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1 	Introduction	
In RAN2#125bis meeting[1], it was discussed on fallback procedure for CFRA of eRedCap UE. However, even though it was agreed that fallback procedure from eRedCap to RedCap only for CFRA may cause unnecessary network restrictions, it was postponed on this issue, due to the split views on whether to keep the current CFRA procedure for eRedcap UE.
	R2-2403667	Remaining issues on eRedCap	LG Electronics Inc.	discussion	Rel-18	NR_redcap_enh-Core
Proposal 1. No fallback from eRedCap to Redcap is supported for CFRA, once RRC indicates that eRedCap is applicable and RedCap is not applicable for eRedcap UE.

Postponed, if proponents think they have sufficient support we can discuss this again in May.


This contribution continuously discuss on CFRA procedure for Rel-18 RedCap UE.
2	Discussion
In RAN2#125bis meeting, an issue on inconsistent RACH partition selection between CFRA and CBRA procedure for eRedCap UE has been discussed [2]. Specifically, when an eRedCap UE initiates the CFRA procedure (e.g., for Reconfiguration with Sync or Beam failure recovery) and fallback to CBRA procedure due to the bad channel condition, the eRedCap UE would select the different RACH partition from the case when the eRedCap initiates the CBRA procedure. That is, for an eRedCap UE, the selected RACH partition would be different for following cases, if there is no available RA resource set only with eRedCap indication but there is at least one of RACH partition including eRedCap indication (e.g., [eRedCap + SDT]):
· Case 1: when eRedCap UE initiates the CBRA procedure, the eRedCap UE uses legacy partition, 
· Case 2: when eRedCap UE performs CFRA  CBRA fallback, the eRedCap UE uses RedCap partition.
However, the inconsistent selection of RACH partition would cause the additional network restriction that the network should schedule on RAR and Msg3 UL grant scheduling for multiple RACH partition, which causes unnecessary drawbacks.
Observation 1. Inconsistent RACH partition selection between CFRA and CBRA procedure would cause unnecessary network restriction on RAR and Msg3 scheduling.
On the other hand, the fallback procedure from eRedCap partition to RedCap partition only for CFRA has clearly no benefits, unless the same procedure is defined for CBRA as well. 
In our understanding, the purpose of the Msg1-based early indication is to schedule the RAR and Msg3 UL grant for eRedCap UEs without causing impacts to non-eRedCap UEs. Similarly, the fallback procedure from eRedCap to Redcap is beneficial only if there is no eRedcap UE using the legacy RACH partition, i.e., RACH partition for non-(e)RedCap UEs. In other words, in order to ensure the benefits of fallback procedure from eRedCap to Redcap, the same principles should also be applied for CBRA procedures.
However, given that RAN2 already agreed to not support the fallback from eRedCap to RedCap on CBRA when RRC indicates that Redcap is NOT applicable for eRedCap UE, there will be the cases that eRedCap UE uses the legacy RACH partition, i.e., legacy UE will be affected on scheduling anyway. Then, it is obvious that the fallback procedure from eRedCap to RedCap only for CFRA has no benefits.
Observation 2. There is no clear benefit for fallback procedure from eRedCap to RedCap only for CFRA, given that the fallback procedure from eRedCap to RedCap is not supported in CBRA procedure.
Based on the above observations, the fallback procedure from eRedCap to RedCap only for CFRA has clearly no benefits but only has unnecessary performance degradation. Therefore, there is no need to keep the unnecessary operation for R18 eRedCap WI. 
During the RAN2#125bis meeting, some companies has suggested to leave network implementation with this unnecessary procedure, since the Rel-18 WI has finished. However, if the network implementation ensures to have a common procedure for CBRA and CFRA by configuring the RACH partitions for eRedCap UE, the fallback procedure from eRedCap to RedCap would never be applied, so there is no need to keep the meaningless procedure which is never applied. 
In addition, given that the MAC procedure for eRedCap UE is not stable for now, e.g., due to aspects on 2-step RA procedure, there would be no actual implementation of eRedCap. In this sense, there would be no issue to clean-up the Random Access procedure for eRedCap, as long as the useless fallback operation only for CFRA is not needed at all.
Observation 3. The Random Access procedure for eRedCap is not stable for now, e.g., due to aspects on 2-step RA procedure, so there would no issue to clean-up the MAC procedure for eRedCap.
Rather, if this unnecessary fallback procedure is remained in the current specification, the unproductive discussion would be occurred whenever the eRedCap support for future release is discussed in CFRA procedure. For example, when the eRedCap support was discussed for Rel-18 CovEnh WI (i.e., for Msg1 repetition of eRedCap UE), it was extensively discussed whether to support the fallback from eRedCap to RedCap for CFRA with Msg1 repetition in [AT125][CE_enh][801], due to different views on the intention of CFRA procedure for eRedCap UEs. Based on the discussion, it was agreed to support the eRedCap with Msg1 repetition for CFRA only if there is a RACH partition associated with eRedCap indication and Msg1 repetition indication with same repetition is configured, i.e., no support for fallback from [eRedCap + Msg1 repetition] to [RedCap + Msg1 repetition] for CFRA procedure.
Similarly, if there is another CFRA procedure in future release, it is possible to discuss whether and how to support eRedCap, and there would be additional discussion on whether to allow this unnecessary fallback procedure with inconsistent RACH partition selection, reminding the intention of this fallback procedure. Then, the same discussion would be repeated considering the intention of this fallback procedure in Rel-18 eRedCap, which would be time-consuming without clear benefits. 
Observation 4. Keeping the useless fallback procedure for eRedCap UE only for CFRA would cause unnecessary discussion on whether to allow the same fallback procedure for eRedCap UEs, whenever eRedCap support is discussed in future release.
Based on the above observation, it is suggested to clean-up the Random Access procedure for eRedCap UEs, in order to align the selection of RACH partition for CFRA cases and CBRA cases. In our view, modifying the CFRA procedure to align with CBRA procedure would be much simpler, i.e., no fallback from eRedCap to RedCap both in CBRA and CFRA procedure once RRC indicates that RedCap is not applicable, since it just needs to remove only one level-1 bullet on current MAC specifications. In addition, given that the fallback from [eRedCap + Msg1 repetition] to [RedCap + Msg1 repetition] for CFRA is not supported for Reconfiguration with Sync case and LTM cell switch case, it would be no further issue to have a same principle without Msg1 repetition (i.e., no fallback from [eRedCap] to [RedCap] for CFRA).
Proposal 1. In order to align the CFRA and CBRA procedure for eRedCap UE, do not support fallback from eRedCap to Redcap is supported for CFRA, once RRC indicates that eRedCap is applicable and RedCap is not applicable for eRedCap UE.
Proposal 2. Adopt the TP in Annex A.

3	Conclusion
In this paper, we discussed our views on remaining issues for RedCap UE. This paper includes following observations:
Observation 1. Inconsistent RACH partition selection between CFRA and CBRA procedure would cause unnecessary network restriction on RAR and Msg3 scheduling.
Observation 2. There is no clear benefit for fallback procedure from eRedCap to RedCap only for CFRA, given that the fallback procedure from eRedCap to RedCap is not supported in CBRA procedure.
Observation 3. The Random Access procedure for eRedCap is not stable for now, e.g., due to aspects on 2-step RA procedure, so there would no issue to clean-up the MAC procedure for eRedCap.
Observation 4. Keeping the useless fallback procedure for eRedCap UE only for CFRA would cause unnecessary discussion on whether to allow the same fallback procedure for eRedCap UEs, whenever eRedCap support is discussed in future release.
Based on the above observation, followings are proposed:
[bookmark: _Hlk162984371]Proposal 1. In order to align the CFRA and CBRA procedure for eRedCap UE, do not support fallback from eRedCap to Redcap is supported for CFRA, once RRC indicates that eRedCap is applicable and RedCap is not applicable for eRedCap UE.
Proposal 2. Adopt the TP in Annex A.
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Annex	A. MAC TP for proposal 1
	[bookmark: _Toc155999605]5.1.1b	Selection of the set of Random Access resources for the Random Access procedure
(…omitted)
1>	else if contention-free Random Access Resources have been provided for this Random Access procedure and RedCap is applicable for the current Random Access procedure and there is one set of Random Access resources available that is only configured with RedCap indication; or
1>	if contention-free Random Access Resources have been provided for this Random Access procedure and eRedCap is applicable for the current Random Access procedure and there is one set of Random Access resources available that is only configured with eRedCap indication; or
1>	if contention-free Random Access Resources have been provided for this Random Access procedure and eRedCap is applicable for the current Random Access procedure and there is no set of Random Access resources available that is only configured with eRedCap indication and there is one set of Random Access resources available that is only configured with RedCap indication:
2>	select this set of Random Access resources for this Random Access procedure.





