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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]In RAN2#122, the following was left as FFS:
Agreements:
1. We will define UE capabilities with signaling.  Details are FFS and will be discussed later during the WI phase.  
1. Separate camping restrictions for NES-capable and non-NES UEs will be defined.  FFS if it is a single bit or more.   
This contribution discusses the remaining FFS for NES cell selection/reselection and whether a NES cell definition is needed.
2	Discussion
It has been discussed the need to account for a scenario where a cell sets the current cellBarred field to barred (to prevent legacy UEs from camping on this cell), while a new barring bit is defined for NES-capable UEs (essentially allowing the possibility to bar only legacy UEs from a cell). From RAN2 WI objectives, the only feature that would need a bit for barring is cell DTX/DRX. For SSB-less SCell, the barring is not applicable, while for CHO enhancements it would defeat its purpose which is actually having a UE in RRC_CONNECTED with CHO configuration. 
From the objectives discussed in RAN1, no feature requires a barring mechanism in our understanding. Barring is generally required if there are backward compatibility issues that need to be tackled. For other purposes the NW can already use handover, i.e. as long as a feature is backwards compatible, the UE can be allowed to camp on a certain cell and the NW can judge whether to handover this UE to another cell. 
[bookmark: _Toc139971086]Only cell DTX/DRX needs a barring bit. For other features, the NW can decide to handover the UE to another cell.
Moreover, barring is usually not done for each particular aspect discussed in RAN2 but rather to a main feature only, since it would not scale to add so many bits for every scenario. There could also be cases where the NW may not want to bar the UE e.g. if the UE supports a certain group of features, but it could only decide that based on UE capabilities once the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED, at which point it can decide to handover the UE if required.
Hence there is no need to fine tune barring for every feature under discussion in NES. But RAN2 should address backwards compatibility issues if found. 
[bookmark: _Toc142587771]A single bit is used to separate camping restrictions for UEs that support cell DTX/DRX and UEs that do not support this feature. 
Furthermore, it has also been discussed on how to define a NES cell. The definition of a NES cell may be useful when implementing the NES techniques in the specifications as an umbrella term when one may want to refer to a cell applying any of the specified techniques. But it should be noted that this is merely a term that may be used if convenient, which can be easily seen when drafting CRs for NES techniques. Hence, a definition of NES cell is not essential for the WI objectives. If really needed, we could simply refer to the technique that we actually mean e.g. cell applying DTX/DRX. 
[bookmark: _Toc142587772]The definition of NES cell in the specifications is not essential for the WI objectives. RAN2 can refer to the specific technique that it wants to discuss e.g. cell applying DTX/DRX.
3	Conclusion
In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	Only cell DTX/DRX needs a barring bit. For other features, the NW can decide to handover the UE to another cell.

Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	A single bit is used to separate camping restrictions for UEs that support cell DTX/DRX and UEs that do not support this feature.
Proposal 2	The definition of NES cell in the specifications is not essential for the WI objectives. RAN2 can refer to the specific technique that it wants to discuss e.g. cell applying DTX/DRX.




