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1. Introduction

The RAN2#61 in Feb 2008 had studied a LS[1] from CT1#51 which includes series of questions asking detail of new access control mechanism for EPS and as a response RAN2 has provided CT1#52 a reply LS[2] with answers. 
2. Discussion
The access control mechanism for EPS has been already introduced in the last CT1 meeting, so briefly reviewing current assumption of what we think we have for EPS for Rel8 access controls are following two mechanisms.
2.1 General
Review of EPS access control
· Basic access control

For access class from 0 to 9, there will be no application of access control based on broadcast information including barred status for each access class. Instead, one common value of restriction rate is broadcast over the air, and it becomes the responsibility of UE to generate uniform random number and compare with the received restriction rate to determine the barred status. For the rest of access class, the UMTS based mechanism is applied. 

· Access attempt based access control.

As it is obvious the concept comes from PPAC. Now, current status of standardization work is so far RAN2 and CT1 have already shared the information that origination and termination is access controlled separately with indications. As it is known, what can be separately access controlled is origination and termination, and we have not clarified if location / registration access attempt is also included in this matter. RAN2 will clarify this point. If location / registration access attempt is also included in this concept, then the indications to notify the UE about the access restriction pattern based on access attempt will be enhanced accordingly. 
Corresponding CT1 action
RAN2 has been working to develop the solution approach and made several changes to their specifications. Corresponding to RAN2 work and requirement specified in SA1 [3], CT1 is required to make standardization action. With collaborated work with RAN2 clarifying the interface between AS and NAS, it is CT1 responsibility to develop NAS related technical specification. Thus, the behavior of UE when EPS access control is applied is what CT1 is required to standardize.

Now, referring to current TS24.008 documentation approach such behavior of UE is categorized under "abnormal behavior", and we do not intend to argue on that point; however, access control is one of the essential tasks for network operators need to be done in Rel8 EPS. Therefore, as soon as the work for "normal behavior" becomes stable, this access control mechanism shall be incorporated in TS24.301.
2.2 Response to LS from RAN2 [2]
Previously CT1 questioned RAN2 whether NAS knows the fact that due to access class barring the AS could not send the NAS message which leads to another question if RAN2 see the possibility of the capability of that the AS would set the flag to "barred" when access class barring starts, begin with the generation of random numbers when the NAS indicates that a NAS message is to be sent. The response [2] to these from RAN2 is that the capability of AS in such occasion is just to notify NAS if the MM connection is failed. Thus, no such status "barred" or "unbarred" is notified to NAS. 
However, there may be some cases that NAS need to know the barred status. Considering the case where restriction status changes from barred to unbarred, in such case, without any idle period (such as waiting for timer to be expired) UE is required to perform location / registration procedure as following the concept that we have for UMTS. To do so, NAS is required to know the unbarred status. Thus, there may be a justification of having such NAS-AS interface capability to exchange barred status, and on that we may need to ask RAN2 to inform the necessity of such functionality.  However, since RAN2 do not specify primitives between AS and NAS layers, it can be covered solely in CT1 that it is left to implementation how NAS detects when “barred” state become “unbarred”.
3. Conclusion
For general argument (section 2.1), we would like to see more progress on access control mechanism standardization work, and grateful if interested company work together on this. 
To respond to LS from RAN2 [2] (section 2.2), we would like to propose to include the argument described above in draft LS back.
Finally, it is proposed to add text to reflect the above discussion in the NAS specification.
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