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1. Overall Description: 
At RAN-49, a new Rel-10 WI on "RAN mechanisms to avoid CN overload due to MTC" was approved. RAN2 discussed R2-105525 and R2-105855 which were based on the SA2 requirements captured in S2-104427.This LS  summarizes the conclusions which RAN2  made on those requirements and a list of open issues which SA2 and CT1 are kindly asked to answer. 

RAN2 discussed whether it is necessary or beneficial to specify RAN solutions dedicated to devices configured for MTC or applicable to all types of services, including those from devices configured for MTC. RAN2 would like to keep the RAN specifications MTC agnostic. This would imply that any standardized functionality would be applicable to any device or service and, therefore, that the term “MTC” is not explicitly mentioned in RAN specifications.  

· Requirement 1: It shall be possible for the network to reduce signalling load caused by devices configured for MTC independently from signalling load caused by devices not configured for MTC.

RAN2 interprets this requirement as the possibility to prioritize accesses of one type of devices over accesses of another type of devices. It is the assumption in RAN2 that devices configured for MTC can be considered having lower priority, at least for the scope of Rel-10. Therefore, RAN2 intends to fulfil this requirement by introducing a new “low priority” indicator which could, for example, be sent by the UE as new indication in the RRC Connection Request (as establishment cause value) or in the RRC Connection Setup Complete. 

Some functionality is required to decide whether a device should use the new “low priority” indicator or any of the existing cause values. RAN2 thinks that the indicator should be chosen by higher layers as in legacy. This enables the operator to map only devices configured for MTC to this low priority access and thereby to separate devices configured for MTC devices from those not configured for MTC. However, such an association is at least not specified on an AS level. 

Q1) RAN2 assume that higher layers will decide how to identify devices configured for MTC/MTC applications and that higher layers perform the mapping to the new “low priority” indicator. RAN2 kindly asks CT1/SA2 to confirm if RAN2 can work with this assumption.

· In S2-104427, it is stated that “UEs can be configured for MTC during manufacture, and/or, when accessing the network via OMA DM and/or USIM OTA”. 

Q2) RAN2 kindly asks SA2 to confirm whether a“ device configured for MTC” would perform all accesses using the “low priority” indicator or to inform us if intention is that a device configured for MTC can also make non-low priority accesses for Rel-10?
· Requirement 2: Overload control shall be possible with a granularity of a single CN node (SGSN, MME, MSC).

Q3) RAN2 would like to ask whether we need overload control towards a single CN node for all, SGSN, MME and MSC and if so why and why this is specific to MTC?

· Requirement 3: It shall be possible for network to differentiate signalling from devices configured for MTC supporting low priority M2M applications, from devices configured for MTC supporting other M2M applications and also from other devices not configured for MTC.

When discussing this requirement, RAN2 could not reach consensus on whether SA2 requires one or multiple new access priority levels in Rel-10. 

Q4a) Hence, RAN2 kindly asks SA2 if the intention is to distinguish the two groups of devices in terms of access priority. 

If so, the “devices configured for MTC with low priority” could be mapped to the new “low priority” indicator whereas “devices not configured for MTC” would use legacy establishment causes. 

Q4b) Or is the understanding in SA2 that it is necessary to distinguish “Devices configured for MTC supporting low priority applications” from “other devices configured for MTC” and those 2 priorities from other UE’s. 

At least one company assumed the latter and thought that all MTC devices would have lower access priority than non-MTC devices and among the devices configured for MTC, there would be a certain type with lower priority. If SA2 would have this assumption, RAN2 could provide the necessary signalling. Independently of the number of access priority levels SA2 considers necessary, these levels can be realized in an MTC agnostic way so that they could be used for other purposes than MTC.

Some companies had the understanding that SA2 would in addition to the access priority indicators require an explicit MTC indicator. However, it could not be clarified for which purpose such an identifier would be used. 

Q4c) RAN2 kindly asks SA2 to clarify if an “MTC indicator” is considered necessary in the RAN in addition to low priority indictor(s) and if so, for which purpose? RAN2 kindly asks SA2 to take into account the preference from RAN2 to keep the RAN MTC agnostic if possible. 
· Requirement 4: It shall be possible for the network to decorrelate access attempts from devices configured for MTC which have been rejected by the network.

Q5) RAN 2 kindly asks SA2 for guidance on a suitable de-correlation period and granularity. 
RAN2 discussed Access Class Barring (ACB) mechanisms and several companies in RAN2 indicated that it is not obvious that a CN overload mechanism implicitly requires an ACB type of solution but rather that an RRC Connection Reject solution might be sufficient if the RAN is not overloaded. Also RAN2 assumes that ACB mechanisms are normally described in 22.011 (SA1) before RAN2 would work on it. RAN2 could, therefore, not reach a consensus on extending the existing ACB mechanisms in this meeting. 
Q6) RAN2 kindly asks SA1 and SA2 to clarify why ACB is required? 

2. Actions:

To CT1 and SA2 group.

ACTION: 
RAN2 kindly asks SA2 and CT1 to consider the conclusions reached by RAN2 and to answer the questions in section 1 of this document as soon as possible. 
To SA1 group.

ACTION: 
RAN2 kindly asks SA1 to consider the conclusions reached by RAN2 and to answer Question 6 in section 1 as soon as possible
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