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TD S2‑105802 Agenda for the Joint Session on NIMTC. This was provided by the WG Chairmen.

An overall slide et has been produced to summarize the issues raised in RAN2 regarding NIMTC. This slide et can be found in TD S2‑105803 (R2-106677).

The structure of this slide et will be used as the agenda for the joint session:

1.
Indicators (slide-1): TD S2‑105776 (SA1 LS), TD S2‑105495, TD S2‑105804 (R2-106267)

2.
Wait timer handling (slide-2).

3.
Access Class Baring (slide-3): TD S2‑105779 (SA1 LS), TD S2‑105805 (R2-106429), TD S2‑105806 (R2-106274), TD S2‑105758.
4.
NAS issues: TD S2‑105074 (SA2 LS), TD S2‑105494.

The joint session will start at 17.30 in the RAN WG2 meeting room and will close 19.30 the latest.

Discussion and conclusion:

The agenda was provided for information and was noted.

TD S2‑105803 RAN WG2 input for Joint WG meeting on MTC (15-11-2011). This was introduced by RAN WG2 (R2‑106677). RAN WG2 input for Joint WG meeting on MTC (15-11-2011).

Discussion and conclusion:

The slides were reviewed and used for the handling of each contribution.

Indicator at connection establishment (Slide 1):

TD S2‑105776 LS from SA WG1: LS on MTC indicators and configuration options. At SA WG1#52, SA WG1 discussed the use of MTC Device configuration options (i.e. UE configured for MTC and UE configured for low priority) and their related indicators (i.e. MTC indicator, low priority indicator). Conclusions Terminology like MTC Indicator shall be avoided as it causes confusion. Indicator names that more precisely reflect the functionality covered shall be used. Due to the diverse requirements of different MTC services and verticals, it is preferred to allow for independent usage of the new functions SA WG2 is introducing within the NIMTC/SIMTC work items. Whenever feasible, different configuration options / indicator names shall be used for different functionality, rather than combining multiple functions under a single configuration option / indicator. Whenever combinations of functionality are made under a single configuration option / indicator, then SA WG1 shall be involved to determine whether those combinations make sense from a service point of view. Action: SA WG1 asks SA WG2 group to keep the above guidance in the conclusions section into account.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was commented that for overload control, the high or low priority indicator is not very useful. Nokia commented that the view of SA WG1 that there may be a number of different MTC devices but if an indicator is used to describe different configurations then it does not fulfil the original idea to have a simple indicator for an MTC device. The CT WG4 Chairman stated that the original definition of the MTC indicator is low priority and high latency. Samsung commented that the UE should perform functions based on it's configuration, rather than a number of indicators needed to the network to perform specific functions. Nokia Siemens Networks commented that the original idea for an indicator was to allow the network to treat MTC devices in a different was to other devices, but SA WG1 now seem to allow this for all UEs. The main issue may be only to align signalling priority with existing data priorities. China Mobile suggested adding another indicator (e.g. a 'human user indicator') but the number of indicators specified should be kept to a minimum.

TD S2‑105495 Low priority indicator. This was introduced by Nokia Siemens Networks on behalf of Nokia Siemens Networks and Alcatel-Lucent. Analysis on Low Priority indicator and a way forward proposal on its storage.

Discussion and conclusion:

RIM commented that the contribution appears to ask to prevent confusion over ARP and signalling priority indicators.

TD S2‑105804 Interpreting SA WG2 MTC requirements for the UTRAN. This was introduced by IPWireless (R2‑106267). This paper identifies the impacts for the UMTS RAN of the SA WG2 MTC Rel‑10 requirements with emphasis placed on identifying the differences in the handling of the 'Low priority' and 'MTC' indicators. It is also proposed to ask SA WG2 some additional questions for clarification.

Discussion and conclusion:

Some clarification on the use cases behind the work being done was provided by Vodafone, indicating that a large number of devices are expected to be deployed and a large proportion of these will be roaming and protection in case of network failure may be needed to avoid signalling overload due to all roaming devices moving to another network. Huawei commented that there are priority levels set by RAN and it needs to be decided whether these are sufficient for use. Alcatel-Lucent commented that the use of 'Delay Tolerant' indicator is the same as 'low priority' and may be used for steering which should be avoided. NTT DOCOMO proposed discussing the purposes that the functionality is required for and then which devices the functionality is applicable to, and differentiate between low priority devices and low priority applications. Qualcomm agreed with NTT DOCOMO and added that the need to propagate the requests to the Core Network should be determined from the RAN perspective. Vodafone clarified that the routing is related to the CS-domain, whereas overload is in the PS domain. NTT DOCOMO suggested keeping the mechanism simple for Rel‑10. Qualcomm agreed with this. Sierra Wireless commented that MTC devices which may need to make emergency call need to be taken into account. Vodafone replied that this could be handled on the NAS-level. Huawei commented that the radio priority handling for signalling is the issue as it is already available for data. Vodafone commented that a NAS level MTC indicator may be needed for Charging aspects.

It was suggested that there is no 'MTC indicator' for Rel‑10, but the need for something to distinguish between devices which can be rejected for longer time period under congestion should be considered (i.e. a 'delay tolerant' type of indication).
RAN WG2 should work on a simple overload control for devices which can tolerate longer delays and a 'time tolerant' mechanism for connection establishment. RAN WG2 should decide if the indication is given as a new connection establishment request cause or with the connection setup complete information.
Wait/Reject timer handling (Slide 2).

Main proposed options:

Wait timer handling at AS or at NAS

Questions also related to other WGs:

1.
Reject wait timer to be handled at AS (RRC will block new attempts) or NAS (i.e. just passed up to higher layers) ?

2.
Timer continues/stops at intra-RAT cell reselection (or not strong requirement) ?

3.
Granularity of 1min, with range up to 1 hour is sufficient ?

Mainly RAN WG2 internal questions:

-
Rejection at RRC only, or also lower layer (e.g. UMTS AICH) 

-
What RRC messages to include extended value range ?

NTT DOCOMO commented that a UE moving outside of a pool area may wish to retry. RIM commented that this should not be passed up to the NAS when existing timers can be used. NTT DOCOMO commented that using timers may not work in some circumstances. Vodafone commented that the multi-RAT aspects need to be considered and this should not be done when moving to another RAT. It was commented that many MTC devices will be low-mobility or stationary devices. An open issue is AS or NAS level timers ?

Common ACB for low priority/roaming UEs (Slide 3):

TD S2‑105779 LS from SA WG1: Reply LS on Release 10 NIMTC Conclusions. SA WG1 thanks RAN WG2 and SA WG2 for their LSs and took note of the information provided. SA WG1 would like to inform about the progress made concerning the service requirements for Extended Access Barring. An agreed Rel‑10 CR to TS 22.011 is attached to this LS. Please take the requirements in the CR into account in your further specification work. Action: SA WG1 kindly asks RAN WG2, GERAN and SA WG2 to consider the requirements in the TS 22.011 CR on Extended Access Barring in your further specification work for Rel‑10.

Discussion and conclusion:

NTT DOCOMO asked whether the new Access Class is implemented on the UE or the USIM. NTT DOCOMO would prefer to avoid USIM impacts. This was out of scope for this discussion. It was commented that the Access Class Barring mechanism needs to be provided clear requirements in order to produce an effective solution. There was some discussion on whether a PLMN indicator was needed. It was commented that the granularity is insufficient in Rel‑10 to make this worthwhile and should be moved to Rel‑11.

TD S2‑105805 Discussion in MTC requirements and ACB. This was introduced by Alcatel-Lucent (R2‑106429). This document discussed the use of Access barring of MTC devices for CN overload. The following observation and proposal were made: Observation: Access barring cannot be used for overload handling of a specific CN node. Proposal: It is proposed to evaluate all Access barring mechanisms in conjunction with the other solutions for RAN overload mechanisms. If it is really felt that a solution for roaming devices is really needed, then a simple one (or two depending on the types of roaming that needs to be barred and is considered possible by CT WG1) bit barring indication for roaming can be considered for Rel‑10.

Discussion and conclusion:

This was not handled in the joint session due to lack of time.

TD S2‑105806 Extended ACB for EUTRAN. This was introduced by Vodafone (R2‑106274). In S1-103147 [1], Vodafone highlights some requirements for Access Class Barring for CN overload control. In this contribution, those requirements are highlighted and a possible solution to fulfil the requirements is outlined for EUTRA. A draft CR is provided in the Appendix for the proposed solution.

Discussion and conclusion:

This was not handled in the joint session due to lack of time.

TD S2‑105758 ACB for M2M roamers. This was introduced by Vodafone. Informal reports about the RAN WG2 discussions on access class barring for M2M roaming indicate that there is some unease on this topic. Also, a quick review of the submitted RAN 2 TDs shows that a couple of alternative ideas are presented (e.g. adding roaming/operator group indicators to the 3rd RRC Connection establishment message). In light of the ongoing discussions on this topic, Vodafone have identified one potential set of alternatives to ACB for M2M roamers. This alternative is enabled by M2M related changes that CT WG1 do appear to be adopting. At the time of submitting this TD, Vodafone has NOT concluded on their final preferred solution. However, ACB fulfils the M2M roaming need of limiting load 'at source'. The primary purpose of submitting this document is to ensure that, IF alternative solutions are being debated, then a fuller set of alternatives are considered.

Discussion and conclusion:

This was not handled in the joint session due to lack of time.

TD S2‑105074 Reply LS on Comments on Rel-10 issues for NIMTC. To: CT WG1 CC: CT WG4, RAN WG2, GERAN WG2. (This document is from SA WG2 meeting #81).

Discussion and conclusion:

This was not handled in the joint session due to lack of time.

TD S2‑105494 APN Congestion Control. This was introduced by Nokia Siemens Networks on behalf of Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia, ETRI, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson and Alcatel-Lucent. Analysis on APN congestion control and a way forward proposal.

Discussion and conclusion:

This was not handled in the joint session due to lack of time.

A summary of results of the joint session was provided in TD S2‑105816.

