble and PUSCH resource.
[Proposed Change]: 
Remove separateMsgA-PUSCH-Config-r17 and reuse the mapping between preamble and PUSCH according to the existing MsgA-ConfigCommon-r16.  
[Comments]: 
    featureSpecificParameters-r17         SEQUENCE {
        rsrp-ThresholdSSB-r17                 RSRP-Range                                            OPTIONAL, -- Need R
        rsrp-ThresholdMsg3-r17                RSRP-Range                                            OPTIONAL, -- Need R
              -- Editor's note: TBD if this parameter indeed can be partition-specific.
        messagePowerOffsetGroupB-r17          ENUMERATED { minusinfinity, dB0, dB5, dB8, dB10, dB12, dB15, dB18}   OPTIONAL, -- Need R
        ra-SizeGroupA-r17                     ENUMERATED {b56, b144, b208, b256, b282, b480, b640, b800, b1000, b72, spare6,
                                                          spare5,spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1}    OPTIONAL, -- Need R
        deltaPreamble-r17                     INTEGER (-1..6)                                       OPTIONAL  -- Need R
    }
}

	separateMsgA-PUSCH-Config
If present it specifies how the 2-step RACH preambles identified by this FeatureCombinationPreambles are mapped to a PUSCH slot separate from the one defined in MsgA-ConfigCommon-r16.



The question is if we should allow for a separate PUSCH-Configs per partition. The rapporteur proposes to discuss whether to remove the possibility to have per partition-PUSCH resource config, or not. If not, it needs to be clarified that the partition-specific PUSCH resource config overwrites the PUSCH resource config provided in MsgA-ConfigCommon-r16 and it should be ignored by the UE if using a preamble in this partition.
RAN2 to discuss whether to allow partition-specific PUSCH resources.
2.5	L019
LG added this RIL where argue that the wrapper-sequence "featureSpecificParameters" should be extendable by adding extension markers in the end of the sequence.
FeatureCombinationPreambles-r17 ::=   SEQUENCE {
    featureCombination-r17                FeatureCombination-r17,
    startPreambleForThisPartition-r17     INTEGER (1..64),
    numberOfPreamblesForThisPartition-r17 INTEGER (1..64),
    ssb-SharedRO-MaskIndex-r17            INTEGER (1..15)                                           OPTIONAL, -- Need R
    numberOfRA-PreamblesGroupA-r17        INTEGER (1..64)                                           OPTIONAL, -- Need R
    separateMsgA-PUSCH-Config-r17         MsgA-PUSCH-Config-r16                                     OPTIONAL, -- Cond MsgAConfigCommon
    featureSpecificParameters-r17         SEQUENCE {	Comment by LGE(SungHoon): 
[RIL]: L019 [Delegate]: LGE(Hanseul Hong)  [WI]: RICS [Class]: 1 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: None [Proposed Conclusion]: 
[Description]: Considering that the feature combination indication (i.e., FeatureCombination) is extensible, featureSpecificParameters should also be extensible in order to allow the future extension for feature-specific RA parameter for additional feature/feature combination.
[Proposed Change]: Add an extension mark ‘…’ at the end of featureSpecificParameters-r17 or define a method to allow extension of featureSpecificParameters.
[Comments]: 
[Xiaomi]: We prefer not to add the extension marker as it is included in SIB1 and for the further extension, the extension marker in SIB1 can also be used.
        rsrp-ThresholdSSB-r17                 RSRP-Range                                            OPTIONAL, -- Need R
        rsrp-ThresholdMsg3-r17                RSRP-Range                                            OPTIONAL, -- Need R
              -- Editor's note: TBD if this parameter indeed can be partition-specific.
        messagePowerOffsetGroupB-r17          ENUMERATED { minusinfinity, dB0, dB5, dB8, dB10, dB12, dB15, dB18}   OPTIONAL, -- Need R
        ra-SizeGroupA-r17                     ENUMERATED {b56, b144, b208, b256, b282, b480, b640, b800, b1000, b72, spare6,
                                                          spare5,spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1}    OPTIONAL, -- Need R
        deltaPreamble-r17                     INTEGER (-1..6)                                       OPTIONAL  -- Need R
    }
}

Xiaomi points out that adding extension markers to this IE is not suitable since this IE will be included in SIB1. The rapporteur assumes that Xiaomi's concern is related to the overhead it would cost of using the extension markers. However, if we don’t add extension markers in this IE, we would, if we in Rel-18 want to allow new partition-specific parameters, create a new version of FeatureCombinationPreambles (e.g. FeatureCombinationPreambles-r18) that is a copy of the Rel-17 version but in addition has the new partition-specific parameters. Further, the "additional RACH configuration"-field would need to be extended to also refer to the Rel-18 version of the FeatureCombinationPreambles and the relation between the Rel-17 FeatureCombinationPreambles and the Rel-18 FeatureCombinationPreambles would need to be clear. Based on this, we think it is justified to do as LG suggests here, i.e. to add an extension-marker to FeatureCombinationPreambles. However, we think the extension-marker should be in the main IE itself, rather than in the wrapper-sequence "featureSpecificParameters" as we would then be able to add parameters not specific to a particular feature.
The rapporteur proposes:
[bookmark: _Toc102489833]Adopt the proposal in L019 but add an extension marker in IE FeatureSpecificParameters, rather than in the featureSpecificParameters-wrapper in this IE.


2.6	Z377, H538, H901
ZTE and Huawei raises RILs for rsrp-ThresholdMsg3:
FeatureCombinationPreambles-r17 ::=   SEQUENCE {
    featureCombination-r17                FeatureCombination-r17,
    startPreambleForThisPartition-r17     INTEGER (1..64),
    numberOfPreamblesForThisPartition-r17 INTEGER (1..64),
    ssb-SharedRO-MaskIndex-r17            INTEGER (1..15)                                           OPTIONAL, -- Need R
    numberOfRA-PreamblesGroupA-r17        INTEGER (1..64)                                           OPTIONAL, -- Need R
    separateMsgA-PUSCH-Config-r17         MsgA-PUSCH-Config-r16                                     OPTIONAL, -- Cond MsgAConfigCommon
    featureSpecificParameters-r17         SEQUENCE {
        rsrp-ThresholdSSB-r17                 RSRP-Range                                            OPTIONAL, -- Need R
        rsrp-ThresholdMsg3-r17                RSRP-Range                                            OPTIONAL, -- Need R	Comment by (Huawei) GuoYinghao: [RIL]: H538 [Delegate]: (Huawei) Dawid Koziol  [WI]: RICS [Class]: 2 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: None [Proposed Conclusion]: 
[Description]:Since we agreed that a choice between CE and non-CE specific RACH is done before RACH partition selection, this parameter cannot be included here and should be specified per BWP, as per the agreement:
“The CE/non-CE selection threshold can then be configured per BWP (as agreed in the CE session)”
[Proposed change]: .Remove rsrp-ThresholdMsg3-r17 parameter from this IE and add it in BWP-UplinkCommon.
[Comments]:
[Xiaomi]: We are fine to move it to the BWP-UplinkCommon.

	Comment by Huawei: [RIL]:H901 [Delegate]: (Huawei) Dawid Koziol 
[WI]: RICS [Class]: 1 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: Yes
[Proposed Conclusion]: v202
[Description]: The field description of rsrp-ThresholdMsg3 is missing.
[Proposed change]: Add the field description of rsrp-ThresholdMsg3 as follows:
[Comments]:

              -- Editor's note: TBD if this parameter indeed can be partition-specific.	Comment by ZTE(Yuan): [RIL]: Z377 [Delegate]: ZTE(Eswar)  [WI]: RICS [Class]: 1 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: None [Proposed Conclusion]: 
[Description]: As noted by Huawei above, the parameter rsrp-ThresholdMsg3-r17 shall be removed and the editors note can also be removed
[Proposed Change]: delete the Editor’s note 
[Comments]: 
[Xiaomi]: We are fine to delete it.
        messagePowerOffsetGroupB-r17          ENUMERATED { minusinfinity, dB0, dB5, dB8, dB10, dB12, dB15, dB18}   OPTIONAL, -- Need R
        ra-SizeGroupA-r17                     ENUMERATED {b56, b144, b208, b256, b282, b480, b640, b800, b1000, b72, spare6,
                                                          spare5,spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1}    OPTIONAL, -- Need R
        deltaPreamble-r17                     INTEGER (-1..6)                                       OPTIONAL  -- Need R
    }
}

In H538 and Z377, Huawei and ZTE proposes to remove rsrp-ThresholdMsg3 and put it in BWP-UplinkCommon. Rapporteur proposes to resolve as suggested. If the threshold should be kept, H901 proposes to add the (missing) field description for this field.
The rapporteur proposes:
rsrp-ThresholdMsg3 is put in BWP-UplinkCommon, editor’s note is removed, and field description is added.

2.7	V541
In V541 Vivo proposes to add the fields feature-RA-PrioritizationForAccessIdentity-r17 and ra-PrioritizationForAccessIdentity-r16.
FeatureCombinationPreambles-r17 ::=   SEQUENCE {
    featureCombination-r17                FeatureCombination-r17,
    startPreambleForThisPartition-r17     INTEGER (1..64),
    numberOfPreamblesForThisPartition-r17 INTEGER (1..64),
    ssb-SharedRO-MaskIndex-r17            INTEGER (1..15)                                           OPTIONAL, -- Need R
    numberOfRA-PreamblesGroupA-r17        INTEGER (1..64)                                           OPTIONAL, -- Need R
    separateMsgA-PUSCH-Config-r17         MsgA-PUSCH-Config-r16                                     OPTIONAL, -- Cond MsgAConfigCommon
    featureSpecificParameters-r17         SEQUENCE {
        rsrp-ThresholdSSB-r17                 RSRP-Range                                            OPTIONAL, -- Need R
        rsrp-ThresholdMsg3-r17                RSRP-Range                                            OPTIONAL, -- Need R
              -- Editor's note: TBD if this parameter indeed can be partition-specific.
        messagePowerOffsetGroupB-r17          ENUMERATED { minusinfinity, dB0, dB5, dB8, dB10, dB12, dB15, dB18}   OPTIONAL, -- Need R
        ra-SizeGroupA-r17                     ENUMERATED {b56, b144, b208, b256, b282, b480, b640, b800, b1000, b72, spare6,
                                                          spare5,spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1}    OPTIONAL, -- Need R
        deltaPreamble-r17                     INTEGER (-1..6)                                       OPTIONAL  -- Need R	Comment by vivo (Stephen): 
[RIL]: V541 [Delegate]: vivo (Stephen)  [WI]:RICS [Class]:2 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: None [Proposed Conclusion]: 
[Description]: The common parameter ra-PrioritizationForAccessIdentity seem missing, as per the agreement
The following parameters can be configured per preamble partition: 
SSB selection related parameters, i.e., rsrp-ThresholdSSB, msgA-RSRP-ThresholdSSB;
Preamble group related parameters, i.e., msg3-DeltaPreamble/msgA-DeltaPreamble, messagePowerOffsetGroupB for 2-step RA-SDT and 4-step RA-SDT, ra-Msg3SizeGroupA/ra-MsgA-SizeGroupA, numberOfRA-PreamblesGroupA;
msgA-CB-PreamblesPerSSB-PerSharedRO (already captured in the RRC CR as nrofPreamblesForThisPartition-r17, naming can be discussed further) 
RA Prioritization parameters, i.e. powerRampingStepHighPriority, scalingFactorBI. FFS If RA prioritization is configured but no slice specific but no RACH partitioning config, we would use the common RA config
[Proposed Change]: Add a new field feature-RA-PrioritizationForAccessIdentity-r17   ra-PrioritizationForAccessIdentity-r16
[Comments]: 

    }
}


The rapporteur proposes:
The proposal seems fine in general. Slicing WI have defined their own IEs for the RA-Prioritization. RAN2 needs to check and see if it is clear how UE selects which one to use in each possible situation. The latter seems to benefit from input from slicing but should be sorted out in the RICS group as this needs knowledge on the details of the RA Partitioning framework.
Discuss addition of the fields feature-RA-PrioritizationForAccessIdentity-r17 and ra-PrioritizationForAccessIdentity-r16 and verify if it is clear how the UE selects.

2.8	H544
In H544, Huawei proposes to change the name of featureCombinationPreambles. First they suggest to rename the field so it is clear that it is a list, which we don’t expect would need much discussion, however, they propose to change the name to "featureCombinationSpecificParametersList".
RACH-ConfigCommon ::=               SEQUENCE {
    rach-ConfigGeneric                  RACH-ConfigGeneric,
    totalNumberOfRA-Preambles           INTEGER (1..63)                                                     OPTIONAL,   -- Need S
    ssb-perRACH-OccasionAndCB-PreamblesPerSSB   CHOICE {
        oneEighth                                   ENUMERATED {n4,n8,n12,n16,n20,n24,n28,n32,n36,n40,n44,n48,n52,n56,n60,n64},
        oneFourth                                   ENUMERATED {n4,n8,n12,n16,n20,n24,n28,n32,n36,n40,n44,n48,n52,n56,n60,n64},
        oneHalf                                     ENUMERATED {n4,n8,n12,n16,n20,n24,n28,n32,n36,n40,n44,n48,n52,n56,n60,n64},
        one                                         ENUMERATED {n4,n8,n12,n16,n20,n24,n28,n32,n36,n40,n44,n48,n52,n56,n60,n64},
        two                                         ENUMERATED {n4,n8,n12,n16,n20,n24,n28,n32},
        four                                        INTEGER (1..16),
        eight                                       INTEGER (1..8),
        sixteen                                     INTEGER (1..4)
    }                                                                                                       OPTIONAL,   -- Need M

    groupBconfigured                    SEQUENCE {
        ra-Msg3SizeGroupA                   ENUMERATED {b56, b144, b208, b256, b282, b480, b640,
                                                        b800, b1000, b72, spare6, spare5,spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1},
        messagePowerOffsetGroupB            ENUMERATED { minusinfinity, dB0, dB5, dB8, dB10, dB12, dB15, dB18},
        numberOfRA-PreamblesGroupA          INTEGER (1..64)
    }                                                                                                       OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
    ra-ContentionResolutionTimer            ENUMERATED { sf8, sf16, sf24, sf32, sf40, sf48, sf56, sf64},
    rsrp-ThresholdSSB                       RSRP-Range                                                      OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
    rsrp-ThresholdSSB-SUL                   RSRP-Range                                                      OPTIONAL,   -- Cond SUL
    prach-RootSequenceIndex                 CHOICE {
        l839                                    INTEGER (0..837),
        l139                                    INTEGER (0..137)
    },
    msg1-SubcarrierSpacing                  SubcarrierSpacing                                               OPTIONAL,   -- Cond L139
    restrictedSetConfig                     ENUMERATED {unrestrictedSet, restrictedSetTypeA, restrictedSetTypeB},
    msg3-transformPrecoder                  ENUMERATED {enabled}                                            OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
    ...,
    [[
    ra-PrioritizationForAccessIdentity-r16  SEQUENCE {
        ra-Prioritization-r16                   RA-Prioritization,
        ra-PrioritizationForAI-r16              BIT STRING (SIZE (2))
    }                                                                                                       OPTIONAL,   -- Cond InitialBWP-Only
    prach-RootSequenceIndex-r16             CHOICE {
        l571                                    INTEGER (0..569),
        l1151                                   INTEGER (0..1149)
    }   OPTIONAL   -- Need R
    ]],
    [[
    ra-PrioritizationForSlicing-r17         RA-PrioritizationForSlicing-r17                          OPTIONAL,   -- Cond InitialBWP-Only
    featureCombinationPreambles-r17 SEQUENCE (SIZE(1..maxFeatureCombPreambles-FFS-r17)) OF FeatureCombinationPreambles-r17 OPTIONAL -- Need R
    ]]
-- Editor’s Note: FFS where to implement CE-specific RACH-related parameters, e.g. numberOfMsg3Repetitions, mcs-Msg3Repetition, is pending to RA partitioning conclusion on the structure
}

The rapporteur proposes to stick to the current name of "featureCombinationPreambles", but add "List" to the name.
The reason for not changing to "featureCombinationSpecificParametersList" is that each instance in this list defines a set of preambles (i.e. a partition). The IE-description clarifies this: "The IE FeatureCombinationPreambles associates a set of preambles with a feature combination.". The current name is descriptive, but "List" should be added.
The rapporteur proposes:
[bookmark: _Toc102489834]Change the name of the field "featureCombinationPreambles" to "featureCombinationPreamblesList"


2.9	Z379
Z379 proposes to change the structure of this IE.
AdditionalRACH-ConfigCommon-r17 ::= SEQUENCE {	Comment by CATT (Haocheng): 
[RIL]: C152 [Delegate]: CATT (Haocheng)  [WI]: RICS[Class]: 1[Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: None [Proposed Conclusion]: 
[Description]: The AdditionalRACH-ConfigCommon-r17 IE is included in BWP-UplinkCommon IE. So whether this IE should be removed to BWP-UplinkCommon IE.
[Proposed Change]: Remove the “AdditionalRACH-ConfigCommon-r17” IE to “BWP-UplinkCommon” IE.

[Comments]: 
[Xiaomi]: We are fine to relocate it.
    rach-ConfigCommon-r17               RACH-ConfigCommon                                                   OPTIONAL,  -- Need R	Comment by ZTE(Yuan): [RIL]: Z379 [Delegate]: ZTE(Eswar)  [WI]:RICS [Class]:2 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: None [Proposed Conclusion]: 
[Description]: The use of this IE is a bit unclear to us. It seems that if we use this IE, then for each entry we will have one RACH partition which is not associated to any feature combination?
[Proposed Change]: 
The following alternatives could be considered: 
Alt1: design a new structure “RACH-ConfigCommon-r17, MsgA-ConfigCommon-r16”, in which there are no preamble configurations (e.g. groupBconfigured)
Alt2: add a feature combination for the preambles allocated in legacy RACH resource
Alt3: ignore the preamble which is not associated to any feature combination
[Comments]: 

    msgA-ConfigCommon-r17               MsgA-ConfigCommon-r16                                               OPTIONAL,  -- Cond R
    ...
}

Rapporteur input: The purpose of this IE is to add additional RACH configurations (which may or may not contain feature specific preambles, exactly like the legacy one) so the scope is to extend the number of preambles configured in the system. If the legacy configuration is fine alone, then no need to have additional RACH. It may be beneficial for slicing if there one would want an independent RACH. 
For the Alternatives:
Alt1: Unclear what to achieve with this.
Alt2: This can be achieved already (FeatureCombinationPreamble is added to RACH-ConfigCommon so legacy RACH included)
Alt3: No reason to ignore configured preambles (that a Rel-17 UE can use for common RACH). If common preambles is not wanted, then these are just not configured.

RAN2 to discuss RIL Z379 futher.

2.10	A022
Apple argues in A022 that it is unclear from the current ASN.1 structure how the UE falls back from 2-step RACH to 4-step RACH, and in particular which 4-step RA resource to apply.

AdditionalRACH-ConfigCommon-r17 ::= SEQUENCE {	Comment by Apple - Fangli: [RIL]:  A022
[Status]: ToDisc 
[Delegate]: Apple (Fangli) 
[Class]: 2
[TDoc]: R2-220XXXX
[WI]: RICS
[Description]: The association between the feature combination and the 2-step MsgA-config is unclear. For the 2-step RACH fallback to 4-step RACH, how to find the corresponding fallback 4-step RACH resource is unclear. 
[Proposed Change]: clarification on the 2-step RACH related RACH partition selection based on current ASN.1 structure is needed. 
[Comments]: 
[Proposed Conclusion]:

    rach-ConfigCommon-r17               RACH-ConfigCommon                                                   OPTIONAL,  -- Need R
    msgA-ConfigCommon-r17               MsgA-ConfigCommon-r16                                               OPTIONAL,  -- Cond R
    ...
}

There is a related paper on this topic:
	R2-2205677
	Clarification on the RACH partition selection (RIL A022)
	Apple




The rapporteur thinks that the fallback mechanism and the procedure for RA resource selection should be defined in the MAC specification. There is already in MAC a procedure for how to select the RA partition and that procedure should not be specified in the ASN.1 or field description. If the proponent (Apple) can clarify some particular refinement of the current wording, that should be considered, but the RA resource selection procedure should remain in MAC.


The rapporteur proposes:
[bookmark: _Toc102489835]Stick to the current approach where the RA resource selection procedure is capture in MAC. Refining of the wording in RRC can be discussed based on detailed proposals.


2.11	H902
In H902 it is proposed to restrict that the parameter rsrp-ThresholdSSB-SUL is only configured in rach-ConfigCommon, but its value still applies to all BWPs as legacy.

RACH-ConfigCommon ::=               SEQUENCE {
	...
	rsrp-ThresholdSSB-SUL                   RSRP-Range                                                      OPTIONAL,   -- Cond SUL
	...
}

	SUL
	The field is mandatory present in initialUplinkBWP if supplementaryUplink is configured in ServingCellConfigCommonSIB or if supplementaryUplinkConfig is configured in ServingCellConfigCommon; otherwise, the field is absent.	Comment by Huawei: [RIL]:H902 [Delegate]: (Huawei) Dawid Koziol 
[WI]: RICS [Class]: 1 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: Yes
[Proposed Conclusion]: v202
[Description]: There can be multiple RACH-ConfigCommon IEs configured in initial BWP, with one in rach-ConfigCommon and others in additionalRACH-ConfigCommon. If each RACH-ConfigCommon IE includes a parameter rsrp-ThresholdSSB-SUL as legacy, there would be multiple rsrp-ThresholdSSB-SUL with the same value, leading to high signalling overhead and configuration complexity.
[Proposed change]: Restrict that the parameter rsrp-ThresholdSSB-SUL is only configured in rach-ConfigCommon, but its value still applies to all BWPs as legacy, i.e., we can modify the condition of configuring rsrp-ThresholdSSB-SUL as follows:
[Comments]:



The detailed proposal from Huawei is as follows:
	SUL
	The field is mandatory present in rach-ConfigCommon in initialUplinkBWP if supplementaryUplink is configured in ServingCellConfigCommonSIB or if supplementaryUplinkConfig is configured in ServingCellConfigCommon; otherwise, the field is absent. This field is not configured in additionalRACH-ConfigCommon.



The rapporteur proposes to adopt H902, with this modification (removing the last sentence) as the need for the last sentence is not clear:
	SUL
	The field is mandatory present in rach-ConfigCommon in initialUplinkBWP if supplementaryUplink is configured in ServingCellConfigCommonSIB or if supplementaryUplinkConfig is configured in ServingCellConfigCommon; otherwise, the field is absent. This field is not configured in additionalRACH-ConfigCommon.


´
Adopt H902 but without the last sentence (This field is not configured in additionalRACH-ConfigCommon.)

2.12	H904
H904 discusses under which conditions the parameter msgA-RSRP-Threshold should be present/absent. They argue that the field should be mandatory present if there are 2-step and 4-step RA for a particular feature combination is provided in a BWP:

RACH-ConfigCommonTwoStepRA-r16 ::=                   SEQUENCE {
	...
	msgA-RSRP-Threshold-r16                              RSRP-Range                                                     OPTIONAL, -- Cond 2Step4Step
	...
}

	2Step4Step
	The field is mandatory present if both 2-step random access type and 4-step random access type are configured in the BWP, otherwise the field is not present. 	Comment by Huawei: [RIL]:H904 [Delegate]: (Huawei) Dawid Koziol 
[WI]: RICS [Class]: 1 [Status]: ToDo [TDoc]: Yes
[Proposed Conclusion]: v202
[Description]: In Rel-17, we have agreed to only support the fallback from 2-step feature-specific RA to 4-step feature-specific RA of the same feature, so the field msgA-RSRP-Threshold can only present when both 4-step RACH configuration and 2-step RACH configuration of one feature or feature combination are provided in the BWP.
[Proposed change]: The condition description needs to be updated to clarify that the field is mandatory present in msgA-ConfigCommon field in AdditionalRACH-ConfigCommon if both 2-step random access type and 4-step random access type are configured for the same feature combination in the BWP.
[Comments]:




The rapporteur proposes:
[bookmark: _Toc102489836]Adopt the proposal in H904 to capture that the field is mandatory if there are both 2-step and 4-step RA resources for a particular feature combination in a BWP.
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[bookmark: _Hlk76116627]
Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	Do not add extension markers in featureSpecificParameters, nor in the IE FeatureCombinationPreambles itself.
Proposal 2	Change the name of the field "featureCombinationPreambles" to "featureCombinationPreamblesList"
Proposal 3	Stick to the current approach where the RA resource selection procedure is capture in MAC. Refining of the wording in RRC can be discussed based on detailed proposals.
Proposal 4	Adopt the proposal in H904 to capture that the field is mandatory if there are both 2-step and 4-step RA resources for a particular feature combination in a BWP.
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