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 AUTONUMLGL  Introduction

This contribution considers the IGMP/MLD versus MBMS specific context activation issue.
 AUTONUMLGL  Discussion

For MBMS it is important that the multicast protocols are supported by the MBMS architecture in order to enable smooth integration of multicast supporting applications (like e.g. streaming multimedia media players). 

Moreover, a fall back mechanism should be provided, allowing users to benefit from MBMS services where possible and switch to the R99 multicast behavior when needed (in case UMTS CN or RAN elements do not support MBMS).

The MBMS TR provides two alternatives for the key issue involved user initiated multicast activation/ deactivation:

· Method 1: MBMS specific activation

· Method 2: Transparent IGMP/MLD

These two options and their pros and cons are discussed in this contribution and arguments are provided to select method 1.  

2.1  MBMS specific activation

With MBMS specific activation, the following should be considered: 

· UE (supporting MBMS) sends a PDP context activation with MBMS specific parameters that are put in a new IE (not in PCO) which allows SGSN to understand them.

· In case the network supports MBMS: the UE receives a context activation accept message that contains the correct specific MBMS parameter.

· In case the network does not support MBMS: whatever the combination of SGSN / GGSN supporting or not supporting MBMS, the result is that if any of these network elements does not support MBMS then the UE does not receive the correct specific MBMS parameter in the PDP context activation accept message. The UE then knows it has to fall back to R99 behavior. 

· UE may decide to send IGMP/MLD to GGSN in order to receive the multicast traffic or may decide NOT to go on (NOT to send IGMP/MLD) because e.g. multicast traffic on a non MBMS PDP context would be too expensive.

The SGSN intercepts dedicated MBMS (optional) IE back and forth between UE and GGSN. In order to let this work, the GGSN has to return a response in the MBMS optional specific IE. Upon NOT receiving this answer (in MBMS optional specific IE) or receiving a reject to the activation, the UE would know that the activation did not succeed and could try sending IGMP / MLD as per R99 procedure.

Note that the SGSN may put MBMS related information in the MBMS IE  in the MBMS context accept message to the UE, such as TMGI, etc. Note also that this is applicable with both method 1 and 2. 

This scenario is supported by following arguments:

In 24.008 section 8.6.1, it is written that 

The MS shall ignore all IEs unknown in a message which are not encoded as "comprehension required" (see GSM 04.07). The network shall take the same approach.

In 29.060  section "11.1.9
Unknown Information Element", it is written that 

An information element with an unknown Type value shall be ignored by the receiver of the message. If this is a TLV element, this information element shall be skipped using its Length value. If this is a TV element, the receiver shall discard the rest of the message.

In the tdoc BM021 (by Nortel) from last MBMS ad-hoc meeting in Reading (23-24 Sept), a solution is presented for MBMS activation for the split UE (TE+MT) case that we would like to re-emphasize: 

· Either the MBMS application uses some UMTS-MBMS-specific API to establish MBMS PDP Context directly (possibly with QoS information), or

· the MBMS application opens an IP socket and TE uses AT commands to the MT to trigger MBMS-specific PDP Context activation.

2.2 Transparent IGMP/MLD

In previous meetings it has been put forward that the transparent IGMP/MLD approach has the advantage that general purpose multicast applications in a split UE (TE+MT) case are better supported. However there are few major drawbacks with this method that should be taken into consideration: 

· If a general purpose PDP context is used to send IGMP/MLD, nothing guarantees that the GGSN terminating that general purpose PDP context supports MBMS or a dedicated general purpose PDP context towards a "MBMS APN" has to be activated (in order to send the IGMP/MLD to a GGSN that supports MBMS). Note that the specific MBMS activation procedure allows to be sure to contact a GGSN that supports MBMS.

· Dedicated Network requested activation (MBMS-NRPA) is needed by the transparent IGMP/MLD approach. It is hard for GGSN to guess whether a UE supports MBMS or not (or GGSN has to wait for the failure of the MBMS-NRPA to deduce that).
· Although a timer can be tuned, with transparent IGMP/MLD there is a need for GGSN to periodically poll the UE to know if there are still UE that want to receive the service, which is not needed by the MBMS specific activation.

It must be noted that the transparent IGMP/MLD solution requires a specific interface between TE and MT. Without specific information from the multicast application, the MT can, upon reception of a MBMS-NRPA, not determine to which interface/API/socket the associated multicast traffic should be sent (e.g. upon reception of a MBMS-NRPA, should the MT send the associated downstream multicast traffic to some local application on the MT or to the TE?). 

The advantage of the transparent IGMP/MLD solution that it  avoids any specific IGMP/MLD handling in the MT is therefore minor.

Therefore, we propose to take the method 1 (MBMS specific activation) as a working assumption.

 AUTONUMLGL  Proposal

Proposal is to take the MBMS specific activation as a working assumption.
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