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1 Introduction

This document includes the minutes from the two conference calls in which the draft CR to 25.331 on introducing MBMS was discussed. RAN 2 is requested to endorse the working assumptions agreed during these conference calls. Since the conclusions of the conference calls are also reflected in the updated draft CR, the endorsement can be handled in conjunction with the draft CR.

2 Minutes of MBMS RRC conference call #9
2.1 Review up to chapter 10 & general comments
         The RLC mode for MSCH has not been formally agreed ie. it could be TM also
 Conclusion: this is FFS
         Referencing and numbering needs checking
 
2.2 Review of messages

RB release
         Upon change of transfer mode (PTP -> PTM) the UE may need to send a MODIFICATION REQUEST to UTRAN to request termination of lower priority MBMS service provided PTP. To speed up the procedure, it would be beneficial to indicate in the release message that the release is due to transfer mode change
 Conclusion: FFS, will come back with procedure specification
 
SIB type 5
         In case there are multiple R99 S-CCPCHs, mapping MCCH on a specific FACH would simiplify the operation of a UE that has selected the other S-CCPCH than used for MCCH
 Conclusion: always map MCCH to a specific FACH
 
MBMS Acess Information
         The semantics description for the Short service id is unclear
 Conclusion: should be rephrased
         Stage 2 does not seem aligned ie. it indicates that the Session id is included also in the non- critical information
 Conclusion: no change needed in draft CR
         The value range for the probability factor may be insufficient and should include 1
 Conclusion: FFS, proposals are invited
 
MBMS Common PTM RB information
         Should RLC configuration information be included. It seems the only parameter is the LI size (7 or 15 bits).
 Conclusion: it is FFS if the LI size can be fixed for MTCH
         The number of configurations needed seems insufficient, especially for TDD
 Conclusion: there was some unclarity about the use of the common configuration – discuss off line first
 
MBMS Current Cell PTM RB information
         Explicit S-CCPCH- identities are acceptable. However, the S-CCPCH’s to be combined could also be implicit from the service/ radio bearer mapping. In case a mixed scenario needs to be supported, this approach may be difficult to use
 Conclusion: the use of implicit identification is FFS
         Both S-CCPCH lists should be optional. It is noted that in case SIB 5 includes mutiple S-CCPCH’s, all of them may be used to carry MTCH
 Conclusion: change need to OP for both lists
         Is there an issue with the order of TrChs ?
 Conclusion: the issue was not very clear – will be clarified by means of an e-mail
 
MBMS General information
         It is agreed to use a separate message for this information
         The semantics description for the Group information needs to be updated. There is still an open issue regarding whether it is still needed to have this information per service
 Conclusion: update the description and add the open issue
 
MBMS Modification request
         The existing IEs need to be more specific ie. indicate the frequency and the RABs to release
         It may be desirable to have more information eg. preferred service, capability to receive MTCH in CELL_DCH ?
 Conclusion: the included information covers the scenario’s discussed at the last meeting. If people discover scenario’s in which this information is insufficient, more information may be added (FFS). In such a case it would be desirable to have a short paper to briefly describing the scenario not covered
 
MBMS Modified services information
         The message is proposed to be used for dedicated notification, meaning DCCH should be added aslogical channel
         For the DCCH case, some IEs/ IE values may not be needed. This may apply for UE Required action and continue MCCH reading. Furthermore some some additional values may be needed for UE required action eg. to cover a change in general information
         The message description needs to be updated in accordance with the paper from Huawei
         The session ID is missing
 Conclusion: update the in accordance with the above. The UE Required action values applicable for CELL_DCH requires further study
 
MBMS Neighbouring Cell PTM RB information
         There is no agreement that the L1 combining schedule is specific per neighbouring cell. It seems there are different opinions at to whether or not this was agreed at the last meeting
 Conclusion: The issue is too big to resolve during these stage 3 conferences, hence Himke will draft an e-mail to raise the issue on the general RAN 2 reflector
         There is no agreement that the UE should read the MSCH from neighbouring cells. It is mentioned that this would imply that whenever the UE starts receiving a new cell, it will first have to read continously until it has identified the scheduling period. On the other hand, if the UE only reads the information from the current cell, a temporary failure to receive MSCH will imply no scheduling info is available at all. It is commented that scheduling information from neighbours is only relevant for the partial L1 combining and selection combining cases, since in case of full L1 combining the neighbours are be aligned with the current cell
 Conclusion: The issue is too big to resolve during these stage 3 conferences. Himke will add it to the e-mail for the general RAN 2 reflector
 
MBMS Scheduling information
         The general comment on whether MSCH should be read from neighbouring cells equally applies here
         It is agreed to indicate multiple transmissions per scheduling period
         It may be possible to further optimise the signalling by defining a repetition period
         There is no agreement that the L1 combining schedule is specific per neighbouring cell. It seems there are different opinions at to whether or not this was agreed at the last meeting
         The needed to have different scheduling periods per S-CCPCH was questioned. The parts of the MSCH configuration info that would typicall be common could be included in the general information and eg. be used as default
         The service transmission list should be optional
         The use of the TMGI to identify the services included in this message was neither discussed nor commented 
 Conclusion: update in accordance with the above and list remaining open issues
 
MBMS Unmodified services information
         The message description needs to be updated in accordance with the paper from Huawei
 Conclusion: update in accordance with the above
 
2.3 Review of information elements

 General
         MBMS specific cause values need to be specified for RRC connection establishment and cell update cause
 
RAB info
         The session id does not seem needed because a dedicated notification will pre- ceed the p-t-p RB establishment to handle service prioritisation and session repetition avoidance. This will be clarified further when procedure text is provided
 
Secondary CCPCH system information MBMS
         This should reference the Secondary CCPCH info MBMS
 
MBMS L1 combining schedule
         The description is incorrect
         Further description for the individual parameters needs to be provided
         The duration should be specified in radio frames to cover the case FACHs with different TTIs are mapped to the S-CCPCH
         It seems better to separate the static part from the dynamic part. The static part may be specified elsewhere eg. within the General Information
 Conclusion: update in accordance with the above
 
2.4 How to proceed

         People with further (detailed) comments are requested to provide these by e-mail
         The intention is to distribute an intermediate version including the procedure text up to 8.7 for e-mail review by thursday
         The version including the update of 8.7 should be distributed on Tuesday morning, for Thursdays review
 

3 Minutes of MBMS RRC conference call #10

3.1  Review of Clause 10
 Scheduling and combining
The conclusion from the e- mail discussion on scheduling and combining is reflected in the update in clause 10 (version d4 of draft CR):
 
MBMS CURRENT CELL P-T-M RB INFORMATION
         No comments
 
MBMS NEIGHBOURING CELL P-T-M RB INFORMATION
         Full combining can either be rake or soft while partial combining implies soft combining
         The encoding of this may be handled in different manners ie. a combining type may not be needed
 
MBMS SCHEDULING INFORMATION
         It may be beneficial to apply a repetition period to optimise the signalling in case multiple transmissions appear in a scheduling period
 
MBMS L1 combining schedule
         UTRAN should ensure the timing difference between any two cells the UE receives should be within 1 TTI +/1 1 or 2 slots
         In case the transmission of the neighbouring cell is about half a TTI different from the current cell, the UE would not know with which TTI to combine. The IE will basically tell the UE if the neighbour is ahead or behind and hence solve the ambiguity
 
Multiple sessions in parallel
         Can we restrict the signalling to not support of simultaneous transmission of multiple sessions of a service eg. disallow a repair of a previous session with the transmission of a new session. This should be marked as an open issue
 
3.2 Discussion part of d-4

 Service prioritisation cases
 
PTM case, while in DCH
         No comments
 
PTP case
         Working assumption: not to apply dedicated notification but to resolve PTP during RB establishment
 
FLC case
         Working assumption: to have both dedicated notification options ie. FLC alone as well as FLC + PTM
         The handling of non- MBMS services upon transfer to a PL for a UE in CELL_DCH is still not resolved ie. part of the general discussion on load control
 
Transfer mode change
         Working assumption: to have an indication in RB release rather than to have a separate dedicated notification
 
3.3 Detailed review of draft CR

(version d1 of draft CR):
3.1 Definitions
         The intention is to use the term ‘Activated services’ for cases including multi- cast and broadcast services
 
(version d2 of draft CR):
8.1 (SIB 5, RRC connection establishment, IDT – joined indication)
         There are some changes to the operation of T300. Are these really needed ? To be checked off line. If there are missing cases for stopping T300 and/ or inconsistencies regarding the handling of T300, it would probably be better to handle this in a separate CR
 
8.2 (prio upon transition to DCH, reconfig rejection)
         The current draft CR does not seem to address all cases eg. the case a UE in CELL_FACH with an MBMS p-t-p service is moved to CELL_DCH. If the UE is also receiving a p-t-m service, the UE would need to reject the transition
         The issue was raised as to whether we should have 2 mechanisms for rejecting, namely a) the failure case for the reconfiguration procedures and b) sending a MBMS modification request. The advantage of the direct rejection is that the UE can avoid the transition to CELL_DCH and hence avoid service interruption. However, since this is a performance optimisation it could be specified as optional for the UE
         WA: keep the rejection but specify it as optional UE behaviour
 
8.3 (cell update for MBMS counting, HoTUC – joined indication)
         The question was raised as to whether the joining indication only applies for multicast services. That is the current understanding, since joining does not apply for broadcast services
 
(version d3 of draft CR):
8.5 General procedures
Service prioritisation
         The question was raised if UE-NAS initiated service termination also applies for states other than CELL_DCH. The scenario would be that a UE is moved to CELL_FACH with a FLC applicability set to FALSE. This would indicate that there is some congestion on the PL ie. that the UE should not take non MBMS traffic to the PL. Then in case another session starts for that PL, one would expect that the UE should apply service prioritisation between the MBMS service and the non MBMS service. If the MBMS service is prioritised, the UE would should move to the PL after having released the non MBMS traffic. It seems there may be such cases, although there does not seem to be a complete picture
         The handling of load control in general is FFS
 
8.6 Generic action upon UE reception
Preferred freqency info
· The last 2 bullets seem incorrect eg. there would not always be a URA update or is this not implied by the reference. At least the indentation needs to be increased 

 
8.7.1 MCCH reading
         There are several shalls concerning the reading of MSCH eg. in 8.7.1.1/4, while it should be optional for the UE to support this
         It is still an open issue if we limit the reading of MSCH to a single TTI. Add as open issue
 
8.7.2 MCCH acquisition
         Doesn’t the UE need to also read access info ie. didn’t we agree to perform counting in parallel to MCCH acquisition ?.
         The UE optimisations for the case the UE having joined one service moving to a neighbour from which it already received MTCH may be incorrect ie. that cell may just be performing some changes, so the UE should at least read MSI (ptm reconfiguration) and possibly AI (recounting). In general such optimisations would not need to be reflected in the spec
 
8.7.4 MBMS counting
         Cell_DCH does not be covered properly eg. in 8.3.3.2 (ie. CELL_DCH, high capable UE)
         8.7.4.3: is it clear when the UE stops ie. in case counting is performed for 1 service only, would there be an AI with an empty list ? Or would there just be no AI . The last seems to be the preferred option
         Didn’t we agree to have the IE ‘Continue MCCH reading’ in the AI message (8.7.3.4 ?). This seems to be missing. However, isn’t is sufficient to have this in the MSI ie. would there be a need to change the setting of the flag within a modification period ? To be further discussed off line
 
3.4 How to proceed

         The CR will be update according to the comments received. The draft to the coming meeting will include the remaining open issues to be decided at the meeting. The assumption is that a further detailed review will be performed at the R2- meeting
 
3.5 Final remarks

         Please note that MBMS contributions affecting RRC should include the stage 3 details ie. which messages are affected, what the detailed behavour would be. Otherwise it will probably be difficult to still incorporate such proposals in the draft CR
         What still seems to be missing in the draft CR (besides the final clauses of 8.7)
· Order of MCCH messages ie changed information prior to unchanged, with the indication of the final TTI containing change info 

· There may be some remaining issues regarding AS- NAS interation eg. on sessions. This may be raised by Vodafone at the next meeting 

4 Conclusions and proposal
RAN 2 is requested to endorse the conclusions reached during the conference calls on introducing MBMS in 25.331. This can be handled in conjunction with the draft CR [1].
5 References

[1] R2-042370,  MBMS RRC CR, Samsung

6 Messsage description (Informative annex)

10.2.x MBMS session request
The UE transmits this message to request UTRAN to take certain actions enabling the UE to receive a certain MBMS session.


Logical channel: DCCH


Direction: UE ( UTRAN
	Information Element/Group name
	Need
	Multi
	Type and reference
	Semantics description

	Preferred frequency redirection
	OP
	
	Enumerated (TRUE)
	(No data)

	Release CELL_DCH activities
	OP
	
	Enumerated (TRUE)
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