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1. Introduction

During the last round of WG discussions, various UTRAN evolution topics took place. Among the topics discussed was also further optimisation/improvement in UTRAN MBMS. Different approaches for MBMS development were raised in different working groups. Sensibility of different approaches depends also on the requirements for the evolution. This paper highlights the items raised above and is seeking TSG RAN feedback how and where (in which WG) the issue should be handled. 
2. Discussion on the proposed approaches 

Although this is not intended to be the full list of proposals, the following possibilities have been identified:

· MBMS on top of HSDPA

· Enhancements for MBMS on FACH (S-CCPCH)

· Separate MBMS carrier for MBMS use only

The different proposals have different expectations in terms of deployment, such as:
· What is the requirement in terms of backwards compatibility with Release 6 MBMS? Do we need to be able to support existing devices with MBMS on the same carrier?
· What is the requirement for providing e.g. paging info (in case of a separate carrier)

· Should the MBMS carrier be “standalone” or always deployed at the same site (with same coverage) as another WCDMA carrier

· Are we expecting to have multiple MBMS capabilities (for a device with MBMS capability, are all new things related to MBMS expected to be mandatory or as part of UE capability). This can be focused especially for HSDPA related case (if adopted) as having HSDPA mandatory because of MBMS is not necessary desired. Respectively the separate carrier would need consideration as well, though obviously less likely to be proposed as a mandatory one. 

As this kind of issues are rather requirement level discussions, they should be handled in a way that all WGs are aware where do the boundary conditions get defined, otherwise we increase the risk of the decision in one WG not being agreed by others.

Furthermore one could expect that we are not looking to add multiple new approaches for UTRAN MBMS, thus making decisions on the method to be included should be done in a single place as well. From the meeting calendar perspective the WG meetings in November seem like a good option for a joint session to clarify requirements with all WGs being represented in the meeting in Riga.
3. Conclusions
To ensure alignment of the background assumptions in each WG and in order to progress the work, it is seen necessary to handle in a coordinated way the discussion on the evolution of MBMS in UTRAN. The most practical approach would seem to be having a joint session in connection with the meetings in Riga (November) to handle the deployment assumptions. This allows the further work to have a common background and ensures a clear work split between working groups. 
