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1 Introduction
During RAN2#79bis, RAN2 agreed to introduce a new mechanism in Rel-11 by which the LTE network is able to deprioritise reselection to the camping LTE frequency/complete LTE RAT by means of a RRC connection reject message. Corresponding CR's were in principle agreed in [1] and [2].
In the same meeting, ref [3] described an issue w.r.t. conflicting priority determination:
A. UE is supposed to make the frequency of a member CSG cell (while in coverage area of the member cell) its highest priority, but this frequency could be deprioritised by the new mechanism. 

B. 
UE is supposed to make the frequency where it can receive an MBMS service it is interested in its highest priority (when it can otherwise not receive this MBMS service), but this frequency could be deprioritised by the new mechanism.

For both cases this contribution discusses the preferable UE behaviour and whether there is a need to standardised this behaviour.
Note that proponents of the new mechanism have clarified that this new depriorisation mechanism is primarily intended to be used for extreme RAN or CN overload cases. In all other cases mechanisms we have already today (ACB, release with redirection) can work more appropriately and allow the network a finer granularity of control.
2 Rationale
2.1 Conflict with CSG priority
We assume there is never an extreme overload situation in a CSG cell such that existing overload mechanisms cannot be used. Thus we can ignore the case of the new deprioritisation mechanism being used by the CSG cell itself.

What may happen is that other LTE cells (on same or different frequency) are so extremely overloaded that they can potentially only use the new deprioritisation mechanism and their reject also deprioritises the frequency on which the UE's CSG is located.

In this case we assume there is never a reason for the UE not to access the CSG cell: typically this cell will not be overloaded. If the CSG cell is overloaded, there should be no problem for the CSG cell to use existing overload mechanisms (handover, redirection, ACB) to ensure the UE continues to experience a suitable service level.

Proposal 1: 
If we are going to specify how the UE has to handle a conflict in priority for an LTE frequency due to CSG prioritisation conflicting with connection reject deprioritisation, we should specify the UE still applies prioritisation of the CSG frequency when in coverage of a CSG member cell.

2.2 Conflict with MBMS priority
The situation is slightly more complex for the MBMS case: here the macro cell providing the MBMS service could, according to proponents, be so extremely overloaded that it cannot use existing overload mechanisms anymore and instead needs to use the new deprioritisation mechanism. Thus in contrast to the CSG case, here the concerning cell could also trigger the deprioritisation.

Two different cases can be discriminated: 
CASE 1: UE prioritises unicast
In this case it seems clear that the depriorisation should "win" since the cell(s) on the macro layer are extremely overloaded.
CASE 2: UE prioritises MBMS reception 
In this case the UE would probably prefer to continue receiving the MBMS service while camping on the extremely overloaded cell: this would allow the UE to continue the UE/user with the service it most prefers. With ACB the extremely overloaded network should in addition be able to ensure that no unicast traffic will  load the concerning cell.
Proposal 2: 
If we are going to specify how the UE has to handle a conflict in priority for an LTE frequency due to MBMS prioritisation conflicting with connection reject deprioritisation, we should specify the UE behaviour for the cases of UE prioritising unicast/UE prioritising MBMS separately.
2.3 Leave to UE implementation ?
One can wonder whether there is a strong need to specify the UE behaviour in the above cases or whether this can be left to UE implementation.

Several aspects can be noted in this respect:

1) 
During RAN2#79 in Prague, RAN2 discussed a similar priority conflict between MBMS and CSG. Then RAN2 concluded:

	Agreements
1
The prioritization between MBMS frequency and CSG frequency is left to UE implementation. 

...


2) 
RAN2 also previously concluded that no new overload mechanisms are needed for MBMS. 

If we leave the handling to UE implementation:
· 
CSG case: a smart UE would still try to access its CSG cell. A not so smart UE would not try, still receiving service on another freq/RAT.

· 
MBMS case: assuming that the operator also uses strong ACB in the extreme overload cases which lead to the usage of the new deprioritisation mechanism, a UE staying on the cell while preferring unicast would only punish himself. Same for a UE prioritisation MBMS and leaving the cell. 

Proposal 3:
Leave the UE behaviour for the above two priority-conflict cases to UE implementation, i.e. it is up to UE implementation which of the 2 prioritisation rules to follow in case of a priority conflict between MBMS/CSG prioritisation and connection reject deprioritisation. It could be considered to address these 2 cases together with the CSG/MBMS conflict case with a note in 36.304.
3 Conclusions

Based on the above we ask RAN2 to consider not specifying any mandatory UE behaviour for the priority conflict cases addressed in this paper:
Proposal 3:
Leave the UE behaviour for the above two priority-conflict cases to UE implementation, i.e. it is up to UE implementation which of the 2 prioritisation rules to follow in case of a priority conflict between MBMS/CSG prioritisation and connection reject deprioritisation. It could be considered to address these 2 cases together with the CSG/MBMS conflict case with a note in 36.304.

If this is not considered acceptable, we ask RAN2 to specify the following UE behaviour:

Proposal 1: 
If we are going to specify how the UE has to handle a conflict in priority for an LTE frequency due to CSG prioritisation conflicting with connection reject deprioritisation, we should specify the UE still applies prioritisation of the CSG frequency when in coverage of a CSG member cell.
Proposal 2: 
If we are going to specify how the UE has to handle a conflict in priority for an LTE frequency due to MBMS prioritisation conflicting with connection reject deprioritisation, we should specify the UE behaviour for the cases of UE prioritising unicast/UE prioritising MBMS separately.
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