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1. Introduction

This paper examines remaining issues on UE retry restriction for cause code #8/#32/#33 and presents way forward to resolve the issues.

2. Discussion
CT1 has been discussing the UE retry handling issues and related retry restriction to address the excessive signalling issues from operators’ networks. 
In CT1#86bis meeting, a compromised network based solution [2] [3] was proposed based on feedback offline discussion and conference call.  Related CRs were postponed due to following concerns:

- UE rejection retry being RAT dependent 
- Pre-configuration of default UE retry time in NAS MO using OMA DM
1). UE rejection retry being RAT dependent
There is no doubt that UE rejection retry due to #8/#32/#32 needs to be RAT dependent:
a). The retry wait time for rejection retry should not be confused with the backoff due to congestion control mechanism introduced for NIMTC because the requirements for congestion control are totally different from UE rejection retry restriction ([1] [5] [8]):
· For congestion control, it is triggered by general network overload condition, not tied to network node capability or UE subscription. When one packet domain is congested, the UE should not move to the other packet domain and to make the other domain also congested, that is why a single timer is used for EPS and GPRS for congestion control, to guard again both domains. Given that congestion control is a result of network condition, potentially it has impacts to all ESM procedures.
· But for rejection retry, the restriction is triggered by network ESM/SM rejection due to failure to provide certain requested service. This can happen because network capability and service offering may be different across different network, and UE may possibly have different service subscriptions across different RATs, In these rejection cases, it is perfectly fine (and often required) for the UE to retry other domain in order to obtaining service. The restriction is usually only limited to one particular service in one packet domain. 

b). if we look at general ESM/SM handling and related timers defined today in 24.301 and 24.008, they are all RAT dependent. The only exception is T3396 for congestion control, as SA2 decided back in MTC work that congestion in domain should not cause congestion in the other domain.  T3396 is made RAT independent so that packet network overload for one RAT will not cause overload in the other packet domain related to other RAT. 

c). The reality is that there are different network deployments from different operators. It is possible some operators may arrange their networks and plan the network capabilities in a way that same service is always supported across different nodes of different access technologies in their network and UE's subscription symmetrical across different RATs. However this does prevent other networks to deploy their network in a RAT dependent way, either due to historial reason (that network capabilities of their network node cannot be made homogeneous) or due to planning/marketing reason. In addition when roaming, UE is not guaranteed to always roam among networks of the same operator, and network capabilities from different operators will be different. One example is shown in C1-121858 regarding a field issue related to #32, and clearly it shows the RAT dependent nature (SGSN can't accept connectivity to IMS APN):
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d). Given the reality of existing RAT dependent deployment, the UE retry handling needs to be also RAT dependent. RAT dependent handling does not block RAT independent deployments, but RAT independent handling WILL block RAT dependent deployments which is clearly unacceptable.  
2). Pre-configuration of default UE retry time in NAS MO using OMA DM

There is general consensus that when network signalled timer is not received (for example when network is in older releases), there needs to be a pre-defined retry wait time which can be used to apply retry restriction. However the problem is that different operators have different retry wait time requirements and it is not possible to have a "magic" value that can fit the need of all operators. So it is desirable to provide flexibility so that operators can configure the value based on their specific preference. One way to achieve this flexibility is to introduce a new NAS MO parameter "retry wait time" [4]. However several companies indicated they don't want to have a pre-configured UE retry wait time in NAS MO via OMA DM. 
Given that parameter in UICC always takes precedence over same parameter in ME, operator flexibility can already be achieved by leveraging this UICC precedence principle. If both UE vendor and operator provide the fixed default value for this retry wait time, then the value from operator in UICC will be used if available. So pre-configuration of default UE retry time in NAS MO is not needed.
3. Conclusion

In summary, the following conclusions can be derived:

· UE rejection retry needs to be RAT dependent
· There does not need to be pre-configuration of default UE retry time in NAS MO for achieving operator flexibility. Exist UICC precedence over ME is sufficient.

In addition, given that network based solution [2] [3] still needs to rely on default UE behavior to handle UE retry before network is upgraded to support network signalling of new timers which could take a long time, practically it is the default UE behavior that will be used, which is essentially UE based solution presented in earlier meetings ([6] [7]). Given this ease of implementation aspect, the supporting companies believe that instead of using default UE behavior for old releases only, it can actually be used to handle all releases including Rel-12 as well. For this reason, both UE based solution and network based solution have been provided. It is proposed that one of them be selected as the final solution for resolving this UE retry restriction issue.

CRs for UE based solution are provided in C1-141942 and C1-141943. CRs for network based solution are provided in C1-141944 and C1-141945. 
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