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1.Introduction:

To progress work on NIMTC CT1 has evaluated the revision of TR 23.888 made available after the SA2 e-meeting in July 2010 (0.5.1). The main focus has been to evaluate CT1 impacts and triggers to start stage 3 work for the issues that SA2 have listed in subclause 7.1 of TR 23.888, i.e. the issues that should be addressed in Rel-10. To aid SA2 and CT1 in their further work and to progress NIMTC Rel-10 completion, CT1 wishes to ask questions and provide feedback as can be found below. All proposals in TR 23.888 subclause 7.1 have been discussed, but only the ones where CT1 currently has feedback or questions are included in this LS.
2. CT1 feedback on device indicators 

· 7.1 b)
the M2M device indicators outlined in bullets a, b,and c in clause 6.34 (some of which are also mentioned in clauses 6.20, 6.23 and 6.26;

· 6.34.2 c)
in the NAS signalling to the MME/SGSN/MSC
CT1 foresees CT1 impact due to this issue, but would need further information to be able to proceed with stage 3 specification.

Question 1: Is the intention to add explicit NAS signalling (IE or code point in existing IE) or is an indicator in lower layer sufficient?
Question 2: Should more than one value/device type be added (e.g. “general M2M”, low-value) and if so, what should those values/device types be?

Question 3: CT1 would like to ask SA2 to clarify the nature of the device indicators and in particular whether they are based on subscription or equipment characteristic?
3. CT1 feedback on network selection 

· 7.1 a)
the UE behaviour changes outlined in bullets a, b, c, d, and e in clause 6.33;

· 6.33.2 b)
modification (increase) of the minimum value of the timer for the background PLMN search, e.g. to greater than one hour, for a “low value M2M” device. This UE internal value would over-rule any smaller value contained on the (U)SIM.
The intention of this proposal is unclear to CT1. 
This will impact CT1 and it is expected that at least 23.122 needs to be updated. Details of this issue still need to be analyzed further and is the responsibility of CT1.

Question 4: CT1 would like to ask SA2 what the intended use case is addressed by this proposal and if SA2 can provide a more detailed description.
· 7.1 a)
the UE behaviour changes outlined in bullets a, b, c, d, and e in clause 6.33;
· 6.33.2 d)
For a “low value M2M” device, always use IMSI when Attaching to a new network, or, performing an RA update into a different PLMN that is not an ePLMN. This decreases UE-network signalling in a potentially heavily loaded network. 

· It is FFS whether this solution is applicable to EUTRAN.

CT1 foresees CT1 impact due to this proposal but needs to better understand the addressed use case to progress. If IMSI is to be provided in the cases outlined above, procedures and messages have to be updated as it is in some cases not currently supported.

Question 5: CT1 would like to ask SA2 what the intended use case is addressed by this proposal and if SA2 can provide a more detailed description?

Question 6: What actual signalling gain does SA2 expect if the above proposal is implemented?

· 7.1 a)
the UE behaviour changes outlined in bullets a, b, c, d, and e in clause 6.33;

· 6.33.2 e)
In the CS domain, at power on in a new location area, perform a location update with LU type=Attach rather than “normal”.

The CT1 understanding is that the intention is for the M2M device to directly provide the IMSI instead of a temporary identifier in the case when it is expected that an Identity request procedure would anyway be executed to get the IMSI. This will lead to slightly decreased signalling.

Question 7: Is the above understanding correct?
4. CT1 feedback on overload protection 
· 7.1 e)
the use of M2M device specific (long) periodic update timers in MM, GMM and EMM signalling, including signalling from HSS to MSC/SGSN/MME (see clause 6.20);

CT1 foresees CT1 impact as it is understood that timers need to be extended beyond current maximum values.
Timer value ranges and timer dependencies, e.g. to CS timers need to be studied further but is CT1 responsibility.
Question 8: CT1 would like to ask if SA2 could provide their view on timer ranges/maximum values for the periodic timers.
· 7.1 f)
in combination with the use of long, MTC specific PTU/PRU/PLU timers, the specification of signalling that permits the operator to command M2M devices to use Network Mode Of Operation I while keeping existing mobiles in Network Mode of Operation II (see clauses 5.14 and 6.20); 

Since an MTC device would need to know whether this option is enabled before registration is initiated, CT1 believes that such new information about network configuration would need to be added to broadcast information.
The reason for not performing combined registration for regular UE:s when the Gs interface is available is unclear to CT1.

The benefit of this proposal seems small if future MTC devices will support only CS or PS but not both.

Question 9: CT1 would like to ask SA2 what the intended use case is addressed by this proposal and if SA2 can provide a more detailed description.
5. Further feedback and questions

CT1 has discussed a modified retransmission scheme for M2M devices, e.g. longer and increasing time between retransmission of NAS messages or repetition of appropriate NAS procedures, as this would be one of the most basic overload handling strategies.

Question 10: Has this been discussed in SA2 and if so, what was the conclusion?
On the introduction of new cause values for congestion control mentioned in SA2's TR, CT1 still requires analysis before deciding if existing reject cause value for congestion is sufficient. The existing congestion reject cause coupled with radio level congestion control now studied by RAN2 for MTC might be sufficient. 

Question 11: Could SA2 clarify what use case scenario SA2 is handling when considering that a new congestion reject cause value is needed at NAS level?

4. Actions:

To SA2 group
ACTION: 
CT1 kindly asks SA2 answer the questions above and to consider the CT1 comments above in their work on NIMTC-
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