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Introduction
RAN3 had discussed the Support for RedCap Capability Exchange in the last meeting, RAN2 had sent an LS ask RAN3 to consider the coordination between gNBs on whether a neighbour/target gNB supports RedCap UEs. However, companies had different views. 
In this paper, we would like to further discuss the RedCap Capability Exchange.
Discussion
In the last RAN3 meeting, below options were discussed:
1. OAM setting
1. Rejection by the target with a suitable cause and relying on existing XnAP and F1AP procedures
1. Explicit signalling of RedCap capability of the cell (e.g, only support 1RX, only support 2RX, support both, support none) During Xn setup / configuration update procedures
We still think option 3 i.e. Explicit signalling of RedCap capability of the cell is the best choice. With knowing the RedCap UE is not supported by the target cell, the serving cell/gNB will not configure UE to measure the corresponding cell or frequency, so that the UE power will be saved. On the other hand, if the serving cell knows the target cell doesn’t support the RedCap UEs, it will not send handover request for a Redcap UE to the cell, so that it will reduce the handover failure rate and save signaling overhead.
Observation 1, option 3 i.e. explicit signalling of RedCap capability of the cell over Xn can reduce the handover failure rate and signaling overhead.
Besides, option 3 also works for legacy gNB, if there’s no RedCap capability support IE transferred from the neighbor gNB, the gNB can consider it’s a legacy gNB who doesn’t support RedCap UE.
Observation 2, option 3 i.e. explicit signalling of RedCap capability of the cell over Xn also works for legacy gNB, which can be taken as a non-supporting node.
[bookmark: _GoBack]For option 2, if gNB1 received rejection with a cause from cell 2, gNB 1 will not hand UE over to the cell 2, however, what if the cell 2 support Redcap capability later, the gNB1 will never know if option 2 is used. Option 2 limits the operational flexibility for Redcap capability setting.
Observation 3, option 2 i.e. rejection by the target with a suitable cause limits the operational flexibility for Redcap capability setting.
Proposal 1, RAN3 agrees to support exchange RedCap UEs support information on Xn interface.
Proposal 2, RAN3 considers include RedCap UEs support information in Xn Setup and NG-RAN node configuration update procedures.
The detail information of RedCap UEs support, such as whether to support different types of RedCap UEs, is pending on the agreements from other working groups.
Proposal 3, whether exchange the support of different types of RedCap UEs is FFS.
Conclusion
In this paper, we discussed the exchange of the RedCap UE support between gNBs and have the following observations and proposals:
Observation 1, option 3 i.e. explicit signalling of RedCap capability of the cell over Xn can reduce the handover failure rate and signaling overhead.
Observation 2, option 3 i.e. explicit signalling of RedCap capability of the cell over Xn also works for legacy gNB, which can be taken as a non-supporting node.
Observation 3, option 2 i.e. rejection by the target with a suitable cause limits the operational flexibility for Redcap capability setting.
Proposal 1, RAN3 agrees to support exchange RedCap UEs support information on Xn interface.
Proposal 2, RAN3 considers include RedCap UEs support information in Xn Setup and NG-RAN node configuration update procedures.
Proposal 3, whether exchange the support of different types of RedCap UEs is FFS.
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