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1. Introduction
In RAN2#116e, following agreements are reached:
Agreements via email - from offline 110:
1. In MAC perspective, a RedCap UE uses Msg1 early identification whenever transmitting preamble for CBRA, as long as the Msg1 early identification is configured for RedCap by NW.
2.	For Msg1 early identification, RAN2 confirm both dedicated ROs and dedicated PRACH preamble can be supported from signalling point of view
3.	For RedCap, Msg1 early identification is enabled/disabled implicitly by the presence of dedicate RACH configuration for Msg1 early identification.
4.	At least the dedicated LCID (i.e. the Msg3 early identification solution) can be supported for MsgA early identification. It is up to RAN1 on the need of dedicated preamble and/or dedicated PUSCH resource configuration.
5.	Do not support the RedCap specific UAC parameters.

Agreements online:
1. In MAC perspective, RedCap UE uses the dedicated LCID for Msg3 early identification, when the Msg3 includes the CCCH data. FFS on whether it requires no other precondition, or precondition as “when Msg1 early identification is not configured”, or precondition as “when Msg3 early identification is enabled by NW”.
2. Two reserved LCIDs are used for CCCH and CCCH1 cases respectively for Msg3 early identification
FFSs:
1. In case the cell is barred due to not supporting RedCap, UE behaviour for intra-frequency cell reselection is FFS
2. FFS whether system information should provide information on which cells accept RedCap UE access, and if, what this information should include (e¸g. support, barring?) and in which form (e.g. NCell, allow-list, exclude-list)
This contribution provides further consideration on the remaining FFS issues.
2. Discussion
As to early identification in Msg3, RAN2 agreed dedicated LCID solution is adopted for Msg3 early identification when Msg3 includes the CCCH data. While it is FFS whether it requires other preconditions or not. The preconditions may be when Msg1 early identification is not configured, or when Msg3 early identification is enabled by NW.
Per our understanding, the adopted dedicated LCID solution is for free in respect of signaling overhead. It is unnecessary to introduce additional indicator in system information to enable/disable Msg3 early identification. This additional indicator will brings extra signaling overhead instead. When Msg1 early identification is enabled, it seems Msg3 early identification is unnecessary. However, it is simpler to always apply the Msg3 early identification.
Further, we understand both Msg1 and Msg3 early identification should be mandatory supported by RedCap UE. Otherwise, network has to configure Msg1 and Msg3 early identification at the same time for different RedCap UE implementations.
Proposal 1: Msg3 early identification is applied by RedCap UE without preconditions.

UE behavior for intra-frequency cell reselection in case the cell is barred due to not supporting RedCap is sitll FFS. There are 4 options raised in last RAN2 meeting:
Option 1: UE consider IFRI as “allowed”
Option 2: follow the legacy IFRI in MIB
Option3: Not to specify (i.e. UE implementation)
Option4: UE consider IFRI as “not allowed”
With option 4, if there is a cell does not support RedCap (cannot broadcast RedCap specific IFRI), RedCap UE will consider all the neighbour cells on this frequency not supporting RedCap. This may prevent network from upgrading gradually and force operator to upgrade gNBs to support RedCap at the same time. But the problem may not be so serious if RedCap is deployed for a specific area (e.g. industrial sensors).
Option 1 seems more flexible compared with option 4. But the risk of option 1 is that if the whole frequency does not support RedCap, and IFRI in MIB is set to ‘allowed’ (usual case), then RedCap UE will search neighbour cells again and again, which wastes its power.
Option 3 is effectively the same as option 1 “allowed” as some companies indicated. Since option 1 and option 3 has pros and cons, to leave UE implementation is preferred. UE can decide whether to perform intra-frequency cell reselection in this case.
As to option 2, it requires the IFRI in MIB of legacy cells to be set to an appropriate value for RedCap UE. This may have impact on existing deployment. We understand this is contradictory to the intention to introduce RedCap specific IFRI in SIB1, i.e. to differentiate IFRI configuration for RedCap UE and non-RedCap UE.
Proposal 2: In case cell is barred due to not supporting RedCap, it is up to UE implementation to decide whether to perform intra-frequency reselection on the frequency (option 3).

Another FFS issues is whether system information should provide information on which cell accept RedCap UE access, and if, what this information should include and in which form.
Because there will be cells that cannot support RedCap access in actual deployment due to network upgrade progress or RRM policy, it is beneficial to indicate whether a neighbor cell can support RedCap UE access. With this indication, RedCap UE can avoid unnecessary RRM measurement and overhead for camping attempts on the neighbor cell not supporting RedCap.
As to whether the indication is “support” or “barring”, we think it is simpler to indicate whether neighbor cell support RedCap UE access. Since barring setting may change due to cell load as some companies indicated, to indicate barring for RedCap UE may cause dynamic system information change. And in current NR specification, cell barring of neighbor cell is not indicated in system information too.
Proposal 3: Network can indicate in system information whether a neighbor cell can support RedCap UE access.
In existing NR specification, NW can configure allow-list and exclude-list for a specific neighbor frequency. If allow-list is configured, UE only consider the cell within the allow-list as candidate cell. If exclude-list is configured, UE should not consider the cell contained in the exclude-list as candidate cell. In case only part of neighbor cell support or not support RedCap UE access, a similar mechanism can be used to define RedCap dedicated allow-list/ exclude-list.
The RedCap dedicated allow-list/exclude-list can be defined either independent of legacy UE’s allow-list/exclude-list, or defined on top of legacy UE’s allow-list/exclude-list.
Proposal 4: Network can configure RedCap dedicated allow-list/exclude-list for a specific neighbor frequency.
In case a whole neighbor frequency support RedCap UE access an single indicator can be introduced to simplify the signaling. This is useful in the deployment that supporting for RedCap UE access is upgraded for a whole frequency, and in the deployment operator want to deploy RedCap UE access only on low band frequency.
Proposal 5: Network can indicate whether a neighbor frequency support RedCap UE access, i.e. all neighbor cells on the neighbor frequency support RedCap UE access.
3. Conclusion
Proposal 1: Msg3 early identification is applied by RedCap UE without preconditions.
Proposal 2: In case cell is barred due to not supporting RedCap, it is up to UE implementation to decide whether to perform intra-frequency reselection on the frequency (option 3).
Proposal 3: Network can indicate in system information whether a neighbor cell can support RedCap UE access.
Proposal 4: Network can configure RedCap dedicated allow-list/exclude-list for a specific neighbor frequency.
Proposal 5: Network can indicate whether a neighbor frequency support RedCap UE access, i.e. all neighbor cells on the neighbor frequency support RedCap UE access.
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