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1	Introduction
This TDoc discusses the topics under identification, access, and camping restrictions.
2	Discussion
2.1	Details of Msg3/MsgA early identification
In the previous RAN2 meeting, the following was agreed:
	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
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.



Tying the usage of Msg3 based early identification to a pre-condition, such as “when Msg1 early identification is not configured, seems to only increase the RedCap UE complexity with no additional benefit. In such a case, the UE would need to be able to use the legacy CCCH SDU LCIDs when Msg1 early identification is configured and RedCap specific CCCH SDU LCIDs when Msg3 early identification is configured. This is useless as there is no overhead benefit or anything by doing this – such precondition would be only beneficial if additional information can be indicated to the NW by the absence/presence of the Msg3 based early identification (when Msg1 based early identification is also configured in the cell).
Observation 1: Introducing precondition for the Msg3 early identification indication is useless unless additional information can be indicated to the NW by means of such precondition.
Proposal 1: Precondition for Msg3 early identification is only considered if additional information is conveyed by the presence/absence of the indication.
RAN1 was long time debating whether there would be benefit of indicating the UE support for 1RX or 2RX already in the RA procedure phase, in the end, such was not agreed as it either required Msg3 indication or further preamble partitioning.
When the Msg1 based early identification is configured in the cell, the Msg3 based early identification could be utilized to indicate the number of supported RX ports by the UE. For instance, NW could explicitly allow 2RX RedCap UEs to access also via Common RACH while the 1RX RedCap UEs shall utilize RedCap specific RACH. In this way, the Msg3 early identification would be used by the 2RX RedCap UEs over the Common RACH. Furthermore, 2RX RedCap UEs could access the RedCap RACH, e.g., in case of bad link condition, and could indicate by means of the Msg3 based early identification indication to be 2RX RedCap UE.
On the other hand, in case the RedCap specific RACH is not configured and both 1RX and 2RX RedCap UEs are allowed in the cell, the NW needs to account both the 1RX and 2RX UEs accessing via the Common RACH and the indication for the number of RX ports is not needed in that case.
Proposal 2: Number of supported RX ports by the RedCap UE is indicated by means of Msg3 based early identification LCID(s) in case Msg1 based early identification is configured in the cell.
2.2	Access and camping restrictions
The following FFS point was agreed in the previous RAN2 meeting:
	1.	In case the cell is barred due to not supporting RedCap, UE behaviour for intra-frequency cell reselection is FFS



It seems hard to justify the RedCap UE doing anything else but follow the legacy IFRI field in the MIB. The cell not supporting a RedCap on certain frequency is not a guarantee that no cell in the same frequency could not support RedCap. Furthermore, if the legacy IFRI prevents intra-frequency cell re-selection for all the UEs, it is not clear why RedCap UE would not obey this indication as well.
Proposal 3: In case the cell does not support RedCap UE, the legacy IFRI signalled over MIB is applied similarly to cell barring.
Also, the following FFS point was agreed:
	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 FFS has been discussed for some time already while no conclusion could have been drawn. Providing a cell list for nearby cells which support RedCap seems like a high overhead solution, especially, if provided over system information. In addition, providing a cell list would require coordination on RedCap support between base stations. While, adding simply the frequencies which support RedCap could essentially serve the same purpose with much less overhead involved. 
Proposal 4: The NW can indicate the frequencies that support RedCap over system information broadcast.
3	Conclusion
Observation 1: Introducing precondition for the Msg3 early identification indication is useless unless additional information can be indicated to the NW by means of such precondition.
Proposal 1: Precondition for Msg3 early identification is only considered if additional information is conveyed by the presence/absence of the indication.
Proposal 2: Number of supported RX ports by the RedCap UE is indicated by means of Msg3 based early identification LCID(s) in case Msg1 based early identification is configured in the cell.
Proposal 3: In case the cell does not support RedCap UE, the legacy IFRI signalled over MIB is applied similarly to cell barring.
Proposal 4: The NW can indicate the frequencies that support RedCap over system information broadcast.




