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1 Introduction

This tdoc. evaluates and gives input for some details remaining for Release 12 from [1], [2] for low complexity category 0 UE’s as noted in recent  meetings and change requests [3], [4].
In particular the following items remain FFS:

· The use of the term "Low complexity MTC UE"
· A low complexity MTC UE may access a cell only if SIB1 indicates that access of low complexity MTC UEs is allowed. If the cell does not support low complexity MTC UEs, a low complexity MTC UE considers the cell as barred and should not camp on it. (It is FFS if existing barring mechanism requires further modification)

· The eNB determines that a UE is a low complexity device based on the UE capability.  Whether there is a need of an indication earlier than UE capabilities are available to the eNB is FFS.

RAN2 should attempt to close these remaining details by end of RAN2#86
2 Input for remaining details

This section provides input for the remaining low complexity UE details.
2.1 Use of the term “Low Complexity MTC UE”
Both cost and complexity may be considered as relative terms. Future categories of even lower cost and/or complexity UE are conceivable. The terms low cost and low complexity may be considered interchangeable as working references. The official designation of the new category of UE as “Category 0” is sufficient to clearly define this type of UE.
Proposal 1 – The term “Category 0 UE” is preferred
2.2 Use of existing barring mechanism for Cat.0
It has been agreed that the use of SIB1 for barring LC MTC UEs requires a unique indication within it to indicate that this new category of UEs is allowed.  By default this will assure automatic barring of the new category to assure compatibility with legacy eNBs without any changes. The existing ACB and EACB mechanisms should not need to be changed.
Proposal 2 – No changes are needed to existing barring mechanisms
2.3 Whether there is a need of an indication earlier than UE capabilities are available to the eNB
The eNB determines that a UE is a low complexity device based on the UE capability. Sierra’s analysis shows that although there is some benefit (e.g. capacity) for eNBs to know if UE is a CAT 0 UE, Sierra doesn’t recommended making changes to support this for the following reasons:

· The solution for RAR messages will likely require PRACH partitioning which will reduce capacity as well. 
· The solution for paging messages will likely require core network changes which are beyond the scope of the WID 
· Since the network is uplink limited and the effect should be localized to CAT 0 UEs which are almost out of coverage, the loss of capacity should be minimal. 

· Fewer network changes will minimize network deployment costs and reduce time to market for CAT 0 UEs.
Proposal 3 - The eNB will learn of category 0 UE’s capabilities using the same UE capability mechanisms as category 1 UEs.
3 Conclusions
Proposal 1 – The term “Category 0 UE” is preferred
Proposal 2 – No changes are needed to existing barring mechanisms
Proposal 3 - The eNB will learn of category 0 UE’s capabilities using the same UE capability mechanisms as category 1 UEs.
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