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Abstract:
 Paper discusses and proposes a new service type decode to identifying resources are requested for machine to machine type communications
Introduction

Going into CT1#68 and the joint meetings in Jacksonville, USA in Nov 2010 with SA2 and RAN2, the understanding from Stage 2 was that there is a device associated indicator "MTC indicator" which indicates if the mobile device is device provisioned for machine to machine type communications. The result of the WG meetings in Jacksonville in Nov 2010 is that there will be no "MTC indicator". 
This paper does not discuss or argue for re-considering "MTC indicator". This paper discusses and proposes that a service request for resources related for 3GPP TS 22.368 services (i.e. machine to machine services/communications) be clearly identifiable as a 'hook' for forward compatibility (for Rel-10 mobiles in NWs of future release) and backward compatibility (for future release mobiles in Rel-10 NWs).
1.
Discussion
1.1
Current Service request and Service type

In CT1's NAS protocols, the service request is used by the mobile to request for services. In particular, this service request is to request for user plane resources. In GERAN/UTRAN, the SERVICE REQUEST and CM SERVICE REQUEST have Service Type IE and CM Service Type IE (respectively) to indicate the type of request. In EPS the Service Type IE within EXTENDED SERVICE REQUEST indicates the service and thus the proper user plane resources can be requested and allocated.
Note: In EPS the SERVICE REQUEST has been "rationalised" and has no Service Type IE and the message itself signifies request for user plane resources.

1.2
Differentiating request for resources for machine to machine type service

The outcome of the WG meetings in Jacksonville, USA, in Nov 2010 is that there will be no "MTC indicator" but there will still be an indication of "low priority". The resultant "low priority" indicator it was agreed is not strictly an indication of a machine to machine type service and cannot not be used as such. That "low priority" indicator moreover is an indication at a device level. But (only) in Rel-10 because it is expected that mobile for machine to machine type services are strictly monolithic, single usage, low priority devices; for Rel-10 machine to machine type devices will 'mask behind' such a "low priority" indicator. For Rel-10 that will suffice.
However, it is also commonly understood that in Rel-11 machine to machine devices will not be monolithic. In fact looking at 22.368 Annex B, one can see that SA1 has already considered machine to machine type devices for many different applications. Looking at 22.368, Annex B, it is easy to conclude that for many of those applications (eg. Health – monitoring vital signs) it is not feasible to use the "low priority" indicator as 'mask' when requesting user plane resource from the 3GPP CN for machine to machine type communications.
More crucially, in Rel-11 it is already understood that machine to machine type services are supported by even "ordinary" devices which also happens to support some of the machine type services of 22.368. When those kind of devices request for service, there would then need to be a differentiation of the service requested. There has to then be a view of what or why user plane resources are being requested for.
Reiterating, it is absolutely clear that for a Rel-10 machine to machine type device requesting service (for user plane resources) because Rel-10 machine to machine type devices are monolithic devices, those devices are only single function and if they are provisioned to be "low priority" that will be all they can do. For Rel-10 it is arguable that there is no need to make a distinction of different types of service or different user plane resources being requested.
Whilst it is entirely supportable to say that in Rel-10 a simple uncomplicated solution is needed. It can also be argued that Rel-11 can have a more elaborate design. But it has to be borne in mind that Rel-11 devices will moved onto Rel-10 networks. So some basic means for identifying service access must be built into Rel-10 now such that when Rel-11 comes along – even if then the solution can be more complete –Rel-11 machine to machine type devices will get compatible services in Rel-10 networks. 
Furthermore is basis change is introduced in Rel-10, Rel-10 machine to machine type devices when requesting resources for machine type service in Rel-11 will get Rel-11 handling.
1.3
Rationalised SERVICE REQUEST and mapping to RRC establishment cause

The NAS has to determine the setting of the RRC establishment cause "Delay tolerant" from some piece of information. That can be some information internal to the inter-layer of the mobile or (as has been the current way) by mapping from some piece of information within the initial NAS message that is the reason for requesting the RRC connection. For the ATTACH and the TAU/RAU/LAU that obvious piece of information is the Device properties.
However, in E-UTRAN access there is no space in the SERVICE REQUEST to include the Device properties. Again here it can be argued that for Rel-10 there is can be acceptable for Rel-10 but again in Rel-11 some service differentiation if needed will not be possible if SERVICE REQUEST is already chosen to request user plane resources in Rel-10. 

But, in E-UTRAN access, for EXTENDED SERVICE REQUEST there is enough space for inclusion of Device properties and enough space to also add hooks for service request differentiation.

Note:
the current decodes of Service Type within EXTENDED SERVCIE REQUEST are for the different CSFB use cases

2.
Summary
To summaries:-

· It is easy to argue that in Rel-10 there is no need to have any specific indication of request for machine to machine communications/services as in Rel-10 the expected use case is that of a single monolithic application/device that is of "low priority".

· It is clear that Rel-11 there will be a various machine to machine services for which a mobile can run a mix of these services and not all of them are "low priority".

· Rel-11 needs can be catered for when Rel-11 work is done.

· But for backward compatibility (when Rel-11 mobiles enter Rel-10) and when Rel-10 mobiles work in Rel-11, it would be useful to add hooks already in Rel-10.
3.
Conclusion & Proposal
We propose that a new decode be introduced to Service Type and CM Service Type to explicitly differentiate a request for service for machine to machine type communication/service.
We further propose that this new decode be introduced in Rel-10 at the start of 3GPP introducing Machine to machine type service and communication even though it is not strictly needed for Rel-10. This will ensure the hooks are in place and that there will be forward and backward compatibility.
We submitted the CRs C1-110067and C1-110068 for CT1's consideration to be introduced changes TS 24.301 and 24.008.

