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1. Introduction
This email discussion (post RAN3#70) was intended to progress the MTC Overload topic:
At RAN3#70 a joint meting took place between CT1/SA2/RAN2/RAN3 on MTC and agreed that:

· there will not be an MTC Device Indicator signalled over RRC but a Low Priority/Delay Tolerant Indicator (LPI),

· this Low Priority/Delay Tolerant Indicator is generic i.e. is not restricted to MTC devices,

· corresponding Low Priority traffic may be subject to rejection by the eNB triggered by the reception of an Overload Start message sent from MME to the eNB,

· RAN2 to decide whether the new indicator LPI is to be included in the cause value of the RRC Connection Request message or within the RRC Setup Complete message.   

RAN2 finally didn’t conclude on this point and it is at the agenda of next RAN2 meeting in Dublin that takes place at same time (17-21 January) and place as RAN3#70bis.
2. Discussion
2.1. Issue #1 LTE:
Adding “Reject Low Priority Traffic”
The following Tdoc CR [1] has been presented at RAN3#70 (postponed). 

Two solutions were subsequently discussed:

· the solution 1 consists of adding a separate Information Element (Reject Low Priority Traffic RLPT)  within the Overload Start message in addition to the existing Overload Action IE. In this solution it is therefore possible to signal a rejection of low priority traffic in addition to another type of traffic. For example, it enables the signalling to reject all mo-data traffic and all low priority non mo-data traffic at same time,

· the solution 2 [1] consists of adding a new codepoint on top of existing ones within the Overload Action IE. This solution would thus allow rejecting only one type of traffic at a time. 

However it was commented that RAN3 decision could be influenced by RAN2 conclusion on whether the new Low Priority Indicator will be added to the RRC Connection Request message or within the RRC Connection Setup Complete message.
It is therefore difficult to draw a conclusion for RAN3. Therefore the following section aims at capturing company preferences only based on conditional future RAN2 way forward. 
The following table is setup to capture company position in RAN3:
	RAN2 Decision /  RAN3 decision
	RLTP as separate IE in addition to Overload Action IE
	RLTP as new codepoint within the Overload Action IE

	LPI (low priority indicator) in RRC Connection Request = A
	A1
	A2

	LPI (low priority indicator) in RRC Connection Setup Complete = B
	B1
	B2


Companies shall thus express their position as a pair i.e. for both outcome A or B that may happen in RAN2. 

For example, 
· if one company wants a separate IE regardless of RAN2 decision, that company’s position should be expressed as (A1, B1),
· if one company wants a separate IE only if RAN2 decision is that LPI is in RRC Setup Complete message, that company’s position should be expressed as (A2, B1).

Company views:
Companies are requested to provide their views (Ax, By) and comments if any.
	Company name
	Preferred Choice

	NTT DOCOMO
	(A2, B2) is sufficient. If other RRC connections need to be managed at same time, Solution 2 can also support this by modifying current overload actions as follows:
Case A2: 
· 1st action: reject traffic corresponding to RRC cause “mo-data” and “Low Prioirity”.

· 2nd action: reject trrafic corresponding to RRC cause “mo-data”, “mo-signalling” and “Low Priority”.
The other existing actions can reject the “Low Priority” connection establishment without any modifications.
Case B2: 

Existing establishment cause values can be used for such low priority UEs (e.g., MTC device) in the RRCConnectionRequest message. Hence, for instance, use of 1st action can reject “mo-data” RRC connection request from both low prioirty and non-low prioirty UEs. Therefore, existing overload actions can be reused for handling different RRC connections at same time. 

	ALU
	No strong opinion.

	CATT
	(A1, B1)

	Huawei
	(A2,B2) 

We share the opinion with NTT DCM, A2, B2 also can achieve the rejection (or releasing) of both low priority and mo-data.

	VDF
	B2

	MOT
	(A2, B2)
code points should capture all causes. Prefer A2

	Ericsson
	(A2, B2)
A2, B2 would be sufficient to handle overload at the CN, a separate IE is not needed.

	ZTE
	Slight preference for (A1, B1), as we share ALU’s concerns on the possible restrictions of solution 2.
Note: as indicated by Vodafone in the email thread, we also think that additional aspects should be considered (e.g. indication in S1/Iu messages of the NAS wait time value to be included in RRC connection reject/release messages)

	New Postcom
	(A2, B2)
A2, B2 would be enough.

	NSN
	We share the same opinion of NTT Docomo, meaning that (A2, B2) is sufficient. 
We prefer option A2 because in such a way the eNB can reject the request immediately after receiving it. Otherwise in the B2 case, the eNB should have to wait for the completion  of the RRC Setup and RRC Setup Complete procedure, and only after that, it can send the RRC Connection Release (this would bring overhead to RACH


2.2. Issue #2 UMTS:
UMTS parallel or exclusive low priority/normal overload actions
Similarly, for UMTS the following tdoc was presented at RAN3#70 [3].
For UMTS the question is whether both low priority overload and “ordinary” overload have to be signalled separately or not.  In case not, this means that they would be exclusive i.e. if one applies, not the other.
Alcatel-Lucent proposes 3 options to be submitted to voting of companies:

Option a/ Low priority indicator only - with this present  only the low priority UEs are load reduced, number of steps is ignored. Normal overload cannot be signalled at the same time. Very simple, one new optional IE.

Option b/ Low priority indicator only - with this present only the low priority UEs are load reduced, number of steps is used to indicate level of reduction. Fairly simple, but no clarity as to how number of steps would be used with low priority traffic
Option c/ Low priority indication and normal indication provided - simultaneous indication possible. Number of steps apply to both/either. In this case the low priority indicator will be extended to include a ‘normal’ overload indication to allow independence of indication. Absence will revert to pre-MTC operation (normal).
Option d/ No new IEs in OVERLOAD message is added. Instead the procedure text is updated to allow an improved handling of low priority UEs by  the Overload procedure. The procedure text shall specify the handling as follows: A request to reduce the traffic a certain defined number of steps (no-of-steps =<  nLowPrio ) is a request to only reduce the traffic from low priority UEs. If  Number of Steps IE or the step-by-step reduction has a value  >  nLowPrio other "non low priority"  traffic may also be targeted to achieve the required traffic reduction.  The value of nLowPrio is configured in the nodes.
Discussion #2:
Which option do you prefer between a/, b/ or c/ presented above?

Company views:
Companies are requested to provide their views and comments between the three proposed options. 
	Company name
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Option d

	ZTE 
	Option a

	New Postcom
	Slight preference for Option a because of its simplicity.

	Huawei
	Option a
If we would like to reject low priority traffic and other traffic at the same time, when a RNC receives an OVERLOAD message without low priority IE, the RNC can do the current overload procedure, and reject low priority traffics by implementation.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	Option a


3. Summary and proposal
3.1 Summary and Proposal #1 LTE:
Adding “Reject Low Priority Traffic”
During the email discussion, solution B2 has been clarified as releasing the RRC connection for “low priority traffic” also when the first code-point “mo-data” or the second code-point “mo-signalling” has been received from MME by eNB (in an equivalent result as for solution A2).

This clarification further allows equivalence between A2 and B2 which practically means another advantage of this solution 2: the solution becomes independent of RAN2 decision even if CRs would remain a bit different.

Besides, it is acknowledged that solution 2 however can’t allow some combinations that solution B1 would allow: for example “reject low priority traffic of mo-data while not rejecting low priority traffic of mo-signalling” but these combinations are felt not needed by proponents of solution 2 and solution 2 is felt good enough by them.
After the discussion, the counting reveals the following outcome:
Solution 2: 7 companies

Solution 1: 1 company and 1 has “slight preference”
Neutral: 1 company

In order to allow progress, it is therefore proposed to go along with solution 2. 

No objection to solution 2 was received at the deadline. Thank you for the constructive spirit that allows 3GPP progress. The corresponding baseline CRs are attached. 
These baseline CRs are not agreed (as email discussion cannot agree CRs) but are simple baseline CRs to be finalized in next RAN3 if wording improvement is felt necessary (e.g. “low priority” becomes “delay tolerant”) and anyway decision between A2 and B2 can only happen in Dublin due to input from other groups. These baseline CRs could also be merged in Dublin with the outcome of email discussion #16 if the two outcomes of the email discussions both get formal endorsement at RAN3#70bis. 

Thank you for the discussion and for the constructive spirit to accept the majority view on solution 2.
3.2 Issue #2 UMTS:
UMTS parallel or exclusive low priority/normal overload actions
During the intial discussion a 4th option was introduced whereby the number of steps IE was used to indicate either low prioirty  overload or normal overload. As there was no support for optioins b and c, the discussion was focussed on option a and option d. 

The discussions considered the complexity and flexibility of option a and d, and option a) represented a simple method with flexibility for future enhancements. 

In summary:

Option a) 3 companies plus 1 slight preference

Option d) 1 company.

From the discussion option a) is selected, and a CR for this will be available at the Dublin meeting for further review, being similar to the that presented at RAN3#70. 

Thanks for an interesting discussion and opportunity to consider this issue in depth.
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