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Background

In CT1#78 Taipei meeting, an “Override_ExtendedAccessBarring” was approved in addition to “Override_NAS_SignallingLowPriority” (see C1-122492) for the dual priority work item. The main consideration behind such addition is the fact that stage3 design has already uncoupled “NAS_SignallingLowPriority” setting and “ExtendedAccessBarring” setting, therefore it seems to provide certain flexibility to also introduce Override_EAB in addition to Override_LAPI. However it was not explicitly stated in the approved CR. This discussion paper is trying to analyse different settings for these attributes and different scenario and to see how Override_EAB can be incorporated into stage3 NAS specifications.
NOTE: Override_LAPI was part of the SA2 discussion and communicated in the LS from SA2 (see C1-121931) while the Override_EAB was not.
Discussion

Now that we have 4 attributes, each has 2 settings  (LAPI has only 1 setting, but occurrence can be ZeroOrOne), that effectively gives 2x2x2x2=16 different combination settings, but some of them don’t make sense. For example, when UE is not configured for LAPI, then Override_LAPI setting can be ignored, similarly for EAB. Then there are still 9 different combination settings given below:
1) no LAPI, no EAB

2) no LAPI, EAB, no Override_EAB

3) no LAPI, EAB, Override_EAB

4) LAPI, no Override_LAPI, no EAB
5) LAPI, no Override_LAPI, EAB, no Override_EAB

6) LAPI, no Override_LAPI, EAB, Override_EAB

7) LAPI, Override_LAPI, no EAB

8) LAPI, Override_LAPI, EAB, no Override_EAB

9) LAPI, Override_LAPI, EAB, Override_EAB

Following observations can be made:

· Case 1) need not be discussed.
· If no Override_EAB is configured, the attribute is insignificant, then case 2), 5) and 8) will not be further discussed in this paper.
· That leaves case 3), 4), 6), 7) and 9) for further discussion below.
Case 3), 4), 7) are violating current SA2 restriction that if UE is configured for LAPI, it is also configured for EAB, and vice versa. However, since stage3 design has already made these attributes separate to accommodate future possibilities, e.g, normal priority UE may also be subject to EAB, it will be up to operator’s responsibility to make sure current SA2 restriction is upheld. Still, for case 3), there is a need to differentiate the conditions when a normal priority UE is subject to EAB and when not.
For case 6), there is a need to differentiate the conditions when a low priority UE (not allowed to override) is subject to EAB and when not.
For case 9), if a dual priority UE always overriding EAB when sending normal priority request (assumed in SA2 LS), there seems to be no need for Override_EAB attribute, it is sufficient to use Override_LAPI only. Otherwise, there is a need to differentiate the condition when a low priority request or a normal priority request is subject to EAB and when not.
Without operator inputs or requirements, it is difficult to foresee the scenarios an EAB configured UE needs to override EAB when establishing RRC connection. Different options are available:
a) Keep Override_EAB, leave it to the UE implementation to decide when establishing RRC connection, the EAB applies or not.

b) Keep Override_EAB, applies the override action only during normal priority request from a dual priority UE. Here the Override_EAB has dependency on LAPI and Override_LAPI.
c) Assuming we don’t ever have to worry about case 3) and case 6) above, and for case 9) a dual priority UE always applies EAB when initiating low priority request and doesn’t apply EAB when initiating normal priority request (assumed in SA2 LS), then there is no use of Override_EAB and the change made in CT1#78 can be safely removed.

Proposals

1. Adopt option a) above, CRs are proposed in C1-122949/C1-122950.
2. LS to SA2 about the decision made in CT1 and request SA2 to align with CT1 or provide further guidance.
