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NIMTC Joint session (continuation): SA WG2 / RAN WG2 / CT WG1

TD S2‑105966 Summary of offline Discussions on Wait Timer Handling at AS or NAS Level. This was introduced by Vodafone. The main objective of this discussion is to decide whether it is preferable to handle the wait timer (sent in RRC) at the AS level or at the NAS level. This discussion is a follow up of the outcome of the joint session outlined in S2-105816 related to this issue.

Discussion and conclusion:

Nokia Siemens Networks asked where the timer would go in the NAS and whether it was for CS or PS or both. Vodafone replied that it is domain-specific and the timer runs per-domain.  There was some discussion over this. It was suggested that for Core Network Congestion, the timers will be handled on the NAS level and will not be reset at Cell reselection. Nokia Siemens Networks had concerns over adding such complexity where it is not necessarily needed. Ericsson pointed out that there was no message integrity protection and there is a danger of rejecting the UE for long periods. Vodafone replied that in such cases the reject timer is given an upper bound to prevent such issues and this also applies to unprotected NAS reject messages. It was clarified that the network boundary functions will ensure timer resets. 

It was agreed as a working assumption that the Wait Timer will be handled in the NAS and companies were asked to draft CRs based upon this for the WGs.

TD S2‑105958 Summary of offline discussion: Access barring feature for MTC. This was introduced by Ericsson on behalf of Ericsson and ST-Ericsson. Source for discussion, from 'MTC joint session SA WG2/RAN WG2/RAN WG3/CT WG1/CT WG4

Outcome - 15 Nov 2010' (S2-105816):
FFS1: Do we need AC based solution in Rel-10 ?
FFS2: If yes, does it look as follows:
-
Will have new access barring info for 'delay tolerant' devices
-
FFS whether e.g. 10 bits for UMTS, probability for LTE
-
Two additional bits to indicate whether the new AB is applicable for 2 roamer groups HPLMN/eHPLMN 


and preferred PLMN (see SA WG1 CR), or these groups are totally blocked
-
FFS: PLMN specific?
Summary: The offline activity (mail, physical meeting) was not able to give a unified conclusion.

1.
Do we need additional access barring feature in Rel-10 in EUTRAN/UTRAN?


What are the expected consequences if not introducing this in Rel-10?

a.
Access barring for 'delay-tolerant' UEs?

b.
Access barring for 'roaming, delay-tolerant' UEs?
Arguments pro:

Available in UEs as early as possible Efficient mechanism to protect one network in case of failure of other network In particular to protect network from roaming UE at failures in other network. Agreed in SA WG1.

Arguments against:

Existing access class barring can be used. Many details unclear: specific to device, application or subscription? Hard to see future-proof solution, with applications of different 'priority' in same device Late in Rel-10 RRC Connection reject/release method is preferred.

2.
Technical solution

a.
Name of concept: 'Delay-tolerant', 'low-priority', …



No consensus, however preference expressed for concept/name not linked to application 


characteristic.

b.
'bit-field' barring indication (UTRAN), probability factor (EUTRAN)



Several ideas presented by companies, but not further discussed.


c.
Other concerns



'…the release should not be essential but a future proof solution should be the issue'



'We prefer the NAS provides AS with a 'low priority' call type. NAS spec should specify when this 


'call type' is provided to NAS, in line with the existing LTE approach.'.

Discussion and conclusion:

Nokia Siemens Networks commented that there are still a number of open issues which need to be studied. It was commented that the work is not mature enough to have ACB for Rel‑10. Vodafone commented that the NAS asks the RRC for a connection (e.g. emergency or normal) and the priority indications can be overridden taking the call type into account. The interesting use is for roaming scenarios when a network failure could propagate back to the home network if no action is taken. It was commented that in this WI the CN Overload should be studied, rather than the RAN Overload. It was clarified that the RAN also uses ACB for overload control. Vodafone commented that ACB is used only in abnormal events and catastrophes and should not be used a part of normal overload control. Nokia Siemens Networks commented that some operators may use ACB also for normal overload control. NTT DOCOMO commented that ACB effectively prevents signalling to the RAN and protects the RAN. NTT DOCOMO suggested to start from a simple RRC reject release basis for Rel‑10.  

It was agreed that the Stage 1 and Stage 2 level descriptions of ACB will stand for Rel‑10. It is expected that ACB will be used for GERAN, but this decision is subject to GERAN discussions. For LTE and UTRAN, there will be no ACB solution for Rel‑10, but a simple RRC Reject solution will be considered instead. Further study on using ACB for LTE and UTRAN may be considered for Rel‑11.

