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1. Overall Description:

SA2 thanks CT4 for their LS commenting on aspects of SA2's conclusions on NIMTC. SA2 has considered the questions included and has agreed on the following replies.

CT4 Question 1: Regarding the conclusions in the chapter 7.1 e) in TR23.888-v0.5.1, what is the benefit that the extended Periodic TAU/RAU/LAU timer (e.g. allowing extended range of timer values and possibility to disable RAU/TAU update timers) is required to be configured HSS/HLR, and be then provided to MME/SGSN/MSC?  The Periodic TAU/RAU/LAU timer today is configured only in MME/SGSN/MSC, based on "Low Priority Indication", is it possible to let MME/SGSN/HLR define a proper extended Periodic TAU/RAU/LAU timer for the serving network?

SA2 response: 

Please note the conclusion regarding timers in 23.060CR1140 [and 23.401CR1675] bullet i) and in 23.060CR1173 [and 23.401CR1724]. The granularity of these timers may be per subscription, though the SGSN [MME] may allocate a periodic timer per local policy (e.g. in a visited network.) The longer timers are applicable to any UE, that is, they do not depend upon the "Low Priority Indication" or "UE configured to use MTC indication."
CT4 Question 2: Regarding the conclusions in the chapter 7.1 g) in TR23.888-v0.5.1, what is the exactly node behaviours when MME/SGSN/MSC send acceptant message with shorter Periodic TAU/RAU/LAU timer?  CT4 assume that MME/SGSN/MSC shall not further handle the request from the UE, i.e. shall not send signalling messages towards other nodes such as HSS/HLR, SGW/PGW/GGSN.

SA2 response: 

CR1140r4 to 23.060 and CR1675R6 to 23.401 contain the following:
 

h)   MSs configured for MTC provide MTC indications to the SGSN in NAS signalling that permits the SGSN to undertake protective measures (e.g. to permit the SGSN to immediately command the MS to move to a state where it does not need to generate further signalling messages and/or does not reselect PLMNs)

The intention of the wording is such that CT 1/CT 4 can design the solutions (e.g new RA reject cause vs RA accept). This 'fake' RA Accept does not grant the UE access - rather it imposes restrictions.

The purpose of the short timer in a fake RA accept prevents a denying service to the customer for a long period of time. The short timer allows the MME/SGSN/MSC to defer processing and defer sending signalling messages towards other nodes when congested.

CT4 Question 3: Regarding the conclusions in the chapter 7.1 h) in TR23.888-v0.5.1, CT4 assumes that in some PGW/GGSN congestion use-cases, the PGW/GGSN may optionally return a suggested back-off timer for retry which further is passed to the UE via the MME/SGSN based on the MME decision. CT4 understands that "Low-Priority-Device" indicator should be sent from MME/SGSN to SGW/PGW/GGSN. However, should the "Low-Priority-Device" indicator be stored as subscription information in HSS/HLR? Or should the MME/SGSN rely on the UE to send such indicator?
SA2 response: 

Please see the conclusion regarding P-GW and GGSN congestion control in 23.060CR1146 [and 23.401CR1686]. SA2 did not agree to inclusion of MTC or Low Priority Device information in subscription information in the HSS/HLR. The MME/SGSN relies on the UE to send these indicators.
2. Actions:

To CT4 group.

ACTION: 
SA2 asks CT4 to consider these answers provided by SA2 and take these into accont as it proceeds with work on NIMTC or SIMTC work items. SA2 welcomes further questions and discussion.
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