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1   Introduction
The joint MTC session between RAN2/SA1/SA2/CT1 on Wednesday morning discussed the applicability of EAB, and the following agreements were reached:
1. In Rel-10/Rel-11 RRC connection Request for “delay tolerant” (i.e. low priority) and ”RRC connection requests subject to EAB-check” will always be used together.
2. The current protocol design allows using them independently (call type and establishment cause) and we stick to that principle. That means there is a separate indication from NAS (call type for EAB) whether this RRC Connection Establishment is subject to EAB. There is one indication for LAPI and one for EAB.
3. Per RRC Connection Establishment request it can be determined whether it is subject to EAB (same as current design).

However we believe that the introduction of a new call type for ‘calls subject to EAB’ (to indicate that a RRC Connection request should be subject to EAB-check) is not a viable way forward and we then suggest some alternative solutions.
2   Discussion
2.1   Issues with a new call type ‘for EAB’

UMTS: 
Currently there is no call type (there is only the establishment cause). Should a call type indication be introduced for this?
LTE: 
The introduction of a new call type ‘call subject to EAB’ that NAS should send to AS in place of one of the existing ones ("originating signalling", "emergency calls", "originating calls", "terminating calls", "mobile originating CS fallback") would impact the co-existence of EAB and ACB.
The current ACB solution in LTE takes the call type into account. So, for instance, the AC barring configuration ‘ac-BarringForMO-Signalling’ applies to mobile originating signalling (i.e. call type "originating signalling"), while the AC barring configuration ‘ac-BarringForMO-Data’  applies to mobile originating data (i.e. call type "originating calls"). If, for a call subject to EAB, the existing call types are replaced by a new one, it might not be possible to selectively apply ACB (e.g. for ‘signalling’ or for ‘data’) after - or before, it doesn’t matter - the new connection request goes through the EAB check. 
2.2   Possible alternatives
Alternative 1: A new NAS->AS indication (different from the ‘call type’ and the ‘establishment cause’) is introduced for both UMTS and LTE.
This solution avoids the problems identified in Section 2.1 and maintains the Access Stratum layer service agnostic, i.e. the AS layer will not be aware whether the UE is configured for EAB or not. All the conditions to effectively apply EAB would be checked by NAS and the AS layer would only consider the new NAS->AS indication.
However:
· Considering the agreement 1) that “in Rel-10/Rel-11 RRC connection Request for “delay tolerant” (i.e. low priority) and ”RRC connection requests subject to EAB-check” will always be used together”, this will imply additional complexity in the RAN2 and CT1 specification:
· to introduce independent ‘delay tolerant’ & ‘subject to EAB’ indications from NAS to AS

· and then for error handling (either in NAS or AS) to ensure they are finally dependent.
· The majority of the companies seem to believe that the EAB impacts on ‘legacy UEs’ should be minimized so that, for instance, only ‘UEs configured for EAB’ will have to read updated SIB in case of a change of EAB parameters (regardless of the detailed solution which will be chosen). It is then quite likely that the information whether the ‘UE is configured for EAB’ or not will have to be constantly available in the Access Stratum, and not only when a new access request is triggered by the NAS. 
Considering the above, other alternatives are possible:
Alternative 2: No new NAS->AS indication is introduced and it is assumed that the information that the ‘UE is configured for EAB’ is constantly available in the AS layer. 

This solution would not require any further work in CT1 (and it would fully align to the already defined GERAN solution). However this would break the working assumption that the AS layer is fully service agnostic, however there seems to be no practical drawbacks with this option:

· Agreement 3) “Per RRC Connection Establishment request it can be determined whether it is subject to EAB (same as current design)” would not be broken. All the conditions to effectively apply EAB would continue to be checked in the AS layer on a per RRC Connection Establishment request basis. For instance, if EAB parameters are configured by the network to bar some Access Classes of some categories of ‘UEs configured for EAB’, before applying EAB for such UEs, the check that the establishment cause is neither for an “emergency call” nor for a “mobile terminating access” would be performed each time.
· If in the future it will be possible to have UEs which are not permanently configured for EAB (but temporarily configured for EAB), it is believed that it’s still possible to refer to ‘UE configured for EAB’ in AS specification, or – if felt necessary – to ‘UE currently configured for EAB’
However, if it is believed that referring to ‘UE (currently) configured for EAB’ in AS is not sufficient to support (future, uncertain) fully dynamic behaviours where access requests might be subject to EAB on a per application basis, a further alternative can be explored:
Alternative 3: Two separate configurations (on for LAPI and one for EAB) are kept in NAS, however no new NAS->AS indication is introduced until there will be a real need to discriminate between ‘delay tolerant’ & ‘subject to EAB’. In Rel-11, NAS will set the ‘Delay tolerant’ establishment cause as an indication that the access request should be subject to EAB as well. 
If in the future the configurations for LAPI and for EAB will become dynamic (but still linked to each other, as in Rel-11), the Access Stratum will transparently support this, without modifications.

And if in future releases the configurations for LAPI and for EAB will really become independent on each other, it seems possible to introduce a new NAS->AS “call subject to EAB” indication at that point in time. In practice, it could be specified that:
· In Rel-11: ‘…if the establishment cause is ‘delay tolerant’ then apply EAB…’
· After Rel-11:  ‘…if the “call subject to EAB” indicator is set to ‘Yes’ then apply EAB…’
3   Conclusion
This contribution briefly analyses the implications of the introduction of a new call type ‘call subject to EAB’ and suggests some alternative solutions.
Considering this is about a UE internal interface, and that there is no need to over specify it introducing signalling before it will be really needed, we have a preference for Alternative 3. 
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