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1. Overall Description:

RAN2 would like to thank SA1 for the reply LS on ACDC requirements (R2-151029/S1-151622). RAN2 discussed the latest update of the stage 1 requirements based on the agreed CR to TS 22.011 in S1-151621 and identified following inconsistencies:
· With regards to the requirements for mapping of the ACDC categories when the number of ACDC categories configured in the UE is different from the number of ACDC categories broadcast by the serving network, there is an inconsistency between the two requirements a) and b) below (from subclause 4.3.5.2.2, for the case where the number of ACDC categories configured in the UE is less than the number of ACDC categories broadcast by the serving network):
a) Applications on a UE that are not assigned to any ACDC category shall be treated by the UE as part of the lowest ACDC category configured in the UE.
b) If the serving network broadcasts  more ACDC categories than the UE's configuration, the UE shall use barring information for the matching ACDC categories, and shall bar uncategorised applications using the barring information for the lowest  category broadcast by the serving network, and shall ignore barring information for unmatched categories.

RAN2 thinks that the UE shall bar all uncategorized applications using the barring information for the lowest category broadcast by the serving network. Therefore, RAN2 thinks that the requirement a) should be corrected accordingly.
· With regards to the applicability of ACDC in conjunction with access control features other than ACB, RAN2 is uncertain whether ACDC does not apply or the UE has to perform ACDC along with these other access control features. For instance, RAN2 thinks that ACDC does not apply for IMS based services, i.e. IMS based services are subject to SSAC. On the other hand, if both EAB and ACDC are configured in the UE then RAN2 thinks that the UE has to perform both types of access control.
SA1 is asked to provide feedback of the applicability of ACDC in conjunction with access control features other than ACB. 
· With regards to the provisioning of the information on whether a roaming UE shall be subject to ACDC control, RAN2 is uncertain to which UEs the roaming requirement are targeted. Similar to EAB, the roaming requirement may target UEs:
i. that are neither in their HPLMN nor in a PLMN that is equivalent to it, or
ii. that are neither in the PLMN listed as most preferred PLMN of the country where the UEs are roaming in the operator-defined PLMN selector list on the USIM, nor in their HPLMN nor in a PLMN that is equivalent to their HPLMN.
SA1 is asked to provide feedback on the correct interpretation of the roaming requirement. 
· With regards to the provisioning of the barring information for each ACDC category in UMTS, the stage 1 requirements are not clear whether this should be supported for both CS/PS-domain or for PS-domain only. Following discussion, RAN2 agreed that this should be supported for PS-domain only. 
SA1 is asked to provide feedback on the agreement made by RAN2. 
2. Actions:

To SA1 group:
ACTION: 
RAN2 respectfully asks SA1 to provide feedback on the concerned ACDC stage 1 requirements.
3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:

RAN2 Meeting #91
24 – 28 August 2015
Beijing, China
RAN2 Meeting #91bis
5 – 9 October 2015
Malmo, Sweden
