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1. Introduction
In RAN2#116e, there were a lot of agreements for RedCap [1]. For access restriction, there are some FFSs remained below:

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)

In this contribution, we discuss those FFS and provide our views.
2. Discussion
2.1	IFRI in MIB
In RAN2#116e, it was postponed how the UE should treat the IFRI in MIB, when the cell is barred due to not supporting RedCap (i.e. lack of IFRI in SIB1). In this case, there are three options for which motivations can be summarized in the table 1 below.
· Option 1: “allowed”
· Option 2: follow the legacy IFRI in MIB
· Option 3: Not to specify (i.e. UE implementation) 
Table 1. Summary of motivations behind options
	Option
	Motivation/reasoning
	Note/remarks

	1
	· In some cases, the second best cell on the same frequency support RedCap
· Cell not supporting RedCap does not take into account RedCap in neighbour cell when IFRI in MIB is set
	· This may cause cell reselection delay depending on actual deployment

	2
	· RedCap will be supported on the same frequency. E.g., if one cell does not support, other cells on the same frequency do not support, either.
	· Too restrictive, as other cells on the same frequency may support RedCap

	3
	· UE may have stored information about which cells or frequencies support the RedCap and can use those information
	· Consequence is not very clear and smart UE implementation is required



Considering the motivations or reasoning for each option, it seems that the Option 1 and 3 may result in the same direction or consequence, while the Option 2 may be different due to restrictions. As per the situation in the last meeting, either Option 1 or 2 should be selected, given that Option 1 is somehow similar or the same as Option 3 [2].
	Proposal 9_updated: [10+ vs. 3] In case the cell is barred due to not supporting RedCap, it is FFS that intra-frequency cell reselection is considered by RedCap UE as “allowed” or follows the legacy IFRI in MIB.



We prefer the Option 1. The main reason is that in the concerned case, the cell is provided by the legacy gNB and the legacy gNB never consider the RedCap support in neighbour cell when it sets the IFRI in MIB. It does not make sense to assume that the IFRI in MIB is valid or appropriate for RedCap UEs as well. On the other hand, if the Option 2 is selected and the IFRI is set to “notAllowed”, then it is not sure how the RedCap UE can camp on the neighbour cell supporting RedCap on the same frequency. If this issue can be solved easily, then we can accept the Option 2. Otherwise, the Option 1 should be selected to avoid the potential issue.
In any case, RAN2 should decide the Option in this meeting, unless any controversial or critical issue is expected (options to be dropped) in order to complete Stage 3 in two meetings. From our point of view, the Option 1 does not cause critical issue and thus it should be selected.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to select the Option 1, i.e. RedCap UE is allowed to reselect the other cells on the same frequency when the cell is barred due to not supporting RedCap.

2.2	Neighbour cell RedCap support information in SIB
Another remaining issue is whether the SIB1 provide information on RedCap support in the neighbour cells. In RAN2#115e, this had been discussed but not concluded [3]. This issue is related to the LS to RAN3 regarding the gNB coordination [4] for which RAN2 is still waiting for the final feedback, although quick response including questions was received [5] and answered [6] in last meeting.
Apart from the RAN3 discussion on coordination, we consider such information should not be provided in SIB, because there should be no explicit network capability information basically, unless it is really necessary. In this case, we do not see strong need to provide it. Thus, even without RAN3 response, RAN2 can assume the SIB does not provide the information on which cells accept RedCap UE.
Proposal 2: RAN2 assume that System information does not provide information on which cells accept RedCap UE.

3. Conclusion
In this contribution we discussed remaining issues on the access restrictions and made the following proposals.

Proposal 1: RAN2 to select the Option 1, i.e. RedCap UE is allowed to reselect the other cells on the same frequency when the cell is barred due to not supporting RedCap.
Proposal 2: RAN2 assume that System information does not provide information on which cells accept RedCap UE.
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