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1 Introduction
In the RAN2#116Bis-e post email discussion[1], the rapporteur of the WI listed that the LTE incorrect handover of the RedCap UE to a NR cell which does not support RedCap was listed as open item with company contributions. In this short paper, we discuss the implications of adding something in the standard to address this and how this is not very useful. 
	Regarding the RRC and idle mode open issues listed in R2-2201887 and R2-2201889, they will all be handled in a common offline discussion [Pre117-e][105][RedCap] CP open issues, with the exception of:
- UE capabilities aspects (including the need for capability signaling for eDRX in RAN or whether RRM relaxation can be supported by non RedCap UEs), which will be handled in offline discussion [Pre117-e][107][RedCap]
- NCD-SSB aspects: apart from a few aspects handled in [Pre117-e][105][RedCap] company contributions are expected in AI 8.12.4
- RACH configuration aspects, which are postponed, as they depend on changes introduced in the RACH indication and partitioning discussion 
- TBDs for how relaxation is done, which are postponed, pending RAN4 input
- "Handover from E-UTRA from legacy eNB to legacy gNB", which can be handled via company contributions in AI 8.12.2.2.1
- "RRM relax enable/disable for IDLE/INACTIVE UE with RRC Release message", which can be handled via company contributions in AI 8.12.2.2.1
Other RRC / idle mode issues can be handled via company contributions in AI 8.12.2.1.2 or  AI 8.12.2.2.2




2	Discussion
2.1	Implication from adding a specification change
We start by assessing the direction RAN2 would go, if we assume that something needs to be added in the specification.
If the RedCap UE implements some change to detect that it is being handed over to nonRedCap supporting NR cell, it would ‘likely’ avoid the actual handover attempt, but rather directly fail the handoverFromEUTRA message and inform the LTE NW about the failure.
While we point out that all the RedCap UEs now need to implement this change, and inform about the failure, the key action from the LTE NW is to ‘atleast’ avoid triggering such handover message to these UE.
This requires that the LTE NW has to change it’s implementation to avoid handovers. Otherwise there is no benefit.
Observation 1: Specific change discussion revolves around UE informing the NW about the incompatibility of the handoverFromEUTRA message. This is already in a way, done with the failure message.
Observation 2: All of this discussion is likely to inform the LTE NW about it changing it’s implementation to either avoid the HO to NR for this particular target NR unconditionally or conditionally and this requires changing the LTE NW implementation anyway. 
If the LTE NW does make the change, thereby avoiding such handover, then all the LTE NW needs to do, is to make this change once, and for this to happen, it needs to know about the failure a few times and this is sufficient.
Once the change is done, then this standard’s change will be executed again.
We would like to point out that, the necessary condition to trigger the change can also be done without making standards change, as the trigger is just a HO failure and the LTE NW needs to know this only a few times.
In other words, the change is standards that some companies are discussing, is already baked in, in that the UE needs to trigger a HO failure (which is already present).
Observation 3: Once the LTE NW makes the change, the issue disappears, in other words, LTE NW has to anyway adopt to the NR deployment change, and so it’s just a OM update issue.
Also, the configuration provided by the NR (as part of handover message) can be used by the UE in LTE to decide (for the most part) if the target NR configuration is valid or not. And in many cases, the handover attempt might not even be triggered by the UE before reporting the invalid config.
Observation 4: Finally, the RedCap UE validates the config provided by the target NR cell in the HandoverFromEUTRA message and veery likely will fail the configuration even before attempting to handover. So the benefit from a standards change is even more likely to not bring any benefit.
There we propose the below:

RAN2 confirms that no additional discussion will be made to resolve the case where the LTE NW handovers over a RedCap UE to a NR cell which does not support RedCap.  

3	Conclusion
Observation 1: Specific change discussion revolves around UE informing the NW about the incompatibility of the handoverFromEUTRA message. This is already in a way, done with the failure message.
Observation 2: All of this discussion is likely to inform the LTE NW about it changing it’s implementation to either avoid the HO to NR for this particular target NR unconditionally or conditionally and this requires changing the LTE NW implementation anyway. 
Observation 3: Once the LTE NW makes the change, the issue disappears, in other words, LTE NW has to anyway adopt to the NR deployment change, and so it’s just a OM update issue.
Observation 4: Finally, the RedCap UE validates the config provided by the target NR cell in the HandoverFromEUTRA message and veery likely will fail the configuration even before attempting to handover. So the benefit from a standards change is even more likely to not bring any benefit.

Proposal 1: RAN2 confirms that no additional discussion will be made to resolve the case where the LTE NW handovers over a RedCap UE to a NR cell which does not support RedCap.  
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