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1 Introduction

This paper aims at capturing the summary of offline discussion. 

· [AT114-e][106][RedCap] Identification and access restrictions (Huawei)

Initial scope: Discuss the proposals from R2-2106487

Initial intended outcome: Summary of the offline discussion with e.g.:

· List of proposals for agreement (if any)

· List of proposals that require online discussions

· List of proposals that should not be pursued (if any)

Initial deadline (for companies' feedback): Thursday 2021-05-20 07:00 UTC

Initial deadline (for rapporteur's summary in R2-2106522): Thursday 2021-05-20 09:00 UTC

Updated scope: Continue the discussion on proposals from R2-2106522 marked as "continue offline"

Initial intended outcome: Summary of the offline discussion with e.g.:

· List of proposals for agreement (if any)

· List of proposals that require online discussions

· List of proposals that should not be pursued (if any)

Updated deadline (for companies' feedback): Tuesday 2021-05-25 08:00 UTC

Updated deadline (for rapporteur's summary in R2-2106529): Tuesday 2021-05-25 12:00 UTC

Proposals marked "for agreement" in R2-2106529 not challenged until Tuesday 2021-05-25 22:00 UTC will be declared as agreed via email by the session chair. 

For the rest the discussion will continue online in the Wednesday CB session.

Agreements:

1. SIB1 (not MIB) indicates cell barring for 1 Rx branch and 2 Rx branches separately for RedCap UEs. Further details of the solution are FFS

2. The cell barring for RedCap UE is per cell (not per PLMN).

3. RedCap UE supports the Intra Frequency Reselection Indicator.

4. Either Msg1 and/or Msg3 early identification will be supported

Proposal 3[To discuss] [14 vs. 2]: There is no need to support Rx branches specific early identification from RAN2 perceptive (final decision up to RAN1).

· continue in offline 106

Proposal 6 [To discuss][16 vs. 5]: RedCap UE ignores the cellBarred in MIB.

· continue in offline 106

Proposal 7b [To discuss] [8 vs. 13]: RAN2 to discuss whether RedCap UEs reuse the legacy IFRI in MIB or use new RedCap specific IFRI in SIB1.

· continue in offline 106

Proposal 9 [To discuss]: Send LS to ask RAN3 to support the coordination between gNBs on whether a neighbour/target gNB supports RedCap UEs, if needed, to avoid handover RedCap to a target cell that it can’t access.

· continue in offline 106

2 Information in phase 1

2.1: Early identification 
2.1.2 Rx braches specific early identification

Issue A: whether there is a need for Rx branches specific early identification
The proposal in R2-2106487 is 

Draft_Proposal 3: There is no need to support Rx branches specific early identification from RAN2 perceptive.
Option 1: Yes, early identification of RedCap UE’s Rx capabilities

Option 2: No, only early identification of RedCap UE (not to differentiate 1Rx and 2Rx) 
Option 3: Just let RAN1 to discuss this. 

Question 3: Which option do you prefer for Rx branches specific early identification?
	Companies
	Preferred option? 
	Comments

	OPPO
	Option 3
	

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	

	Apple
	Option 3
	

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	Binary indication of RedCap is sufficient for initial access. We are also fine with leaving its discussion to RAN1.

	MediaTek
	2
	While this is again a R1 centric discussion, we do not see a need for an early indication of UE’s RX capabilities at this point. This information will anyways be provided to the NW at UE capability exchange.

	Futurewei
	Option 2
	

	Sequans
	Option 2/3
	Option 2 should be agreed from RAN2 perspective

	Intel
	Option 2
	Do not see the need to have Rx branches specific early identification from RAN2 perspective. 

	China Telecom
	Option 2
	We think there is no need for an early indication of UE’s RX capabilities.

	Samsung
	Option 3
	

	Lenovo
	Option 2/3
	

	LGE
	Option 3
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 2/3
	

	Sierra Wireless
	Option 1
	If the number of Rx branches is known by the network, then the network can differentiate based on this. However we are also fine with leaving it for RAN1. 

	NEC
	Option 2
	The need of differentiation of 1 Rx and 2 Rx is coming from the request from some operators in RANP who do not support 1 Rx RedCap at all.

	ZTE
	Option 3
	

	Sharp
	Option 2
	

	Fujitsu
	Option 2/3
	We think Rx number is not necessary from RAN2 perspective, but it can depends on RAN1 decision.

	DENSO
	Option 3
	The Rx branch specific early indication is relevant to the coverage recovery, and so it is O.K to let RAN1 decide the necessity.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Option 3
	

	Spreadtrum
	Option 2
	

	CATT
	Option 3
	

	BT
	Option 1 or 3
	

	vivo
	Option2
	We see no motivation to justify Rx branches specific early identification.

	T-Mobile USA
	Option 2
	Agree with Vivo


 Option 1: Yes, early identification of RedCap UE’s Rx capabilities [2]

Option 2: No, only early identification of RedCap UE (not to differentiate 1Rx and 2Rx) [14]
Option 3: Just let RAN1 to discuss this. [14]

Clear majority see no need to support the early identification of RedCap UE’s Rx capabilities. But, it is true the final decision should be up to RAN1.

Proposal 3[To discuss] [14 vs. 2]: There is no need to support Rx branches specific early identification from RAN2 perceptive (final decision up to RAN1).
2.2: Access and Camping Restriction  

2.2.1 Cell barring 
Issue C: whether to ignore the cellbarred in MIB 

The proposal in R2-2106487 is 

Draft_Proposal 6: [To discuss] RAN2 to discuss whether RedCap UE should ignore or apply the legacy cellbarred in MIB.
Option 1: RedCap UE ingores the cellBarred in MIB (i.e. supporting the case of barring non-RedCap UE but allowing RedCap UE to camp) 

Option 2: RedCap UE applies the cellBarred in MIB (i.e. not supporting the case of barring non-RedCap UE but allowing RedCap UE to camp)

Rapporteur understands this depends on whether RAN2 consider the case of barring non-RedCap UE but allowing RedCap UE to camp as valid.

Question 6: Do you prefer whether RedCap UEs ignore or apply the legacy cellbarred in MIB (in addition to its RedCap specific indication)?
	Companies
	Ignore, or apply?
	Comments

	OPPO
	Ignore
	This is most flexible from network control’s perspective.

	Ericsson
	Apply
	The question is whether we want to support “RedCap-only” cells. We don’t see this necessary at the moment but can discuss further.

	Apple
	Apply
	Same view as Ericsson.

	Qualcomm
	Ignore
	Option 1 supports all four cases (only non-RedCap is barred, only RedCap is barred, both are barred, no barring for both).

Option 2 does not support the case only non-RedCap is barred.

	MediaTek
	Ignore
	This option is more future proof, as it allows the case of barring non-RedCap UEs while allowing RedCap UEs to camp onto the cell.

	Futurewei
	No strong view
	Agree with rapporteur that it all depends on if we can establish valid use cases for “RedCap-only” cell.

	Sequans
	Ignore
	

	Intel
	Ignore
	

	China Telecom
	Ignore
	The option is more flexible.

	Samsung
	Apply
	As described in our paper R2-2105472.

	Lenovo
	Ignore
	Option 1. offers more flexibility to control the access from the view of system.

	LGE
	Ignore
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Ignore
	We want to give the NW more flexibility.

	Sierra Wireless
	Ignore
	

	NEC
	No strong view
	at this moment, we are open to discuss further the need of such use case

	ZTE
	Ignore
	This allows operator to deploy RedCap dedicated cell, e.g. for industrial and video Surveillance use cases.

	Sharp
	No strong view
	For “RedCap-only” cell (if supported), the cellbarring in MIB should be ignored. For “both RedCap and non-RedCap” cell, applying the cellbarring in MIB allows the RedCap UEs not to read SIB1 if the cellbarring in MIB is set.

	Fujitsu
	Ignore
	We support to have separate camping restriction for non-RedCap UE and RedCap UE. 

	DENSO
	Apply
	If the existing field of cellBarred in MIB is applied for RedCap UEs, it can be used for the NW to bar all of the UEs, no matter if the UE is RedCap UEs or not. It is not clear if there is a NPN/CSG-like use case for RedCap UEs. Such a scenario could be supported by utilising the NPN functionality to RedCap UEs, and could be discussed in later releases.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Ignore
	NW can anyway set the RedCap specific barring bits according to cellBarred bit.

	Spreadtrum
	Ignore
	

	CATT
	Ignore
	

	BT
	Apply
	At this stage, we don’t see the use case to support RedCap-only cells. 

	vivo
	Ignore
	This will provide more flexibility to network deployment. 

	T-Mobile USA
	Apply
	Don’t see a use case for REDCAP only cell and if this ever came up UAC is the appropriate mechanism to restrict/allow access. 

Need to keep option 2. 


Option 1: RedCap UE ingores the cellBarred in MIB [16]

Option 2: RedCap UE applies the cellBarred in MIB [5]

No strong view [3]

It is clear majority who can accept the option 1.

Proposal 6 [To disucss][16 vs. 5]: RedCap UE ingores the cellBarred in MIB
2.2.2 IFRI

Issue A: whether to introduce RedCap specific IFRI

The proposal in R2-2106487 is 

Draft_Proposal 7a: [Easy] RedCap UE supports the Intra Frequency Reselection Indicator.
Draft_Proposal 7b: [To discuss] RAN2 to discuss whether RedCap UEs reuse the legacy IFRI in MIB or use new RedCap specific IFRI in SIB1.
Rapporteur understands there is no clear majority view on the solution to support IFRI for RedCap UE in the contributions. But, it seems companies indeed support the application of IFRI to RedCap UE. Therefore, rapporteur would like to ask if companies are fine to agree on the high level P7a.

As for the support of Intra Freq Reselection indicator for RedCap UE, companies propose the following options:

Option 1: Reuse the legacy IFRI in MIB (i.e. no RedCap specific IFRI)  

Option 2: Introduce RedCap specific IFRI in SIB1  

· Option 2a: not to differentiate 1Rx and 2Rx

· Option 2b: specific to the number of Rx branches  
Question 8: Which option do you prefer on Intra Freq Reselection Indicator for RedCap UE?
	Companies
	Preferred option
	Comments

	OPPO
	Option 2
	Whether 2a or 2b can be further discussed.

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	We don’t currently see use case to differentiate this between RedCap and non-RedCap. 

	Apple
	Option 1
	

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	If Rx branch specific barring is supported, the same reasoning applies to IFRI (i.e. Option 2b). 

	MediaTek
	2a
	In case all cells in the frequency do not support RedCap operation, it is useful to indicate this information to the UE to avoid unnecessarily searching for cells that do not support RedCap on the frequency. 

	Futurewei
	Option 1
	

	Sequans
	Option 2b
	This seems linked to both Q4 (Rx branch barring) and Q6, as a similar reasoning applies. If we are not consistent there should be a good reason.

	Intel
	Option 1 
	Normally the cells in the same frequency should be upgraded simultaneously, and therefore legacy IFRI can be reused;

	China Telecom
	Option 2
	In case there is a cell do not support both Redcap UE and non-Redcap UE , introduce RedCap specific IFRI in SIB1 is needed.

	Samsung
	Option 1
	

	Lenovo
	Option 1
	

	LGE
	Option 2b
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No strong view
	

	NEC
	Option 2
	we prefer option 2a, as differentiation of Rx branches is coming from the request from some operators who do not want to support 1 Rx at all and thus no need to have separate IFRI.

	ZTE
	Option 1
	

	Sharp
	Option 1
	

	Fujitsu
	Option 2
	We prefer to introduce RedCap specific IFRI in SIB1, so that non-RedCap UEs and RedCap UEs may reselect different cells on one frequency.

	DENSO
	Option 2a
	The policy of setting the value of intraFreqReselection could be different between RedCap UEs and the others. The necessity of further discrimination is questionable, unless there is the difference of supporting frequency bands between 1Rx UEs and 2 Rx UEs.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Option 2b
	This is only option according to the WID requirements:

Specify a system information indication to indicate whether a RedCap UE can camp on the cell/frequency or not; it shall be possible for the indication to be specific to the number of Rx branches of the UE. [RAN2, RAN1] 

	CATT
	Option 2
	2a or 2b can be further discussed. 

	vivo
	Option2a
	Similar as we will introduce new cell barring bit(s) for RedCap UEs, we believe separate intraFreqReselection IEs for RedCap UEs are necessary for the case that some cells are only for RedCap devices. 

Regarding one or two bits for IFRI, we think one is enough with only one or two cell barring bits. For the case with two bits for cell barring:

1. If only 1Rx UEs are barred (2Rx UEs are allowed), this IFRI is applied for 1Rx UEs

If both 1Rx and 2Rx UEs are barred, then, there is no motivation to treat them differently for intra-frequency reselection. 

	T-Mobile USA
	Option 1
	We don’t see a need for barring based on RX branch’s therefor there is no need for option 2. 


Option 1: Reuse the legacy IFRI in MIB [8]

Option 2: Introduce RedCap specific IFRI in SIB1 [13]

It is almost half to half on the need of RedCap specific IFRI.

Proposal 7b [To discuss] [8 vs. 13]: RAN2 to discuss whether RedCap UEs reuse the legacy IFRI in MIB or use new RedCap specific IFRI in SIB1.
2.2.3 Neighbor cell RedCap support indication 
Issue B: For handover 

The issue is discussed in R2-2104775.

the companies proposes than knowing whether a neighbour cell accepts access by Redcap or not can help gNB ensures not to handover a RedCap UE to a target cell that it can’t access. [QC]
The proposal in R2-2106487 is 

Draft_Proposal 9: [2nd batch] [To discuss] RAN2 to discuss the need for coordination between gNBs on whether a neighbour/target gNB supports RedCap UEs. (Send LS to RAN3, if agreed).
Question 10: Is it needed of the coordination between gNBs on whether a neighbour/target gNB supports RedCap UEs, to avoid handover RedCap to a target cell that it can’t access?
	Companies
	Yes or No
	Comments

	OPPO
	No
	Existing handover preparation procedure already allows such, e.g. if target gNB does not support RedCap UEs, it can reject the handover request.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	But not clear whether anything is needed in RAN2 – there could be RAN3 impact though. 

	Apple
	Co-ordination is needed across gNBs.
	The signaling details can be discussed if RAN2 or RAN3 needs to handle and if existing signaling is enough.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Without this enhancement, a source cell has to reply on “trial and error” to select a target cell that supports RedCap, e.g. it picks a target cell based on measurement report, sends handover request to the selected target cell. If the request is denied, the source cell has to try another target cell. This increases likelihood of handover failure and handover latency. On the other hand, if the source cell is able to know whether a neighbor cell supports RedCap, it can select a target cell with much better chance of success.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	The NW should ensure that a RedCap UE should only do a handover to a cell that supports RedCap operation. To enable this, inter-gNB coordination is needed. We can send an LS to RAN3 to trigger this discussion.

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	Sequans
	Yes
	If not, it should be clear whether the UE gets handed over to a non-supporting cell or will there be trial-and-error by gNB beforehand.
Either option seems undesirable.

An LS to RAN3 is needed

	Intel
	No
	It can be left to network implementation or leave the discussion to RAN3. 

	China Telecom
	Yes
	If not, UE might hand over to a non-supporting cell.

	Samsung
	-
	As many others commented, target can determine based on UE's capability, but we tend to agree that it can be optimized to avoid trial-and-error. So, perhaps it would be beneficial to indicate it to RAN3 so that they can decide the issue.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	It needs to send a LS to RAN3.  

	LGE
	-
	This should be discussed in RAN3. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	For the comment from OPPO, the legacy target gNB can not understand the HO request is for RedCap, since even if the capability container includes the RedCap indication, legacy gNB cannot understand this.

	Sierra Wireless
	Yes
	

	NEC
	No
	agree with Intel 

	ZTE
	-
	It is up to RAN3 to decide whether coordination between gNB is needed.

	Sharp
	
	Depends on RAN3

	Fujitsu
	
	We think this can be discussed by RAN3. 

	DENSO
	Yes
	Agree with Qualcomm. By sharing the accessibility to RedCap UE between gNBs, it is possible to prevent the source cell from sending a handover request to a neighbor gNB that does not support RedCap.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	But this is RAN3 discussion.

	Spreadtrum
	
	Suggest to leave the discussion to RAN3.

	CATT
	
	No strong view. OK to consult R3. 

	BT
	Yes
	This is under RAN3 domain

	vivo
	
	Depends on RAN3.

	T-Mobile USA
	No
	


 Yes [12]

No [3]

Ask RAN3 to discuss [8]

It is majority view that the coordination is indeed helpful but there seems no RAN2 spec impact. Therefore rapporteur proposal to ask RAN3 to discuss this issue.

Proposal 9 [To discuss]: Send LS to ask RAN3 to support the coordination between gNBs on whether a neighbour/target gNB supports RedCap UEs, if needed, to avoid handover RedCap to a target cell that it can’t access.
3 Discussion in phase 2

3.1 Rx braches specific early identification

Option 1: Yes, early identification of RedCap UE’s Rx capabilities [2]

Option 2: No, only early identification of RedCap UE (not to differentiate 1Rx and 2Rx) [14]
Option 3: Just let RAN1 to discuss this. [14]

Clear majority see no need to support the early identification of RedCap UE’s Rx capabilities. But, it is true the final decision should be up to RAN1.

Draft_Proposal 3 [14 vs. 2]: There is no need to support Rx branches specific early identification from RAN2 perceptive (final decision up to RAN1).

Question A: Do you have concern on the above draft proposal 3? Silence means agreement. Other agreeable rewording is also welcome. 
	Companies
	Agreeable or not?
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Agreeable
	

	Apple
	Agree
	No need from RAN2 perspective.

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	ChinaTelecom
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	The early indication for 1RX UE might be beneficial for network to e.g. provide proper MCS for Msg2/3/4, but anyway, we agree that it can be discussed in RAN1.

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Fujitsu
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Thales
	Agree
	

	Sequans
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	

	DENSO
	Agree
	

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	

	Sharp
	Agree
	

	T-Mobile USA
	Agree
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agree
	

	LGE
	Agree
	


All companies are fine with Draft_Proposal 3.

Proposal 1: [Easy] There is no need to support Rx branches specific early identification from RAN2 perceptive (final decision up to RAN1).

3.2 Whether to ignore the cellbarred in MIB

Option 1: RedCap UE ingores the cellBarred in MIB [16]

Option 2: RedCap UE applies the cellBarred in MIB [5]

No strong view [3]

It is clear majority who can accept the option 1.

Draft_Proposal 6 [16 vs. 5]: RedCap UE ingores the cellBarred in MIB

Question B: Do you have concern on the above draft proposal 6? Silence means agreement. Other agreeable rewording is also welcome. 
	Companies
	Agreeable or not?
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Agreeable
	

	Apple
	Concern
	This means that NW has a special cell for RedCap purposes!!  In our view NWs may optionally handle RedCap UEs, and not that the cell is barred for legacy UEs, but RedCap UEs can still try to camp..?

What would be the use-case? We understand future extensibility… but it is well understood that there wont be cells that are specific to RedCap, and it NW bars a cell, it should apply to RedCap as well. 

On the other hand, if we agree to this, then redCap UEs need to read SIB1 for cells that are barred, just to know if they are really barred (more often than not, they would be barred) -> more power consumption.

This would be useful if there are cells that cater to RedCap UEs…which is not the case.

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	ChinaTelecom
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Concern
	We agree with Apple that the proposal implies to introduce a dedicated cell to RedCap UEs (i.e. normal UEs are barred based on cellBarred in MIB, but RedCap UEs can camp on as it ignores according to the proposal) which can be done by the different priority for the frequency, anyway.

We believe the information should be applicable to all types of UEs including RedCap UEs, and to bar RedCap UEs only can be done by a new separate bit in SIB1, even when network allows accessing the cell in cellBarred in MIB, e.g. based on its support of RedCap UEs.

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Concern
	It depends on whether the operators need to support “Redcap-only” cells. If not, apply the cellbarred in MIB is a simple way. Otherwise as people mentioned above, UE needs to check SIB1 anyway which cause more power consumption.

 

	Fujitsu
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Concern
	We don’t know why RedCap UE should not follow the cellBarred in MIB even if there is separate barring in SIB1 for RedCap UEs. As brought up, the only use case seems to be RedCap-specific cells which we don’t expect are necessary to support using this mechanism. If such special deployments would be needed, some kind of NPN/CAG-based solution could be adopted instead.

	Thales
	Agree
	

	Sequans
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	

	DENSO
	Concern
	If RedCap UEs ignore cellbarred in MIB, it can support cells that allow only RedCap UEs to camp, but there is no clear use case that requires such cells. 

This proposal means that RedCap UEs need to read SIB1 to see if the cells are barred, which requires additional power consumption.

In addition, considering EN-DC operation where an NR cell is deployed for EN-DC only, i.e. not supporting standalone access, NR cell (SN) does not have to broadcast system information other than MIB as described in TS 37.340, so standalone UEs cannot find SIB1 in this cell. As a result, it can take some time for RedCap UEs to access another cell. Therefore, RedCap UEs should be able to apply the cellBarred in MIB to avoid this problem.

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	

	Sharp
	Agree
	Based on the assumption that there is the use case that a cell allows RedCap UEs access but bars the normal UEs. Whether there is such use case needs to be confirmed first.

	T-Mobile USA
	Strong Concern
	We see no use case for a REDCAP only cell and this is outside the scope of the WID.  WID objective is to allow a MBB network to bar REDCAP UE’s so as not to reduce spectral efficiency.  

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agree
	As said earlier, NW can set the bits consistently.

	LGE
	Agree
	


Majority are fine with the Draft_Proposal 6, while 6 companies have some concern that there is no RedCap standalone/only cell required.

Rapporteur understands there is no bit saving gain even if RedCap UE applies the MIB cellbarred either, since anyway RedCap UE has to check its own specific cell barring in SIB1. That means there is no point to check the cell barring in MIB in addition. One compromise clarification can be that RedCap UE ignores the cell barring in MIB, but this does not means RAN2 will support RedCap only cell in R17.
Proposal 2 [To discuss] [16/22] RedCap UE ignores the cellBarred in MIB. (This does not imply RAN2 supports RedCap only cell in R17 or not.)
3.3 Whether to introduce RedCap specific IFRI

Option 1: Reuse the legacy IFRI in MIB [8]

Option 2: Introduce RedCap specific IFRI in SIB1 [13]

The rapporteur understands the slightly majority view (i.e. RedCap UE specific IFRI) seems align with the WID objective

“•
Specify a system information indication to indicate whether a RedCap UE can camp on the cell/frequency or not;”

Draft_Proposal 7b [13 vs. 8]: Introduce RedCap specific IFRI in SIB1.

Question C: Do you have concern on the above draft proposal 7b? Silence means agreement. Other agreeable rewording is also welcome. 
	Companies
	Agreeable or not?
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Agreeable
	

	Apple
	Concern
	Similar views as to above question. This is dependant on the outcome f 3.2. 

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	Intel
	No
	We do not see the need to have this RedCap specific IFRI considering that normally the cells in the same frequency should be upgraded simultaneously.

	OPPO
	Agree 
	

	ChinaTelecom
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Concern
	Same comment as in 3.2.

	Lenovo
	No
	IFRI is a strategy to indicate whether the UEs only camp on the strongest cell of the same frequency. It can work for all types of the UEs which attempt to camp on this cell and it is not necessary for the different types of UE to follow different strategies.

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	Yes, IFRI is to indicate the UE only camp on the strongest cell of the same frequency or not. For Redcap UEs (no matter 1RX or 2RXs), camp on the cell based on the strongest signaling strength is good for the coverage enhancement, but may not be needed for normal UE. So we support introducing Redcap specific IFRI in SIB1.


	Fujitsu
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Not needed
	We think the existing IFRI can be re-used for RedCap. There doesn’t seem to be a strong need or use case for separate parameters – for example if intra frequency reselection is allowed, but some cell wouldn’t support RedCap for any reason, such cell can still indicate barring for RedCap. We don’t think there is a case where intra frequency reselection to the next strongest cell would be allowed for RedCap only.

	Thales
	Agree
	

	Sequans
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	No
	Same view as Intel. 

	CATT
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	

	DENSO
	Agree
	For example, intraFreqReselection for RedCap UEs need to be introduced in cases where only legacy UEs, not RedCap UEs, are allowed to reselect other cells of the same frequency.

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	

	Sharp
	No
	Agree with Ericsson.

	T-Mobile USA
	No
	Agree with Ericsson and Lenovo 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agree
	This is already required by the WID, why are we discussing it further?

	LGE
	Agree
	


Majority are fine with the Draft_Proposal 7b. However, there is still some concern raised.
Proposal 3 [To discuss] [14/22] RAN2 to discussion whether to introduce RedCap specific IFRI in SIB1
3.4 Coordination on neighbor cell RedCap supporting for handover

Is it needed of the coordination between gNBs on whether a neighbour/target gNB supports RedCap UEs, to avoid handover RedCap to a target cell that it can’t access?
Yes [12]

No [3]

Ask RAN3 to discuss [8]

It is majority view that the coordination is indeed helpful but there seems no RAN2 spec impact. Therefore rapporteur proposal to ask RAN3 to discuss this issue.

Draft_Proposal 9: [20 vs. 3] Send LS to ask RAN3 to support the coordination between gNBs on whether a neighbour/target gNB supports RedCap UEs, if needed, to avoid handover RedCap to a target cell that it can’t access.

Question D: Do you have concern on the above draft proposal 9? Silence means agreement. Other agreeable rewording is also welcome. 
	Companies
	Agreeable or not?
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Agreeable
	

	Apple
	Agree
	In our view the LS should also inform on not only the support of RedCap, but also the restrictions on RedCap that the SIB1 carriers (like 1Rx/2Rx etc). We want the UE to assume that if it is handed over to a cell, the UE assumes that the target cell supports this RedCap UE with the applicable restrictions.  

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	Intel
	See comments
	“support” is too strong. Considering it is RAN3 scope, we can ask them to “consider”.

	OPPO
	
	Agree with the wording suggestions from Intel.

	ChinaTelecom
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	Agree with Intel's wording.

	Lenovo
	See comments
	Same view as Intel.

	Xiaomi
	
	Agree with intel.

	Fujitsu
	
	Agree with Intel

	Ericsson
	Agree
	OK with Intel’s wording. 

	Thales
	Agree
	

	Sequans
	Agree
	Agree with Apple and Intel

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	CATT
	
	ok to send ls to R3 on this matter. this is in R3 scope.

	vivo
	See comments
	We agree with Intel’s wording.

	DENSO
	Agree
	

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	

	Sharp
	Agree
	Also fine with Intel’s wording.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	See comment
	Agree with Intel’s proposal

	LGE
	See comment
	Fine with Intel’s suggestion


All companies are fine with the Draft_Proposal 9 with wording updates. 
Proposal 4 [Easy]: Send LS to ask RAN3 to consider the coordination between gNBs on whether a neighbour/target gNB supports RedCap UEs, if needed, to avoid handover RedCap to a target cell that it can’t access.
4 Conclusion and proposals

Based on the above summary, following proposals are given.

3.1 Proposals in number order

Proposal 1: [Easy] There is no need to support Rx branches specific early identification from RAN2 perceptive (final decision up to RAN1).

Proposal 2 [To discuss] [16/22] RedCap UE ignores the cellBarred in MIB. (This does not imply RAN2 supports RedCap only cell in R17 or not.)
Proposal 3 [To discuss] [14/22] RAN2 to discuss whether to introduce RedCap specific IFRI in SIB1
Proposal 4 [Easy]: Send LS to ask RAN3 to consider the coordination between gNBs on whether a neighbour/target gNB supports RedCap UEs, if needed, to avoid handover RedCap to a target cell that it can’t access.
3.2 For chair notes (proposals in priority order)

For agreement
Proposal 1: [Easy] There is no need to support Rx branches specific early identification from RAN2 perceptive (final decision up to RAN1).

Proposal 4 [Easy]: Send LS to ask RAN3 to consider the coordination between gNBs on whether a neighbour/target gNB supports RedCap UEs, if needed, to avoid handover RedCap to a target cell that it can’t access.
For discussion
Proposal 2 [To discuss] [16/22] RedCap UE ignores the cellBarred in MIB. (This does not imply RAN2 supports RedCap only cell in R17 or not.)
Proposal 3 [To discuss] [14/22] RAN2 to discuss whether to introduce RedCap specific IFRI in SIB1
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