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Abstract
SA#50 sent LS about Extended Access Barring (SP-100898) and the LS contains a couple of questions for EAB. In addition to the LS, there are some unclear requirements and use cases in TS22.011 v10.2.0.

We proposed to clarify such requirements and use cases in SA1#53. 
Discussion
In CT1/RAN2/SA2 joint session in November, it was agreed that Stage 1 and Stage 2 level descriptions of ACB will be created for Rel 10, and further study on using ACB type solution for LTE and UTRAN may be considered for Rel 11.

And EAB for GERAN is studied within Rel10 (GP-102072).

After we reviewed the latest TS22.011 and the several LSs sent from other WGs, we suppose that the questions raised in the LS especially sent from SA plenary should be clarified. In addition to the questions, the following questions should also be clarified.
1. Forward compatibility

From the Rel 11 EAB for UTRAN/E-UTRAN point of view, SA1 needs to clarify if the requirements specified for EAB for GERAN (i.e. Rel10) are also applied to EAB for UTRAN and E-UTRAN (i.e. Rel11) as it is. (We worry about if the functional modification and addition in Rel11 impacts for Rel10 EAB for GERAN.)
2. Backward Compatibility

Depending on the answer of question 1, the requirements for the relationship between existing access barring features and EAB need to be clarified.

Assume a Rel11 UE which supports CSFB and IMS VoIP is configured for “Low Access Priority” UE. The UE can originate CS services with CSFB or IMS VoIP and it will also support SSAC, Access Control for CSFB and EAB.

In such situation, the following use cases need to be clarified.

A:  whether the Mobile Originated call for CSFB shall be subject to either Access Control for CSFB or EAB, or both.

B:  whether the MO call for IMS VoIP shall be subject to either SSAC or EAB, or both.

And the answers need to be confirmed from the feasibility of UE in CT1/RAN2 and GERAN2 WG.

3. Some use cases for category a,b,c

There are 3 categories defined for EAB in latest TS22.011. The network may broadcast whether EAB applies to UEs within one of the following categories;
a) 
UEs that are configured for EAB;

b) 
UEs that are configured for EAB and are neither in their HPLMN nor in a PLMN that is equivalent to it; 

c)  
UEs that are configured for EAB and are neither in the PLMN listed as most preferred PLMN of the country where the UE is roaming in the operator-defined PLMN selector list on the SIM/USIM,  nor in their HPLMN nor in a PLMN that is equivalent to their HPLMN
From the operational experience, it seems that there is a use case to apply multiple categories at the same time, though the latest TS limited to apply only single category at the same time.

For example, an operator will firstly apply category b) on his networks to reject access from the roaming UEs configured for “Low Access Priority” but allows access from UEs configured for “Low Access Priority” in the HPLMN.

But if the network does not recover from overload situation though category b) is applied
, the operator will apply category a). In such situation, operator may wish to allow the part of UEs configured for “Low Access Priority” in the HPLMN, but reject all of roaming UEs configured for “Low Access Priority”.
Operator is difficult to distinguish UEs configured for “Low Access Priority” in the HPLMN and roaming UEs configured for “Low Access Priority” if the operator apply only category a).

Therefore, we suppose that multiple categories for EAB shall be able to apply at the same time. Another option is to create category d) UEs that are configured for EAB in their HPLMN. And operator can apply category d) and b) at the same time with different EAB information (ex. All UEs subject to b) are barred and UEs subject to d) is partly barred.). 
And the feasibility of the above use case needs to be confirmed from GERAN2/RAN2.
Proposal
We propose SA1 should clarify the questions about service requirements raised in LSs from SA plenary.

We also propose to clarify the above requirements and use cases and specify them into TS22.011 and confirm the feasibility of them to related WGs. (CT1/RAN2/GERAN2).  
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