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1 Introduction

At RAN2#72 a few joint meetings took place among CT1/SA2/RAN2/RAN3 on MTC, where it was finally agreed [1] not to have any explicit ‘MTC indicator’ in Rel-10, and only have a ‘low priority’/‘delay tolerant’ indication to identify access attempts to the network which can be delayed even by several minutes in case of network congestion.
Some issues were left for RAN2 to decide:

· Whether the indicator should be a new codepoint in the Establishment Cause in the RRC Connection Request or a new IE in the RRC Connection Setup Complete
· The final name of the indicator: e.g. ‘low priority’ vs ‘delay tolerant’
This contribution analyses these issues finally suggesting the introduction of a new 'Low Priority' Establishment Cause. 
2 Discussion
As discussed in previous papers and meetings, there are two main alternatives to introduce a new ‘low priority’/‘delay tolerant’ indicator, characterizing access attempts which can be severely delayed in case of network congestion:

1. a new codepoint in the Establishment Cause in the RRC Connection Request message, or
2. a new IE in the RRC Connection Setup Complete message
Using the first approach (Establishment Cause in the RRC Connection Request) is certainly better from a functionality point of view. With this solution, in most of the cases all the needed information would be available at the very beginning of the RRC Connection Establishment procedure and, in case of CN overload, the RAN could decide to immediately reject the request to establish the RRC Connection, avoiding useless signalling over the radio interface and sparing memory and processing capacity in the RAN. 
Only when the RRC Connection Request message does not allow the RAN to identify the specific CN node towards which the UE wants to connect to, it would then be necessary to wait for the RRC Connection Setup Complete message. But this would only happen in a limited number of cases, and of course the approach of using the Establishment Cause in the RRC Connection Request message would still work in such cases, exactly as if the approach of using a new IE in the RRC Connection Setup Complete message were used. 
Another benefit of reusing one of the spare codepoints of the Establishment Cause to identify ‘low priority’/‘delay tolerant’ access requests is that unclear scenarios would be prevented, e.g. situations where the Establishment Cause indicates e.g. ‘Emergency Call’ or ‘Originating High Priority Signalling’ (UMTS) or ‘High Priority Access’ (LTE), but at the same time the ‘low priority’/‘delay tolerant’ indicator is present in the RRC Connection Setup Complete message. Conversely, these scenarios would have to be handled in the specification (as a minimum it should be clarified which Establishment Causes are compatible with a subsequent ‘low priority’/‘delay tolerant’ indication, and which are not).
The only possible concern of the Establishment Cause approach is with the interpretation of the new Establishment Cause by a legacy network. However it is believed that this should not be a problem in any wise network implementation (i.e. an implementation allowing the future redefinition of the current ‘spare’ codepoints in the Establishment Cause IE). What would happen is that a call attempt characterized by a new (unknown) Establishment Cause would still be accepted by a legacy network, although not handled in any special way. 
At the last meeting, it was also suggested that for UMTS it would be possible to reuse one of the existing establishment causes. However the reuse of an existing establishment cause would not allow the discrimination of existing ‘low priority’ access attempts from new Rel-10 requests which can be delayed over a longer period of time. So our preference is to define a new establishment cause for UMTS as well.
Proposal 1: The ‘Low Priority'/’Delay tolerant’ indicator will be specified reusing one of the spare codepoints of the Establishment Cause IE in the RRC Connection Request message, for both LTE and UMTS.
Regarding the terminology issue (‘low priority’ vs ‘delay tolerant’) we have no strong opinion and could live with either option. However, considering that the term ‘low priority’ has already been used so far in many TSGs and WGs to refer to ‘MTC requests’, and that we already have a number of establishment causes referring to the ‘priority’ (e.g. ‘High Priority Access’ for LTE), it is suggested to use the term ‘Low Priority Access’ to identify a connection request which can be delayed in case of network congestion.
Proposal 2: The new Establishment Cause codepoint will be named as ‘Low Priority Access’, for both LTE and UMTS.
3 Conclusion
Proposal 1: The ‘Low Priority'/’Delay tolerant’ indicator will be specified reusing one of the spare codepoints of the Establishment Cause IE in the RRC Connection Request message, for both LTE and UMTS.
Proposal 2: The new Establishment Cause codepoint will be named as ‘Low Priority Access’, for both LTE and UMTS.
Corresponding Draft CRs to TS 25.331 and TS 36.331 are available in [2] and [3].
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