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This document presents the summary of discussions that took place during the two adhoc sessions to progress one aspect of eHSPA (Flat Architecture) and the operation of “R6 MBMS.”
1 Summary:

· only two documents were presented and discussed: R3-080792 and R3-080939 from NSN, Nokia, and Huawei respectively. 
· No discussions took place on an comparative evaluation matrix as many aspects of both architectures remain unclear to all parties.

· Several areas of work have been highlighted for further study via the email reflector whereupon the conclusions will be captured in t-docs for the next meeting.

2 Online Notes taken during both Adhoc Sessions
Documents Treated

	On Master Node B+/Legacy RNC Solution for MBMS over Node B+ (Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia)
	R3-080792
	Approval


Presented by Masatoshi , NSN. 

Discussion
Summary of Questions/Points Raised:

· role of centric node, MBMS only services?

· Multicast Mode possible in both alternatives

· Handling of Session Start

· RB & L1 Parameters to ensure dynamic support of PTP (PTM
Discussion (in response to the questions raised in the NSN Paper)
David (Huawei) provided comments and responses to many questions raised on Alt-1 the “centric architecture” where a legacy RNC or “master eNB” will be deployed.
      Role of Master NB+ / Legacy RNC

· Huawei state that centric node will have one sole option, that of MBMS.
· Logical functionality will be located in this centric node. 

MBMS Session Management Handling (MBMS Session Start)

· David (Huawei) describes that if received by all NB+s, responded to SGSN from all NB+s

· However slave NB+ may not respond to MBMS Session Start. This is raising questions from several people as it is not clear how it will work i.e. MBMS Session Start needs a response (+ve or –ve). This impacts upon legacy SGSNs (in comparison to R6) where the selective sending of MBMS Session message to is abnormal (and also limited response). David confirms this. Master NB+ only sends MBMS Session Start Response in some occasions. 
· Brendan (VF GROUP) reports that this (and many others) was highlighted in the VF issues paper at the last meeting.

· Masatoshi comments that effectively this is an O&M solution where SGSNs may expect (or not) a response i.e. they must be configured to not receive responses for this instance where MBMS is in use and “some” NB+s are handled differently for MBMS. 

· David reports that this will help reduce CP signalling of many responses from NB+s.

· STATUS: To be clarified the behaviour of partial sending/receiving MBMS Session Start Responses at the NB+/SGSN.

      Dynamic RB Allocation

· Masatoshi asks how the UP is managed in the centric solution? Dependent upon the SGSN ( NB+ Session Start Procedure handling or IP Multicast?

· (more discussion required for BOTH solutions)

David responds:

· SGSN ( NB+ or,

· Direct from GGSN to MASTER NB, then thereafter Master NB+ to Slave NBs 

NOTE: Direct Tunnel Approach in R7 is specified without mention of IP Multicast. 

Soft Combining

- for support of Dynamic soft combining, then interaction/signalling will take place between master and slave via Iur. 
NOTE: The following points were discussed, although not explicitly described in R3-080792

Additional information and clarity was requested on the subject of Synchronisation and the Alternative 2 solution (NSN). 

Synchronisation for Alt 2
Overview:
· synchronisation information is inserted into GTP-U frame header at the GGSN.
· Similar to LTE eMBMS solution.

· NSN assume use of IP Multicast GGSN to NB+s.

· Open questions on packet loss, absolute 

Discussion, Q&A:

· Role of GGSN here (not usually performing synch procedures)

· GTP v1 or GTPv2? Masa responds that this is likely to be v2 – as per LTE.

· Brendan (VF Group) comments that GTPv1 may also be used, but extendable frame headers required. 

· Chenghock expresses concern about the usage here of GTPv2. We need to be careful here, as this is the Iu interface and not the S1 interface… 

· David agrees that this may be a viable solution, but asks if is this is robust enough? 

· Masa responds that this solution will be that of LTE i.e. if agreeable and acceptable for LTE, then should be ok for 3G MBMs & flat architecture solution.

· Masa asks about frame loss in centric solution?

· Philipe reminds the group that: 

· we don’t have the full solution of Synch for LTE MBMS

· LTE MBMS now moved to R9…
· David reminds the group of the synch requirements of R6 MBMS, and wonders how this is possible in this “LTE Synch” solution. Masa responds that more detail is required in the description of the relevant synch info to be included at thte GGSN.

· Philipe has concerns that the LTE solution will work successfully due to the location of PDCP. 

Continue tomorrow at 8am, pending availability of a room – Juergen to confirm. 
DAY 2 – Second AM Session
Documents treated:

	Consideration on GGSN improvement for MBMS over Node B+
	R3-080939
	Discussion


Presented by David (Huawei).

Summary

With respect to Alternative 2 (GGSN Approach), several questions were raised:
· Concern about the ability to fulfil synchronisation limits presently in R6 (it is one TTI + one slot).

· Huawei express doubts about time stamping solution for Alt 2.

· ALU (Philipe) also enquires about time stamping with reference to the R6 synch limitations.
· Handling of lost packets

· RB Parameters & L1

· Concerns about PTP ( PTM switching, (increased) signalling between NB+s over Iur 

· Note that in Alt 2 approach, MBMS Service information will have to be exchanged over the Iur to enable neighbour cell to participate in PTM transmission and thus assist any cell edge user perform soft combining. 

· Alt 1 will use the centric approach to perform this role. However signalling exchange over Iur is also required to/from the centric node to the neighbour NB+ 
· Alternative 2, PTP ( PTM switching will already have the synch information as it is inserted at the GGSN. 

With respect to Alternative 1 (both Master NB+ and Legacy RNC approach)

· O&M is foreseen to be the method of determining codes used and power allocation.

Action Points:

· Areas of discussion – outlined below – are to be progressed via the email reflector.
· Conclusions should result in T-docs at the next meeting 
1) Proponents of BOTH solutions should clarify the following points:

· To provide an outline of the information sent over the Iur to neighbour NB+s to enable their solution to work in the PTP ( PTM Multicast mode. 

· To provide an outline of any pre-configuration/O&M impact to permit this solution to work: codes, power (RRM), parameterisation.

2) “GGSN Solution” NSN (Masatoshi) has been tasked with:
To provide the full time-stamping “Synchronisation solution”. This includes: 
· impact on GGSN, Gn 
· precisely what IS the time stamping information in mind, and how it would perform
· impacts on GTP-U frame header due to synch information inserted at the GGSN.

· Impact on legacy terminals (RLC) and legacy network elements

· Synchronisation source across the network i.e. synch port etc

· Does it fulfil the R6 MBMS Synchronisation requirements of one TTI + 1 slot. 

· Packet loss handling

Note: Masatoshi has stated that for this solution Dynamic Resource Allocation is likely to be performed via O&M.
2) Centric Approach: Huawei (David) have been tasked to 
· To describe and clarify how MBMS Session Start Handling is performed
· To describe how Dynamic Resource Allocation is performed

