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1 Introduction

RAN#49 has agreed a new WI RP-101026 [1] on MTC, focussing on RAN mechanisms to avoid CN overload, after SA2 has identified - as concluded in TR 23.888 [2] – that signalling congestion and overloading of Core Network nodes by MTC devices are the key issues for which network improvements are essential in Release 10. 
Furthermore, in a LS in R2-105297 [3] on ‘Release 10 NIMTC Conclusion’, SA2 asks RAN2 (among other groups) to consider the mechanisms proposed in the conclusions of NIMTC (Section 7.1 of [2]) and respond with feedback, questions or considerations that would require SA2 to revise their assumptions. An overview of these assumptions (and possible related solutions) was also provided by Vodafone in the previous RAN2 meeting in R2-104550 [4]. 
In this contribution, we briefly analyse the Work Item description [1] and some possible issues in SA2 conclusions in [2] and [3] that could affect the RAN activity for the Rel-10 MTC Work Item.

2 Discussion
As described in Work Item description [1] one of the RAN2 tasks is:

1. For both UMTS and LTE, introduce an additional establishment cause to allow RAN node to differentiate low priority MTC traffic/signalling (and possibly other MTC traffic/signalling) from other traffic/signalling.
The reference to ‘other possible MTC traffic’ (with respect to ‘low priority MTC traffic’) indicates that one first thing to clarify is whether – for Rel-10 – the intention is to be able to signal only one MTC traffic priority, or more than one. Our understanding is that only one MTC traffic priority will be defined in Rel-10.
In order to design a suitable overload control mechanism, one more thing to clarify is whether the (low priority) MTC traffic indication is meant to be service specific or device specific. In principle it is believed that the (low priority) MTC traffic indication should be service specific, and – especially if more than one MTC traffic priorities are finally defined in Rel-10 - that the same device should be allowed to signal different traffic types in the establishment cause. On the other hand, from the current level of the discussion in SA2, it seems that – for Rel-10 – the intention is that the MTC traffic indication should be a device characteristic, i.e. the UE cannot support both low priority and normal priority applications (and similarly it cannot support both MTC and non-MTC applications).
In any case, this needs to be formally confirmed by SA1/SA2. This leads then to a first proposal:
Proposal 1 Send a LS to SA1/SA2 to confirm that only one MTC traffic priority needs to be defined in Rel-10 and to clarify whether such priority is device specific or service specific.

Note that in R2-104550 [1], it was suggested to introduce both a ‘priority indicator’ in the RRC connection request message, to provide initial access control for the eNB, and a ‘MTC indicator’ in the RRC connection setup complete message, to assist MME selection for the eNB. But if only one MTC traffic priority will be defined, in order to minimize the impact on the protocol, the ‘priority indication’ and the ‘MTC indicator’ could be combined into one information element to be sent during the RRC connection setup procedure, or at least both indicators should be included in the same message. 
Proposal 2 The MTC device shall send the (traffic priority and) MTC indicator in the RRC connection request message.
According to the Work Item description, another RAN2 tasks is:

2. RAN2 should review the SA2 overload scenarios (simultaneous access from many MTC devices and failure of the serving network for roaming UEs), consider what RAN solution can address these, and:

· Identify and specify mechanisms to prevent MTC UEs from overloading the network 
Regarding the scenario of a failure of the serving network for roaming UEs, and the corresponding risk that a large number of roaming MTC devices attempt to access the a local competing network, one first approach to solve the problem is to define overload protection mechanisms against roaming MTC devices in each VPLMN. In this case, if the VPLMN is updated with the introduction of such overload control schemes due to roaming MTC devices, the VPLMN can effectively deal with the congestion situation. But solutions should be investigated also for the case where the VPLMN is not updated, or it has no ‘roaming MTC devices’-specific overload control mechanisms. In this case, in order to prevent roaming MTC devices from (simultaneously) accessing other networks when the serving network fails, the source network could introduce some restriction mechanisms for the PLMN selection. 
Proposal 3 To prevent roaming MTC devices from overloading other competing networks (e.g. when the serving network fails), the source network should introduce some restriction mechanisms for the PLMN selection for MTC devices.
3 Conclusion

After a brief analysis of the Work Item description and the information coming from SA2, a few preliminary considerations and proposals can be made:
Proposal 1 
Send a LS to SA1/SA2 to confirm that only one MTC traffic priority needs to be defined in Rel-10 and to clarify whether such priority is device specific or service specific.
Proposal 2 
The MTC device shall send the (traffic priority and) MTC indicator in the RRC connection request message.
Proposal 3
To prevent roaming MTC devices from overloading other competing networks (e.g. when the serving network fails), the source network should introduce some restriction mechanisms for the PLMN selection for MTC devices.
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