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1.	Introduction
The issue of “data transmission in new state” has been discussed in RAN2, and the following agreements were made at RAN2#95.
=>	Agree that, in the 'new state' there will be a mechanism where the UE first transits to the full connected state where data transmission can occur. 
=>	RAN2 will study the possibility for the UE to perform data transmission without state transition from the 'new state' to full connected.

In addition, to identify the potential benefits and disadvantages associated with a) the UE performing state transition from the 'new state' to full connected in order to transfer data, and b) data transfer able to occur in the 'new state', an e-mail discussion was setup in [95#28].
As the option a) is anyway supported by default, we would like to focus on option b).

2.	Data transmission in New State
During e-mail discussion, various methods for transmitting data in New State were discussed. However, they can be categorized into two types:
· Option1. Data transmission in New State without RA
· The UE transmits data on contention based channel.
· Option2. Data transmission in New State with RA
· The UE transmits data during RA procedure, e.g. in Msg3 or Msg5.

Between them, we are wondering whether option 2 can meet the latency requirement defined in [1]. In [1], the latency target is defined as 4ms for eMBB and 0.5ms for URLLC. However, it is generally understood that it takes about 10 TTIs before the UE performs UL transmission in RACH Msg3, as shown below.
	Component
	Description
	TTI

	1
	Average delay due to RACH scheduling period
	0.5

	2
	Transmission of RACH Preamble
	1

	3
	Time between end of RACH Preamble transmission and reception of RA response
	3

	4
	UE Processing Delay before transmitting Msg3
	5



To transmit UL data in Msg3 while meeting the 0.5ms latency requirement for URLLC, the TTI should be reduced to 0.05ms. However, 0.05ms TTI is not feasible according to “TTI shortening” discussion. 
The option 2 might meet the latency requirement for eMBB, i.e. 4ms, if the TTI can be reduced to 0.4ms. However, it is not a complete solution because it does not meet the latency requirement for URLLC. Using option 2 only for eMBB is not a good approach because developing different solutions for different verticals is time-consuming and makes the system much complex.
Transmitting UL data in Msg5 is much worse, because it takes additional time of about 5-6 TTIs.
The option 1 may need more study on various points, e.g. time alignment, power control, contention handling, etc. However, this option meets the latency requirement for all the verticals, and thus it could be a common solution for all the verticals. 
Therefore, we propose that RAN2 decides to go this way, and suggests RAN1 to study more on this option.
Proposal: RAN2 focus on data transmission in New State based on contention based channel without initiating RA procedure.

3.	Proposal
In this document, we discussed the options for data transmission in New State, and have following proposal:
Proposal: RAN2 focus on data transmission in New State based on contention based channel without initiating RA procedure.
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