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Introduction
In RAN2#101[1], there are some agreements on AC procedure as follows.
Agreements for NR and LTE/5GC
1:  	For both NR/eLTE, the mapping between access categories/access identities and establishment cause value is needed;
2:   For NAS triggered events NAS performs the mapping to AS cause value when NAS makes a request to AS for access. 
FFS on whether NAS also provides cause value for AS triggered events.
3	For LTE/5GC, no change the LTE cause values for NAS triggered events
FFS whether a new cause is needed for AS triggered events (e.g. RNAU)
4:	RAN2 recommendation that access identities 1,2, 11-15 (MPS, MCS and AC11-15) all use establishment cause value highPriorityAccess (Final decision by CT1
5:	Confirm CT1 question 2 the call type is not needed for NG-RAN access.
6:	Tbarring is per access category.
7:	Tbarring is specified in AS layer, and maintained (running) in AS layer.
8:	When barring is alleviated (for a specific access category), the indication of alleviation of access barring is indicated to the NAS on a per access category basis.
9:	AS need to be known Access Identities for AS triggered events.
10:	Bitmap is used for access identities 1,2,11-15 and for emergency calls in 5G as ac-BarringForSpecialAC, and barring factor/timer is used for normal UE (access identity 0 in 5G) as ac-BarringFactor;
13: ACB parameters (barring factor/timer and bitmap as per agreement 10) are set per access category and per PLMN. 
FFS on how to reduce the signalling overhead;
14:	RAN2 confirms SA1 understanding that there is no requirement to distinguish SMS and SMS over IP in ACB mechanism
15:	Slicing can be taken into account in the definition of operator defined access categories (the operator defined access categories are visible to AS but not the relation to a slice). 
16	No RAN2 impact is foreseen to support roaming UE except cat a, b and c for access category 1;
17	For connected mode/inactive and IDLE, the AS/NAS modelling for access control for NAS triggered events is:
-	NAS is responsible for the determination of access identities and access categories and cause value, and provides one or more access identities and one access category to lower layers for the given access attempt;
-	AS is responsible for access barring check and indicate whether the access attempt is barred or not to NAS layer;
-	It is NAS layer to perform how to stop/allow service transmission based on ACB checking result from AS layer;
18: Leave it to UE implementation on how the NAS gets cat a, b and c information for access category 1 (no need to specify detailed AS/NAS interaction for this)
19: Confirm to reuse LTE approach, the access attempt is allowed if the UE has passed ACB checking based on ACB parameters for at least one access identity provided by NAS for the given access attempt.

Agreements for NR only
1: 	At least 8 and preferably 16 (or more) cause value to be included in MSG 3. To be finalised when the we have received input from RAN1 on MSG3 size and have a full picture of the content of MSG3.
2: 	At least the following LTE establishment cause values are reused for NR: emergency, highPriorityAccess, mt-Access, mo-Signalling, mo-Data, mo-VoiceCall-v1280
FFS Whether the LTE cause delayTolerantAccess-v1020 is also available in NR.
3:	AS triggered event, RNA update shall be controlled by ACB
FFS Which access category is used for an RNA update
4:	On demand SI request shall not be controlled by ACB.
Also, one LS is sent to RAN1 about MSG3 size.  In this contribution, we discuss two left issues for AC procedure identified in latest draft TP under e-mail discussion[2].  One issue is how to handle the case if access attempt is barred for RRC_Inactive and RRC_Connected UEs.  The other issue is how to handle the AC parameter load to SIB1.
Access Attempt Barred for RRC_Inactive and RRC_Connected UE
[bookmark: _Toc510131697][bookmark: _Toc510185050][bookmark: _Toc510185064]In the e-mail discussion for TP, one issue is raised regarding to if access attempt is barred, should cell be barred or not.  We think this is an important issue to be discussed.  Below, we discuss the handling for RRC_Connected and RRC_Inactive UEs respectively.
RRC_Connected
In legacy LTE, there is no access barring check for UEs in RRC_Connected.  So, this is a new issue for NR.  If UE in RRC_Connected is barred for an access attempt, we think the connected UE may not consider the cell is barred if there are on-going PDU sessions for the RRC_Connected UE.  The reason is that if UE already have some on-going PDU sessions and UE initiate NAS session management message to request for a new PDU session and the access attempt is barred, UE AS layer will inform NAS layer that the request is barred.  But there seems no need for UE to treat current cell as barred and release all the bearers supporting the existing PDU sessions.

Proposal 1 [bookmark: _Toc510537829][bookmark: _Toc510689144][bookmark: _Toc510700599]RAN2 to agree that cell may not be barred if access attempt is barred for a RRC_Connected UE. If there are existing PDU sessions on the UE, these sessions can still continue if already setup before the access attempt is initiated.  
RRC_Inactive
For RRC_Inactive state, if resume for RNAU purpose is barred, we see the consequence is that UE can not resume for this access attempt.  However, UE can still try to resume again and it is possible that the resume request can pass access barring check.  If UE tried several times but always fails, UE can consider this as a problem and then try to recover.  However, we think at least UE should not exit RRC_Inactive state at once when a resume message is barred.  Regarding to how many times UE can try before exiting RRC_Inactive state, we think it can be left for UE implementation.  There seems no need to further optimize this because if UE can not resume successfully, network side can have error handling if the RAN paging is initiated for a UE but UE can not resume successfully.

Proposal 2 [bookmark: _Toc510359667][bookmark: _Toc510360509][bookmark: _Toc510360557][bookmark: _Toc510535004][bookmark: _Toc510535910][bookmark: _Toc510537830][bookmark: _Toc510689145][bookmark: _Toc510700600]RAN2 to agree that if access attempt for RRC_Inactive UE is barred, e.g., access barred for RNAU, UE doesn’t have to exit inactive state at once.  How many times UE can try can be left to UE implementation.
How to Handle AC Parameters Load to SIB1
In e-mail discussion, the rapporteur analysed that there can be up to 15360 bits for AC parameters.  We think this is a valid concern for SIB1 and RAN2 need to consider how to reduce the overhead.  To solve the issue we think there can be different options.

· Option 1: keep current assumption that ACB parameters can be kept in SIB1, leave to network implementation to ensure that the number of PLMNs or number of access categories are not as large as the maximum value.  With this option, during ASN.1, RAN2 can further consider how to handle the PLMN common and PLMN specific AC parameters.  Theoretically, making more parameters as PLMN common is helpful to reduce SIB1 size.  This option doesn’t require to change previous agreement on SIB1 but has obvious constraints on the number of PLMNs and access categories.
· Option 2: Revisit and change current agreement on RMSI i.e. only SIB1 is defined.  AC parameters which are common for all the PLMNs can be kept in SIB1 but per-PLMN AC parameters can be move to another SIB1 e.g. SIB1bis or in other SI if it is considered too big for RMSI.  If AC parameters are put in Other SI, it need to be broadcasted since AC is a primary feature for most UEs to use since initial access.  
· Option 3: To use RRC dedicated signalling for per-PLMN ACB parameters, SIB only provide PLMN common ACB parameters.

Proposal 3 [bookmark: _Toc510190738][bookmark: _Toc510359668][bookmark: _Toc510360510][bookmark: _Toc510360558][bookmark: _Toc510535005][bookmark: _Toc510535911][bookmark: _Toc510537831][bookmark: _Toc510689146][bookmark: _Toc510700601]RAN2 to is proposed to discuss the above solutions to handle AC parameter size.
Conclusion
In this contribution, we discuss remaining issues for access barring check and we have the following:
Proposal 1	RAN2 to agree that cell may not be barred if access attempt is barred for a RRC_Connected UE. If there are existing PDU sessions on the UE, these sessions can still continue if already setup before the access attempt is initiated.
Proposal 2	RAN2 to agree that if access attempt for RRC_Inactive UE is barred, e.g., access barred for RNAU, UE doesn’t have to exit inactive state at once.  How many times UE can try can be left to UE implementation.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 3	RAN2 to is proposed to discuss the above solutions to handle AC parameter size.
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