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[bookmark: _Ref35586532]Introduction
One objective of the WID Enhanced support of reduced capability NR devices [1] is to support a UE with further reduced complexity in FR1. Lots of agreements have been agreed with some open issues left, in last meeting. In this contribution, we mainly discuss the open issues left in last meeting, on the topic of further UE complexity reduction.
Discussion
Firstly, we have the agreement and working assumption in last meeting:
	Introduce R18 eRedCap UE specific IFRI in SIB1.
The new R18 eRedCap UE specific IFRI functionality works as follows: 
- Controls cell selection/reselection to intra-frequency cells for eRedCap UEs when this cell is considered barred by the eRedCap UE, as specified in TS 38.304 [20]. 
- Working assumption (pending check in running CRs): If not present, an eRedCap UE treats the cell as barred, i.e., the UE considers that the cell does not support eRedCap.


For the working assumption above, for the R18 eRedCap UE specific IFRI in SIB1, we can follow the mechanism of the Rel-17 RedCap specific IFRI show in 38.331:
	intraFreqReselectionRedCap
Controls cell selection/reselection to intra-frequency cells for RedCap UEs when this cell is barred, or treated as barred by the RedCap UE, as specified in TS 38.304 [20]. If not present, a RedCap UE treats the cell as barred, i.e.,the UE considers that the cell does not support RedCap.


So we think we can firstly confirm the working assumption above:
Proposal 1：Confirm the following working assumption:
The new R18 eRedCap UE specific IFRI functionality works as follows:
- Working assumption (pending check in running CRs): If not present, an eRedCap UE treats the cell as barred, i.e., the UE considers that the cell does not support eRedCap.
And then for the following open issues:
For the open issue:
	[bookmark: _Hlk133145456]SIB1 should be able to indicate whether the cell enables access for eRedCap UEs or not (assuming that eRedCap UE is not allowed to access to the legacy cell nor the cell not supporting eRedCap). FFS on the relationship and granularity with the access control/cell barring purpose indication.


We think no additional indication except R18 eRedCap UE specific IFRI in SIB1 is needed to indicate whether the cell enables access for eRedCap UEs or not. If the R18 eRedCap UE specific IFRI in SIB1 is not present, the UE just considers that the cell does not support eRedCap, it does care about whether the network cannot support the eRedCap UE access, or the network can support but just wants to bar the eRedCap UE access. 
For the granularity issue, we don’t think it is valuable to distinguish whether the network want to bar the BB BW reduced UEs vs. peak rate reduced UEs, unless RAN1 require RAN2 to do it. 
So if proposal 1 is agreed, then:
Proposal 2：R18 eRedCap UE specific IFRI in SIB1 is used to indicate whether the cell enables access for eRedCap UEs or not (assuming that eRedCap UE is not allowed to access to the legacy cell nor the cell not supporting eRedCap).
Another open issue is, whether it is a valid case that the NW only supports eRedCap UE but does not support RedCap UE, and if there is the cell “supporting eRedCap UE but not supporting RedCap UE”, whether the UE can still use some R17 RedCap parameters in SIB1, if any agreed by RAN2. 
We think the first issue is more about network deployment and/or network upgradation, there is no need to require NW supporting eRedCap UE to support RedCap UE at the same time. And there are two different network indications to indicate whether the network supports eRedCap and/or RedCap UEs, no confusion will be result in for UE access control judgement. So we think it is a valid case that the NW only supports eRedCap UE but does not support RedCap UE. This cannot be left to network implementation, it should be clear to UE that this case is valid. Otherwise, the UE may treat the network in the given case as abnormal network. 
For the second issue, we think we should make it clear that, for the case that the NW only supports eRedCap UE but does not support RedCap UE, the UE can still use some R17 RedCap parameters in SIB1, but the R17 RedCap parameters in SIB1 is used for eRedCap configuration.
 Proposal 3：RAN2 assume:
- It is a valid case that the NW only supports eRedCap UE but does not support RedCap UE (not necessarily implying any spec impact). 
- For the cell “supporting eRedCap UE but not supporting RedCap UE”, the UE can still use some R17 RedCap parameters in SIB1 for eRedCap configuration.
The last open issue is for the 1 RX/2Rx barring bit and HD-FDD indication. We think that whether network can support UEs with 1RX/2RX is more about network RF capability, and whether network can support UEs with HD-FDD only more about network scheduling mechanism. So it is unlikely that a cell supporting HD-FDD for Rel-17 RedCap UE cannot support HD-FDD for Rel-18 RedCap UE. Similarly, a cell forbidding the access of 1Rx Rel-17 RedCap UE may not be interested in serving 1Rx Rel-18 RedCap UE. 
Proposal 4：eRedCap UE reuses the legacy cellBarredRedCap-r17 (including cellBarredRedCap1Rx-r17 and cellBarredRedCap2Rx-r17).
Proposal 5：eRedCap UE reuses the legacy halfDuplexRedCapAllowed-r17. 
Conclusion
In this contribution, we discuss the open issues left in last meeting, on the topic of further UE complexity reduction. The following proposals are given:
Proposal 1：Confirm the following working assumption:
The new R18 eRedCap UE specific IFRI functionality works as follows:
- Working assumption (pending check in running CRs): If not present, an eRedCap UE treats the cell as barred, i.e., the UE considers that the cell does not support eRedCap.
Proposal 2：R18 eRedCap UE specific IFRI in SIB1 is used to indicate whether the cell enables access for eRedCap UEs or not (assuming that eRedCap UE is not allowed to access to the legacy cell nor the cell not supporting eRedCap).
Proposal 3：RAN2 assume:
- It is a valid case that the NW only supports eRedCap UE but does not support RedCap UE (not necessarily implying any spec impact). 
- For the cell “supporting eRedCap UE but not supporting RedCap UE”, the UE can still use some R17 RedCap parameters in SIB1 for eRedCap configuration.
Proposal 4：eRedCap UE reuses the legacy cellBarredRedCap-r17 (including cellBarredRedCap1Rx-r17 and cellBarredRedCap2Rx-r17).
Proposal 5：eRedCap UE reuses the legacy halfDuplexRedCapAllowed-r17. 
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