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New Indicators for MTC
1 Introduction
With the introduction of mobile stations capable of MTC operation within the scope of Rel-10 an MS may have its SIM equipped with a “Low Priority Indicator” or an “MTC Indicator” (see S2-104412). The intent of the “Low Priority Indicator” is to indicate that a given MS is monolithic and supports only low priority MTC applications whereas the intent of the “MTC Indicator” is to indicate that a given mobile station is monolithic and supports only normal priority MTC applications. Limiting the introduction of Rel-10 mobiles stations to follow such monolithic behaviour is certainly possible but is seen as being an unnecessary restriction in light of the expectation that support for non-monolithic MS implementations are expected as of Rel-11. 
2 Non-Monolithic Mobile Stations
The added complexity of allowing Rel-10 mobile stations capable of MTC to support any combination of low, normal and high priority applications (MTC applications or non-MTC applications) is seen as being minimal when contrasted to the introduction of monolithic mobile stations capable of MTC. Assuming the introduction of non-monolithic mobile stations capable of MTC starting as of Rel-10 will effectively eliminate the need for introducing the “Low Priority Indicator” and the “MTC Indicator”.
Access Stratum Impact of MTC

· When sending an EGPRS Packet Channel Request message a mobile station may use the 2 bit priority field indicate the priority of the application triggering the access attempts (e.g. low, normal or high priority).
· There is no need for the Channel Request/EGPRS Packet Channel Request to explicitly indicate the case where an MTC application triggers a given access attempt (i.e. it is sufficient to include a priority level indication that is application agnostic).

· It should be noted that the priority level associated with an access attempt triggered by a NAS application (e.g. GMM, SM and LLC signalling) is not expected to change for the case where a mobile station supports MTC applications or any other new user plane application regardless of its priority.

Non-Access Stratum Impact of MTC

· It shall be noted that even though the details of NAS level signalling are transparent to GERAN, the authors of this contribution feel such discussion is relevant to gain a common understanding as to the value of the two new indicators being proposed from a GERAN perspective. 
· With the introduction of MTC, it can be beneficial for a mobile station sending a NAS message to the SGSN to provide an indication of whether or not it is able to tolerate the use of an extended timer value (e.g. for the case where a mobile station only supports low priority MTC applications a new indicator included in a RAU request can indicate that the periodic RAU timer value can be increased).

· On the other hand, a mobile station capable of MTC that is also capable of non-MTC applications (i.e. legacy user plane applications) can reasonably be expected to ensure that legacy timer values continue to be used at the NAS level by simply leaving out this new indicator or including it but setting it to “disabled”. 
· Mobile station implementation will be expected to take into account the full set of MTC and non-MTC applications supported and thereby determine whether or not increased timer values are acceptable for any given type of NAS signalling. 
3 Conclusion

It is proposed that the Rel-10 GERAN specific effort for introducing support for mobile stations capable of MTC avoid explicit use of the two new MTC related indicators as they assume the existence of monolithic mobile station implementations. Instead, the Rel-10 GERAN specification effort should assume the existence of non-monolithic mobile station implementations as follows:

· The priority field supported by the EGPRS Packet Channel Request messages should be capable of indicating low, normal and high priority levels in a way that is application agnostic. Given that the legacy priority field within this message already allows for indicating 4 different priority levels the specification effort will simply involve clarifying which code point corresponds to which priority level.
· NAS signalling messages are modified as necessary to introduce a new optional, application agnostic IE that indicates whether or not an extended timer value can be used for the type of NAS signalling being performed. Such timer value extensions are seen as being applicable to periodic RAU and LAU but are FFS for other types of NAS signalling.

· It should be noted that this discussion paper is not calling for the explicit removal of these new MTC related indicators but is instead simply pointing out that there appears to be no reason for the GERAN specifications to make explicit reference to them (i.e. each 3GPP group can determine the extent to which specifications under their control need to make explicit reference to the “Low Priority Indicator” and the “MTC Indicator”).



















































































































































































































