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1. Introduction
In RAN2#116e, there were some agreements [1] followed by post-#116e [515] Email discussion [2]. During the Email discussion, there are many consensus and some remaining issues (e.g. priority rules, carrier selection). In this contribution, we discuss those issues and provide our view.
2. Discussion
2.1	Carrier selection vs RACH partition selection
In RAN2#115e, it was agreed as a baseline that feature combination is not considered in carriers selection [3].
	6.	As a baseline, the RA procedure design for Rel-17 should adhere to the following general principles: 
a: Carrier selection (between NUL/SUL) should happen ahead of the initial RACH resource selection (i.e. feature combination is not considered in carrier selection).   


However, in the post-#116e Email discussion [2], there was the question on the carrier selection and the BWP selection based on further observations after some progress in #116e. It has been concluded, with observation 8 below, as the remaining issue to be discussed in this meeting. Note that the BWP selection should happen after carrier selection and the main issue on BWP selection is for RedCap so far. We focus on carrier selection in the following discussion.
	Observation 8: No common view on this issue. Some companies think that BWP and carrier selection should happen before RACH partition is selected. But others think that this can happen after RACH selection. Companies also think that for some features some exceptions may apply (e.g. SDT). Overall it seems this aspect needs further discussion.


The main issue pointed out during the Email discussion is that the carrier selection happens based on the RSRP threshold and the RSRP threshold should be per RACH partition as agreed for some features (e.g. sdt-RSRP-ThresholdSSB-SUL for SDT [4]). If the carrier selection is done before RACH partition selection, a question is what/which RSRP threshold is to be used for feature combinations. Furthermore, it would be more reasonable to configure the RSRP threshold for each feature combination, which potentially mean the RSRP threshold per RACH partition.
Proposal 1: For feature combination, RACH partition selection is done before carrier selection.
Proposal 2: For each feature combination, RSRP threshold for carrier selection can be configured.

2.2	Priority rules
Another remaining issue from the Email discussion is the priority rules in RACH partitions for which the conclusion was shown below [2]:
	Proposal 3: If only a subset of features have a matching RACH partition, and the triggered RACH doesn’t fit with any of the configured RACH partitions then the UE behaviour will be specified. Details are TBD.
Observation 4: Majority of companies seem to prefer a static set of rules. However, there seems to be no significant majority one way or the other and no consensus. So, this needs further discussion. 
Proposal 4: If we agree to specify a set of priorty rules, these rules are selected between following options: 
Option a: Priority rules are static and will be defined in the specs (e.g. the available RACH partition with slice info will be prioritized  etc)
Option b: Priority rules are configurable (e.g. can be configured in SI)
Observation 5: companies seem to think that we need to first decide how to determine the relative priorities and then we can decide how to specify this. For now, no proposal is made for this.


Considering the inputs from many companies, it seems that majority view including us is to introduce priority rules for the case where “only a subset of features have a matching RACH partition, and the triggered RACH doesn’t fit with any of the configured RACH partitions”.
Observation 1. Proposal 3 from the Email discussion should be agreed considering the majority view.

Given that that (P3 [2]) is to be agreed, the remaining issue is how to specify the priority rules and then there are two options a and b above. We discuss features one by one.
Firstly, RedCap should be taken as the first priority, except for the case where Msg3-based identification is applied (i.e. no RACH partition for RedCap). This is simply because that the RedCap UE cannot have other choice. When the network is asking the RedCap UE to use the specific RA preambles, the RedCap UE shall indicate it’s access to the network by using one of these RA preambles.
For SDT, we do not think this is high priority than other features, as the UE can send a data even without SDT via normal resume procedure, although this will cause some delay. It can be left to network implementation how/whether to ensure the SDT is available for feature combinations in a cell, if such delay should be avoided.
For Slice, this may depend on the purpose or intention of the Slice-based RACH. If the network wants to raise successful rate in RA for specific slice(s) or filter (e.g. reject to Msg3 other than specific slice(s)) then it should have higher priority. Otherwise, it can be left to network implementation how/whether to ensure the Slice is available for feature combinations.
Based on the observations above, we assume the following priority order: RedCap (top) > Slice > SDT. This can be fixed as the relative priority in the specification, i.e. Option a.
Observation 2. For RedCap, SDT and Slice, there seems to be no need to configurable priority.

For CE, if this is seen as necessary for a UE, then it should have higher priority as the (data) transmission may be failed without CE. On the other hand, CE can be considered differently or separately from other features, as CE is highly depending on carrier selection. Indeed, it was agreed that the carrier selection is done before the CE selection. In some sense, the CE is similar to the RA type selection (i.e. either 4 step or 2 step RA). 
However, with respect to the priority rules, we would like to emphasize the proposal 1 in 2.1. If the P1 can be agreed, the priority order should be: RedCap (top) > Slice > SDT, and the CE is excluded from the P1. After selecting the RACH partition for feature combinations other than CE, carrier selection is done. Then, need of CE is determined on the selected carrier. Otherwise (i.e. baseline agreement that carrier selection is done before RACH partition selection is kept), the priority order should be: RedCap (top) > Slice > CE > SDT. Note that the relative priority between Slice and CE may not be so clear, but the network can ensure the priority by appropriately configuring the RACH partition.
Observation 3. For CE, handling of CE selection depends on the order of carrier selection and the RACH partition selection.
Based on the discussions so far, we suggest the following two proposals at first.
Proposal 3: RAN2 to take Option a (priority rules will be specified in spec) as working assumption.
Proposal 4: RAN2 to assume the following priority order: RedCap > Slice > SDT.

In addition, we propose two alternative proposals depending on the P1.
Proposal 5a: If RAN2 can agree with P1, RAN2 to assume the following behaviours:
1. RACH partition selection is done except for CE,
2. Carrier selection is done based on the selected RACH partition,
3. CE selection is done for the selected carrier.
Proposal 5b: If RAN2 cannot agree with P1, RAN2 to assume the following priority order: RedCap > Slice > CE > SDT.

3. Conclusion
In this contribution we discussed the remaining issue for MAC procedure and made following proposals.

Carrier selection vs RACH partition selection
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 1: For feature combination, RACH partition selection is done before carrier selection.
Proposal 2: For each feature combination, RSRP threshold for carrier selection can be configured.

Priority rules
Proposal 3: RAN2 to take Option a (priority rules will be specified in spec) as working assumption.
Proposal 4: RAN2 to assume the following priority order: RedCap > Slice > SDT.

In addition, we propose two alternative proposals depending on the P1.
Proposal 5a: If RAN2 can agree with P1, RAN2 to assume the following behaviours:
1. RACH partition selection is done except for CE,
2. Carrier selection is done based on the selected RACH partition,
3. CE selection is done for the selected carrier.
Proposal 5b: If RAN2 cannot agree with P1, RAN2 to assume the following priority order: RedCap > Slice > CE > SDT.
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