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1. Introduction
SA1 has defined many MTC Features. It appears needed to prioritise them to help future work in Stage 2 and Stage 3 WGs.
2. Discussion on potential criteria
In order to discuss list of Feature that should be selected in priority for Rel-11, the criteria to select a feature should be discussed.
To select a feature, we need to consider also the commercial viability of the features:
· Existence of realistic and reliably anticipated use cases: One important criterion is whether there are application services for which the Feature would be used. This depends on Operator’s needs
· A reliable identification of anticipated application services may be difficult to agree on as Operators may have different views and interest on which application service they will support on their Network but are needed in order to clarify which features are really needed.
· To simplify, we could start by considering that a Feature for which currently no service is anticipated  by any Operator could be abandoned
· Some features could also be expected to be needed in an inevitable way, and then put in priority to ensure at least a use in long term use
· Importance of the use case: there is more interest to invest on 3GPP Network changes when the use case covers an important number of devices. This is also a difficult consideration, as estimating number of devices that would use a service is critical information. Nevertheless, SA1 should do a try. 
· Simplifying MTC Features: we noticed that some MTC Features may be merged in a single one (for example Mobile Terminating and Location Based Trigger) or some may have no impact on 3GPP specification. Such simplification of SA1 TS could help the discussion in Stage2/3.
· Estimation of the complexity of the solution / Network impact: there might be more interest to invest on a 3GPP Network change if this change is minor. SA1 is not in the best position to estimate the complexity of a solution or to estimate whether some Features could have a common solution. This is more suitable for Stage 2/3. But with this information and estimation of number of devices needing the Feature, a decision based on the gain vs. pain could help to prefer a Feature compared to others:
· Currently, SA1 has no estimation of the difficulty of a solution for each Feature, but SA1 could estimate whether specification need is already covered by existing specification. 
· With more Stage2/Stage 3 inputs, more confident prioritisation can be discussed as the balance between the number of M2M devices expected for the Feature and the complexity of the functionality appears also to be an interesting criteria.
· No separate consideration on the prioritisation of the Common Features: the Common functions are needed in order to support other MTC Features (Section 7.1 “Common service requirements” like the “subscription”…). These common functions appear to require no separate consideration on the prioritization as they come only together with a Feature and do not exist on their own.
· Group the MTC Features into 2 categories with possibility to give a priority between these categories:
· Some MTC Features provide Network optimisation to help the Network or the Device problem or to optimise the Network (MO Only, low mobility and Infrequent MT save MM signalling…

· Some MTC Features provide a value added (that can be charged): for example Low power consumption helps isolated MTC Devices with no power supply, PA achieves MTC Devices’ priority access even in case of Network congestion or in restricted area, MTC Monitoring helps theft / vandalism vulnerable MTC Devices…
· The 2 categories could be prioritised between each other
· Does Operator’s interest focuses more on value added service in Rel-11 compared to network optimisations?
· Or the opposite?
3. Discussion on priority for the current TS requirements
Based on the above proposed list of criteria, we propose below a table to open the discussion. This is for discussion and depends mainly on the Operators’ preference for some use cases.
	MTC feature 
	Service / Use case expected
	Importance of the use case (number of devices, a try on the expected use)
	Possible simplification or merging
	Network impact / solution complexity (pain expected)
	Category
	Conclusion

	7.2.1 Low Mobility

(For Devices moving rarely: “…change the frequency of mobility management procedures or simplify mobility management per MTC Device. …define the frequency of location updates performed by the MTC Device”)
	Payment services (Vending machines…), Meters


	Important?

	-
	Small  (Network knows characteristics of the device and provides longer MM timer discussed in SA2)
	Network optimisation (reduction of MM signalling)
	

	7.2.2 Time Controlled

 (Devices with regular reporting: “…for use with MTC Applications that can tolerate to send or receive data only during defined time intervals and avoid unnecessary signalling outside these defined time intervals”)
	Payment services (Vending machines…)?
(Interest to requests MTC Devices to signal out of rush hours)


	Important


	Appears complex if “Per bearer” time controlled, or for each device, but simpler if generic mechanism is possible for all devices
	Some discussion started in SA2

	Network optimization
	

	7.2.3 Time Tolerant

(“intended for use with MTC Devices that can delay their data transfer”)
	?
	Important?


	-
	?
	Avoid congestion and for network optimisation
	

	7.2.4 PS Only

(“A network operator shall be able to provide PS only subscriptions with or without assigning an MSISDN. Remote MTC Device triggering shall be supported with or without assigning an MSISDN. Remote MTC Device configuration shall be supported without the use of an MSISDN”)
	? 

(Devices without CS requirement)
	?

	-
	Modification in HSS expected, and mechanism for SMS and Charging needs to be looked at
	Saving MSISDN and Network optimisation
	

	7.2.5 Small data transmission

(“The system shall support transmissions of small amounts of data with minimal network impact (e.g. signalling overhead, network resources, delay for reallocation).Before transmission of small amount of data, the MTC Device may be attached or detached to/from the network.The definition of a small amount of data shall be configurable per subscription or by network operator policy”)
	Sensors? 

 
	Important?


	-
	Not started yet in SA2
	Network optimisation (expect saving bearer resource)
	

	7.2.6 Mobile Originated Only 

(Devices without paging)

“… to reduce the frequency of mobility management procedures per MTC Device […] to configure the MTC Device to only perform mobility management procedures at the time of the Mobile Originated communications”
	PoS (Point OfSale) machines?

	Important?

	-
	Expect reduced impact if based on avoiding some MM procedures. Not started in SA2
	Network optimisation (reduce MM signalling)
	

	7.2.7 Infrequent Mobile Terminated

“The network operator shall be able to reduce the frequency of mobility management procedures per MTC Device”
	PoS machines?
(expect DL mainly for configuration purpose, not often?)
	Important?

	This could be merged with 7.2.13 and 7.2.11
	May be complex 


	Network optimisation to reduce MM signalling
	

	7.2.13 Infrequent transmission

“The network shall establish resource only when transmission occur. When there is data to transmit and/or receive, the MTC Device shall connect to the network, transmit and/or receive the data, then following successful transmission/reception,  return to an offline state”
	See 7.2.7
	See 7.2.7
	See 7.2.7
	see 7.2.7
	See 7.2.7
	

	7.2.11 Location Specific Trigger
	See 7.2.7
	See 7.2.7


	See 7.2.7
	See 7.2.7 
	See 7.2.7
	

	7.2.8 MTC Monitoring
	Devices with interest to detect theft / vandalism or other misbehaviours
	Infrequent?


	Do Operators need more network information compared to what the network already provide (MM status, trace…)?
	Expected to be small for UE and UICC check.

More complex for other monitoring features if SA1 needs more information compared to what the network already provides. 
	value added service (sold to some users)
	

	7.2.9 Priority Alarm

(“The Priority Alarm MTC Feature  shall take precedence over any other MTC Features”)
	Devices with requirement of priority access ( eHealth? important sensors in critical areas to survey?)
	?


	Clarification is needed on the relation with “low priority” currently expected for the MTC Devices
	? (Stage2/3)
	Value added?
	

	7.2.10 Secure Connection
	ATM machines, PoS machines?
	Limited number of devices like banks ATM?


	Could a e2e solutions or IPsec based solution  fulfil the Operators’ need? Do Op need to sold another service?
	Stage2  
	value added
	

	7.2.12 Network provided destination for uplink data

(“For uplink MTC communication, the network shall provide and use a destination IP address”)
	Devices with fixed IP address destination
	Frequent ? ( simple devices will rely on the Network to provide the destination IP address?)


	-
	? (Stage2)
	value added
	

	7.2.14 Group Based 

Group based Policing: “A maximum bit rate for the data that is sent/received by a MTC Group shall be enforced”
Group based addressing: “The network shall provide a mechanism to send a broadcast message to a MTC Group, e.g. to wake up the MTC Devices that are members of that MTC Group”
	PoS, Meters?
	?


	-
	? (Stage2)
	Network optimisation (grouping of signalling, of bearers, of contexts…)
	


3. Conclusion

It is proposed to discuss the above sections to determine an agreeable list of MTC features to prioritize for Rel-11 and discuss the current proposals.
