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1 
Introduction


In [Post111-e][914] discussion, it was discussed whether it is needed to identify RedCap UEs during Msg3 or not and concluded it depends on the two aspects. One aspect regarding Msg4/5 special handling for RedCap UE depends on RAN1 discussion. The other aspect regarding a need to reject RedCap UEs needs to be discussed in RAN2. In this contribution, we discuss whether it is needed to identify RedCap UEs during Msg3 from RAN2 perspective. 
2
Discussion

In [Post111-e][914] discussion, the following is proposed: 

We would like to discuss whether reject part of RedCap UEs is needed or not from RAN2 perspective. RRC connection reject is to support overload control and the overload function is needed to reduce traffic of a RAN node when the serving AMF is overloaded. To decide our view on the need of overload control of RedCap UEs, we have two considerations. 

· Whether the overload control should be implemented based on a device type, or

· Whether the overload control should be implemented based on the importance of traffic generated from UEs

Considering the three use cases for RedCap UEs such as Industrial wireless sensors, Video surveillance and Wearables, we cannot say that traffic generated from RedCap UEs always have lower priority than traffic from legacy NR devices in congested situation. 
In usual, RedCap UEs may not generate important data; for example, data transmission for regular monitoring services may not be important in many cases. However, depending on the applications, RedCap UEs may transmit data to inform a critical event.  If important data report from RedCap UEs is possible, the chance to transmit the data should not be deprioritized based on a device type only. 
Proposal. Msg3 reject should be supported by the importance of traffic, not a device type. 
3
Conclusion

Proposal. Msg3 reject should be supported by the importance of traffic, not a device type. 

Proposal 2: Whether it is needed to identify RedCap UEs during Msg3 from RAN2 perspective or not depends on the following two aspects:


Whether Msg4/5 special handing for RedCap UE is needed, pending RAN1


Whether there is a need to reject part of RedCap UEs in addition to cell barring and UAC mechanism.








