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Introduction
At TSG SA #50, an action point was given to SA1 to provide priorities in SIMTC features. See the following excerpt from the TSG SA #50 report.

===snip====

The question on coordinating the large amount of work on SIMTC for Rel‑11 was discussed. It was suggested to do a prioritisation exercise at TSG SA#51. The TSG CT Chairman commented that the completion dates for Stage 2 are moved back which will not leave much time for Stage 3 to complete in the current Rel‑11 timeframe. Very early identification of stable packages will be needed from Stage 2 groups in order to allow CT groups to start the work earlier. The TSG RAN Chairman made similar points related to the radio aspects work that would be dependent on the stability of the Stage 2 work. The SA WG2 Chairman replied that these issues are understood and should be taken into account in the prioritisation exercise in March 2011. The SA WG3 chairman commented that as much parallel work as possible will be done in SA WG3, but it needs to be taken into account that security work usually trails the other work by one Plenary cycle. The CT WG1 Chairman supported the SA WG2 Chairman as good planning and organisation of the work is needed to avoid an overload on Stage 3 groups. The TSG CT Chairman asked for interim timescales for each part of the work in order to track this. Ericsson commented that SA WG1 should also perform some prioritisation on the requirements and identify some of the difficult issues. It was noted that the previous prioritisation of work for Rel‑10 should be reconsidered by SA WG1 given the new timescales for Rel‑11.
SA WG1 were asked to provide priorities in SIMTC Features for Rel‑11 to SA WG2.
SA WG1 and SA WG2 should try to group the work into logical groups in order to organise the feature into independently completing parts.
SA WG1 and SA WG2 are asked to provide inputs to the March 2011 TSG SA meeting, in order for a prioritisation exercise to be performed.
===snip===

 

Note that in this context, SIMTC Features should be interpreted as both common MTC requirements and MTC Features

Furthermore, stage 2 and stage 3 groups are already indicating that they have difficulty to implement all the SIMTC features within the Release 11 time frame on the basis of what is currently specified in 3GPP TS 22.368. This does not yet take into account that 3GPP SA1 also has a SIMTC work item and MTCe study item, which may result in additional features for Release 11. 
SA1 input for SIMTC prioritisation
SA1 needs to discuss prioritisation of MTC features to be able to provide a consensus input towards SA2 and SA. To facilitate a discussion in SA1, we need to decide on what kind of criteria to use for the prioritisation. What should be the criteria from a SA1 (Service) perspective to be the basis of SA1 input in the discussion? 

Some suggestions:

· The NIMTC stage 2 and stage 3 work has focussed on overload and congestion control. May be in Release 11, we need to focus on some other goals. What are the most important goals for SIMTC? Which features contribute to these goals?
· The NIMTC stage 2 and stage 3 work has been developed with low priority applications like smart metering in mind. What are the most relevant MTC applications in the Release 11 time frame (i.e. when Release 11 will come to market)? 

· May be we should simply vote which individual MTC requirements in TS 22.368 have priority?
KPN proposes to discuss prioritization of SIMTC features on the basis of a set of goals that we can prioritize. All SIMTC features that contribute to that goal then inherit the service based priority of that goal.

KPN proposes not to discuss prioritization on the basis of MTC applications. It is very unclear what will be the most relevant MTC applications when Release 11 comes to market. Furthermore, different operators may focus on different parts of the MTC market (e.g. eHealth, tracking and tracing, mobility, metering, eBooks), implying that different MTC applications are important for different operators. Furthermore, different MTC applications (even different instances of the same kind of MTC applications) have very different requirements on the mobile network.
KPN proposes not to vote on individual MTC requirements. There are too many individual MTC features (every individual common requirement plus all the MTC Features). This implies that every individual MTC requirement only needs one or two votes from the companies that brought it in to get sufficient priority. Voting should be done on the basis of a group of MTC requirements.

TSG SA has also asked SA1 and SA2 to group the work into logical groups in order to organise the feature into independently completing parts. To do this, it is necessary to include the implementation difficulty and impact of individual requirements. Without taking implementation difficulty and impact into account, it is difficult to indentify groups of features that form "independently completing parts". However, KPN feels that taking implementation difficulty and impact into account should be done by SA2. It is not SA1's remit to discuss implementation impact; SA1 should provide input to the prioritization from a service point of view. It is important to consider that SA1s input is only one of inputs in the prioritization discussion towards SA and we should not duplicate the exact same prioritization discussions in SA1, SA2 and SA.
KPN suggested goals for SIMTC

KPN suggests basing a discussion on prioritization around the following set of goals to achieve with SIMTC.
Goals now covered with Release 10

· overload and congestion control (already covered in Release 10)

Example features: reduce peaks in data and signalling traffic, restrict downlink data when the network is overloaded, restrict access to APN when overloaded, MTC time tolerant

Goals related to the remaining set of MTC requirements now in 22.368:
· better triggers to wake up M2M devices

Example features: MTC device triggering, location based triggering

· cost reduction / cost control
Example features: efficient connectivity for large number of MTC Devices, keep offline / no data connection when not communicating, charging requirements, MTC Low Mobility, MTC Time Controlled, MTC PS only, MTC small data, MTC Mobile originated only, MTC Infrequently mobile terminated, MTC infrequent transmission

· handle large numbers of identifiers for MTC

Example features: no MSISDN, large enough identifiers ranges, efficiently handle large numbers of identifiers, using private IPv4 addressing 

· optimisations of terminal battery power consumption

Example features: low power consumption

· optimisations to handle large groups of M2M devices

Example features: group identifier, group based MTC features, group based charging

· MTC value added services

Example features: MTC Monitoring, MTC Priority Alarm, Secure Connection, network provided destination
Additional goals

· differentiation of QoS and priorities
Ability to differentiate QoS and priorities for different MTC applications. Much of this goal can be achieved with existing QoS differentiation features, but it is important to take this goal into account when profiling MTC (e.g. in RAN3). 

· optimisation of LTE for M2M
Existing radio technologies (e.g. GSM) are currently favoured by MTC application owners over newer technologies such as LTE because of cost efficiency. Operators on the other hand prefer to use modern radio technologies such as LTE for long MTC contracts, as it allows them to refarm spectrum. Optimisation of LTE to be more cost effective for MTC would help to convince MTC application owners to use LTE.
· MTC device – MTC device communication
With the trend towards connected devices, also direct MTC device to MTC device communication will become important.
· support for MTC gateways
Optimisations to better support MTC gateways and co-located groups of MTC devices 
Suggested way forward

It is suggested to take the following steps to achieve on a consensus priority list.

1. agree on the criteria for priorities (e.g. goals, likely applications)
2. agree on a list of items/groups/aspects to group the individual MTC features

3. companies vote offline (per e-mail) on their priority list. Ideally provide reasoning behind priority list to convince other companies.
Idea for voting would be that every company/member assigns a list of the top ten priorities in order. All priority lists are then collected to determine the aggregated priority. Top priority from one company/member gets 10 points, second gets 9 points, … tenth gets 1 point. Add up all the points to rank which item/group/aspect gets highest priority.
Note that the resulting list will be the SA1 input to the discussion from a service point of view. From e.g. SA2 point of view, implementation complexity and impact has to be considered e.g. to ensure that groups of features are formed that can be implemented within one release.
