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1. Introduction
Normally, when emergency calls are being established, some particular Allocation/Retention Priority (ARP) values are indicated to the eNB, e.g., in the S1AP: INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP message [6]. However this is not the case for CS Fallback (CSFB) calls (See SA2’s LS in [1]). When originally introduced, the CS Fallback Indication IE set to “CS Fallback High Priority” sent by the MME indicated to the eNB that a certain CSFB call was an emergency call. However, as explained by SA2 in LS [1], this does not work anymore since CSFB calls can be CSFB eMPS High Priority and CSFB Emergency and both are indicated to the eNB with the CS Fallback Indicator IE set to the same value “CS Fallback High Priority”.
2. Discussion
We agree that we should not couple the priority of the user or the priority of the call with the fact that Access Restrictions must be enforced or not. For example, an MPS user making a high priority call should follow the same subscription limitations as any other user and therefore have the same Access Restrictions apply (inferred from the Handover Restriction List HRL) as any other call. 
Therefore the “CSFB High Priority” Indicator currently sent in the INITIAL UE CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message and the UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message which indicates the priority of the call doesn’t suffice for the eNB to determine the applicable Access Restrictions.

One solution to the problem explained above could be thought to introduce a new IE indicating the “Call Type” in the INITIAL UE CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message and the UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message, which indicator would indicate either “emergency call” or “MPS call”. The eNB could determine through this indicator whether HRL (access restriction) should be taken into account or not. This is what is proposed in [4] and [8]. 

However we think that this is not a right response to the problem.

First, the RAN should remain agnostic of the service or “Call Type” involved. This has always been a principle in TS36.413 and therefore eNB should not be told about “eMPS call” or “Emergency Call”.

Further, we should not couple as well the “Call Type” with the fact that access restrictions must be enforced or not. Instead, we note that whether subscription limitations such as access restrictions apply is not related to the “Call Type” alone i.e. Emergency Call or not, but also to local regulations: some countries may not apply subscriber restrictions to emergency calls while some other countries may do.
Therefore, for CSFB High Priority calls, the eNB would need a new specific indication which is not associated to the “Call Type” and allowing to remain service agnostic, just telling the eNB whether it should consider the Access Restrictions as applicable or not for this particular CSFB (CS Fallback) call.

We therefore believe that the right solution is to introduce such new service agnostic IE in the INITIAL UE CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message and the UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message. This is proposed in the TS36.413 CR in [9].
3. Conclusion and proposals
This paper has explained that whether subscriber limitations apply or not to Emergency Calls depends on country local regulations. In addition eNB should remain service agnostic.
It is therefore proposed that the MME sends for high priority CSFB calls a new specific IE simply (directly) indicating whether Access Restrictions apply or not and agree the corresponding CR in [9].
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