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Introduction
One of objectives for Redcap WI is to support to indicate through SIB information about cell camping for Redcap UE as follows [1]:
	· 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]



In this contribution, we further discuss the system information indication for camping restriction of REDCAP UE.

Discussion
camping indication for REDCAP UE
RAN1 106-e Meeting made the following conclusion related to cell camping indication for Redcap[2]:
	Conclusion
· There is no consensus in RAN1 on whether to have the access barring indication in DCI scheduling SIB1, and RAN1 can come back if triggered by RAN2.



In legacy UE, SIB1 contains relevant information on whether UE is allowed to access a cell or not. We can reused the legacy strategy with minor changes and SIB1 does not have any problem on spare bit. It might be an option. However, some company mentioned that it force the SIB1 to be transmitted with potentially extra repetitions/frequency to accommodate Redcap devices or waste power with RACH transmissions. They pointed out that if DCI for SIB1 scheduling is used to indicate the access restriction, UE might save the cost and power consumption for receiving and checking SIB1. So far, we do not see the obvious gain but we are fine with it. Hence, whether to use DCI for SIB1 scheduling or SIB1 is acceptable. However, adding an indication in DCI format scheduling SIB1 need to be discussed in RAN1. If RAN1 confirms that DCI format scheduling SIB1 are not feasible, there would be some impact in RAN2’s system information update procedure. Then RAN2 need to handle it by using DCI for SIB1.  
Proposal 1: The option of system information indication on whether access by Redcap UE is allowed or not can be 
· indicated in SIB.
· Indicated in DCI for SIB1 scheduling. 
· Other option.
In the last RAN2 meeting, companies discussed whether RedCap UEs should have their own separate cell re-/selection parameters and/or priorities. But no conclusion/agreement was made.
RSRP related parameters (such as Qrxlevmin and Qualmin) represent the minimum Rx level and quality required by a cell. If Redcap UEs can apply coverage enhancement, Redcap UEs should have different Qrxlevmin and Qualmin compared to non Redcap UE. If we support separate Qrxlevmin and Qualmin for Redcap UEs, then networks can optionally configure it, depend on whether network schedule Redcap UEs differently from non-Redcap UEs. Considering the feature of Redcap UE, when re-/selection the neighboring frequencies, Redcap UEs might also have different priorities from those for non-Redcap UEs
Proposal 2: Network can optionally configure separate Qrxlevmin, Qualmin for Redcap UEs.
Proposal 3: Network can optionally configure separate cell re-/selection priorities for Redcap UEs.
  Conclusion
Based on the analysis above, we hope RAN2 take the following proposals into account: 

Proposal 1: The option of system information indication on whether access by RedCap UE is allowed or not can be 
· indicated in SIB.
· Indicated in DCI for SIB1 scheduling. 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Other option.
Proposal 2: Network can optionally configure separate Qrxlevmin, Qualmin for Redcap UEs.
Proposal 3: Network can optionally configure separate cell re-/selection priorities for Redcap UEs.
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