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1. Introduction

In Rel-12 3GPP will continue to work on enhancements for machine type communication and this will impact TSs under CT WGs responsibility. This paper proposes to discuss and decide how to structure the work to be done in CT WGs, i.e. how to cover the required work in CT WIs so that delegates are prepared and can start work structured in a way agreeable to all CT WGs.
2. Discussion

The stage 1 and 2 work for Rel-12 MTC is covered by the MTCe WI (SP-1200540), where the study of alternative stage 2 solutions (stage 2 TR 23.887) is included. The normative stage 2 work is split into separate Building Blocks each with its own WID, MTCe-SDDTE (SP-120450), MTCe-MONTE (SP-120438), MTCe-UEPCOP (SP-120442) and MTCe-GROUP (SP-120267).
As a result of the prioritization of Rel-12 work done in SA, it has been decided to prioritize MTCe-SDDTE and MTCe-UEPCOP and it is thus unlikely that normative stage 2 specification for MTCe-MONTE and MTCe-GROUP will be included in Rel-12.
The MTC related work for CT WGs in previous releases (Rel-10 and 11) was covered by one CT wide WID in each release that included work for all CT groups. In particular for Rel-10 this was a suitable setup as mainly CT1 was impacted and other CT WGs had less impact. In Rel-11 the CT WG impact was more spread among the individual WGs and separate parts of the work in Rel-11 impacted WGs to a varying degree.
For the Rel-12 MTCe work in CT WGs it would be possible to keep the setup from Rel-10 and 11 and include all CT WG impact in a CT wide WI. As an alternative setup the stage 2 Building Blocks for the normative stage 2 work could be mirrored in CT and separate WIs corresponding to the stage 2 Bulding Blocks could be defined.
2.1 Alternative 1 – one CT wide WI

If a single CT wide WI is selected, the following pros and cons can be seen.
Pros:

· Stage 3 coordination may be simpler if stage 2 Building Block impacts overlap with stage 3 solutions.
Cons:

· More updates of the CT WI as the stage 2 Building Blocks level of completeness may differ;
· The selected lead WG may have minor impact for work corresponding to certain stage 2 Building Blocks;

· Coordination overhead for WGs not impacted by work or updates.
2.2 Alternative 2 – separate CT WIs for each stage 2 Building Block

If separate CT WIs are selected, the following pros and cons can be seen.

Pros:

· Limited scope simplifies selection of lead WG;
· Only WGs impacted are included in individual WIs;

· CT WIs can be defined and started as corresponding normative stage 2 is available;
Cons:

· Inter WI dependencies may require coordination across WIs.
3. Conclusion

As can be seen above, both a single CT wide WI and individual WIs have pros and cons, mostly related to coordination and the possible clashes between the impacts corresponding to the stage 2 Building Blocks. It is however the view of Ericsson that inter WI dependencies and clashes can be handled if WGs, rapporteurs and delegates are aware of the risk and have this in mind as the work progresses. Also the fact that most delegates interested in any MTCe will follow all CT MTCe WIs, minimize the risk of undetected clashes.
It is thus proposed that one CT WI per stage 2 Building Block is defined and started as the individual stage 2 work is sufficiently mature.
