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Overall description
CT1 would like to inform RAN2 that CT1 has now agreed a solution for unified access control, see attached.
However, the agreed solution still have editor's notes to cover open points. To resolve some of those open points, CT1 require RAN2's action, decision and inputs to the following questions:-

NOTE:
Not all the open points in CT1's agreed solution concerns RAN2 and CT1 would not need RAN2 to spend time on those or visit decisions made by CT1 that do not affect RAN2.
Question 1:
Is there a need for NAS to provide AS the RRC establishment cause when NAS makes a request to AS for access? If yes, what are these RRC establishment causes and will there be more RRC establishment causes than what is there for E-UTRAN access?
Question 2:
CT1 assumes that the call type will not be needed for NR-RAN access. Can RAN2 please confirm?

Question 3:
As access barring checks are against an access category, CT1 believes that any barring timer when access is not allowed, will be on per access category. Can RAN2 confirm?

Question 4:
CT1 has left open documenting where or in which layer, the barring timer(s) is(are) run. CT1 seeks RAN2's view, or can that be left to implementation and not specify which layer run those barring timers?

Question 5:
CT1 seeks RAN2 confirmation that 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.
Question 6:
For cases where access stratum in RRC INACTIVE needs to make access attempt for access stratum purposes, e.g. for Paging Area updating, does RAN2 expects that the RRC will independently derive the corresponding access identities and access category or is RAN2 considering that RRC could request such information from NAS or should that be left as implementation specific? For this outstanding point, CT1 included an editor's note reading:
Editor's note:
Whether the applicable access identities also need to be provided to the lower layers based on other triggers is FFS.

2
Actions
To RAN2 

ACTION: 
CT1 kindly ask RAN2 to take note of CT1's solution for unified access control and kindly request RAN2 to answer the questions indicated above, to allow CT1 to complete our work in a timely way.
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Dates of next TSG CT WG1 meetings
TSG CT WG1 Meeting 109
26 Feb - 2 March 2018
Montreal, Canada
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16 - 20 April 2018
Kunming, P.R. of China

