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Abstract:  Determine if further specification is needed on when the UE sends the low access priority indicator for: emergency, high priority, and MT events, including resolution of the FFS for emergency and high priority services.  The discussion/resolution applies to TS 23.401 and TS 23.060.
Discussion
 (1) Some clauses in TS 23.401 and TS 23.060 state that the UE configured for low access priority always includes this indication when sending messages to the network.  There are also other clauses in these TSs that say “low access priority” handling does not apply to emergency or high priority calls. 

Additionally, there are interactions with emergency calls and high priority users that aren’t fully specified and captured in a FFS “Editor's note: Interactions between high priority and emergency calls and usage of low access priority is FFS”.  
TS 22.011 CR in S1-110130 (final status needs to be verified) states “If a UE that is configured for “low access priority” initiates an emergency call or is a member of an Access Class in the range 11-15 and according to clause 4.3.1 that Access Class is permitted by the network, then the UE shall ignore any EAB information that is broadcast by the network.”.  
Similarly, current CT1 handling of the “low access priority” indication is already handling the indicator this way towards the AS.  For example, in C1-110747, TS 24.301 the UE is not passing the “low access priority” indicator to AS for emergency or high priority calls.  
Since the UE does not behave as “low access priority” under these circumstances, then the UE should not send this indicator towards the network in NAS or AS signalling.  It is recommended that SA2 clarifies this in TS 23.401 and TS 23.060.
(2) Another interaction to consider is mobile terminated events. Currently, if the MME wants to throttle MT events, the MME doesn’t page the UE.  If the UE is paged, requests to access the network for MT events has been treated with priority.   
In 22.011, the introduction for Access Control states “Under certain circumstances, it will be desirable to prevent UE users from making access attempts (including emergency call attempts) or responding to pages in specified areas of a  PLMN” whereas the EAB clause states “Extended Access Barring (EAB) is a mechanism for the operator(s) to control Mobile Originating access attempts”.  This seems to exclude EAB when responding to pages.  
In C1-110747, CT1 has specified a MT event as low access priority from NAS to AS.  This would be inconsistent handling when the network is rejecting access verses when EAB is applied.  It also seems inconsistent to page the UE and then deny access due to low priority.  
Should the UE be subject to low priority handling if the MME initiated the page?  It is recommended that MT events are also exempt from “low access priority” handling and SA2 should clarify this in TS 23.401 and TS 23.060.
Recommendation

(1) A UE configured for “low access priority” should not indicate “low access priority” in NAS or AS when accessing the network for emergency or high priority access.
(2) The UE should not indicate “low access priority” in NAS or AS when accessing the network for MT events.  Or, if worded similarly to 22.011, EAB, the UE should indicate “low access priority” in NAS and AS for Mobile Originated events (that are not emergency or high priority).
If agreed, CRs are provided for TS 23.401 and TS 23.060.
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