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Introduction
SA2 recently replied to RAN2 LS. From reply SA2 LS, we think that the following points could be captured:

1.  There are two subcategories of MTC accesses: low priority and non-low priority

2.  The subcategory of MTC access is known to NB/eNB during RRC connection establishment.

3.  It may be beneficial that non-low priority MTC is indicated during RRC connection establishment.

Meanwhile, in the last meeting, RAN2 agreed to assume that for Rel-10, we will extend either connection req and/or connection setup complete to indicate that the device can be handled with lower priority. 

In this document, we discuss details of RRC Connection Establishment with MTC Indication.
Discussion
First of all, we prefer that low priority access is indicated on the RRC Connection Request message. Low priority indication in the RRC Connection Request message would allow NB/eNB quickly to reject the RRC Connection by sending the RRC Connection Reject message. Since it is expected that there are lots of MTC devices with low priority access, the quickest manner of rejecting the RRC Connection would better protect the network from overload.
One concern could be size limitation of the RRC Connection Request message. However, we have spare bits at the Establishment Cause in the RRC Connection Request message for both E-UTRA and UTRA. Thus, we could easily use one of the spare bits to indicate low priority access.
Thus, we propose that low priority MTC access is indicated by the Establishment Cause in the RRC Connection Request message.
Proposal 1: low priority MTC access is indicated by the Establishment Cause in the RRC Connection Request message.
Non-priority MTC access could be also indicated in the RRC Connection Request message. However, it is not obvious what the network will do in response to non-low priority access as soon as receiving the RRC Connection Request message.
A certain MTC device with non-low priority could be used to report emergency situation (e.g. car accident, heart attack) to the network. In this case, if non-low priority MTC access is indicated in the RRC Connection Request message, NB/eNB could not easily reject the RRC Connection Request message with non-low priority access. It is because only with non-low priority indication in the RRC Connection Request message, NB/eNB could not know whether or not the non-low priority MTC access is urgent or not. 
Rather, urgent UE configured for MTC could set the existing ‘High Priority Access’ in the RRC Connection Request message. Then, if non-low priority MTC access should be indicated, non-low priority MTC access could be indicated in the RRC Connection Setup Complete message, rather than the RRC Connection Request message.
Thus, we propose that a UE with non-low priority MTC access sets one of the existing Establishment Causes in the RRC Connection Request message. Then, if non-low priority MTC access should be indicated, either non-low priority MTC access or MTC indication could be indicated in the RRC Connection Setup Complete message, rather than the RRC Connection Request message.
Proposal 2: a UE with non-low priority MTC access sets one of the existing Establishment Causes in the RRC Connection Request message.

Proposal 3: if non-low priority MTC access should be indicated, either non-low priority MTC access or MTC indication is indicated in the RRC Connection Setup Complete message.
Furthermore, it is questionable whether or not low priority MTC access should be indicated in a MTC agnostic way. 

If CN is overloaded, NB/eNB would reject the RRC Connection Request with low priority MTC by sending the RRC Connection Reject. In this case, wait time could be set in the RRC Connection Reject message. In the last meeting, RAN2 agreed to support longer "wait timers" in UMTS & LTE. It is said in SA2 LS [1] that wait time may be set to up to 1 hour, at least up to 15 minutes. 

If low priority MTC access is indicated in a MTC agnostic way, NB/eNB could not find a proper value of wait time because NB/eNB could not know whether or not a UE accessing a cell is configured for MTC. Since a long value of wait time could not be acceptable to H2H UEs even with low priority access, NB/eNB could not set a longer value of wait time. Unfortunately, if low priority MTC access is indicated in a MTC agnostic way, H2H UEs with low priority access should accept unacceptable long wait time because it cannot say “I am not a MTC device”.
Accordingly, we propose that low priority access is indicated with an explicit indication of MTC.
Proposal 4: Indication of low priority MTC access is not set in a MTC agnostic way.
Conclusion

In summary, we propose the followings:

Proposal 1: low priority MTC access is indicated by the Establishment Cause in the RRC Connection Request message.
Proposal 2: a UE with non-low priority MTC access sets one of the existing Establishment Causes in the RRC Connection Request message.

Proposal 3: if non-low priority MTC access should be indicated, either non-low priority MTC access or MTC indication is indicated in the RRC Connection Setup Complete message.
Proposal 4: Indication of low priority MTC access is not set in a MTC agnostic way.
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