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1
Introduction
RAN2 received a LS from SA2 ([1]). This contribution analyzes the RAN2 related issues, and proposes a way forward.  

2
Discussion
In [1] SA2 asked several questions. Let us analyze these questions one by one and see what is an appropriate way forward for answering each question.
Q1) Assume that at the eNB, MCE, MBMS_GW and/or BM-SC (involved in sending traffic on eMBMS bearers) an error or exception condition occurs that prevents the traffic from being delivered to the UE. How soon will the UE be able to recognize that the absence of any received data is due to an abnormal situation? Specifically, if the UE has just received correctly an MBMSAreaConfiguration message on MCCH specifying a TMGI of interest, when will the UE be able to determine if lack of actual traffic for the TMGI on MTCH is due to an error or is legitimately due to no traffic being generated at the source? (SA2 has been assuming an MCCH modification period of 5.12s and a MCH scheduling period of 80ms).
While RAN3 has the expertise to answer this question from MCE, MBMS-GW and BM-SC perspective, from an eNB point of view RAN2 can say the following:

The MBMS SYNC protocol specification TS 25.446 contains the following in Section 5.4.2.1:

If there is no data frame in a synchronization sequence, synchronization information shall still be transmitted.
So, when there is legitimately no traffic being generated at the source, the eNB receives synchronization information without user data i.e. the eNB receives Synchronization Information without payload frame (SYNC PDU Type 0) or Synchronization Information with Length of Packets frame (SYNC PDU Type 3)  indicating there is no data. This information allows the eNB to indicate to the UE that there is no user data to be transmitted on a MTCH in the MCH Scheduling Information MAC Control Element. The UE keeps receiving MCH Scheduling Info MAC CE indicating “no data for this MCH scheduling period” for the service in question. This allows the UE to determine that lack of actual traffic for the TMGI on MTCH is due to no traffic being generated at the source. On the other hand if for an extended number of consecutive MCH Scheduling periods the UE cannot receive the MCH Scheduling Info MAC CE (either for user data or just indication of no user data), the UE can infer that the lack of actual traffic for the TMGI on MTCH is due to an error. Under the assumption of an 80ms MCH Scheduling period, this will therefore take the UE some multiple of that 80ms to detect an error in MBMS data delivery.

Proposal 1: RAN2 is kindly requested to discuss the above and reply to SA2 explaining how the UE can determine if lack of actual traffic for the TMGI on MTCH is due to an error or is legitimately due to no traffic being generated at the source.
Q2) SA2 is concerned that detection and reporting of errors by the UE may take too long for the needs of Public Safety systems and is now looking at the possibility of having errors detected and reported by the network. Consequently, SA2 would like to know whether errors/exceptions impacting eMBMS traffic delivery can be detected at the eNB, MCE, and/or MBMS_GW?  If yes, SA2 would also like to know:

i. whether the BM-SC can be immediately notified (directly or indirectly), via standard interfaces, of the occurrence of these conditions, and

ii. approximately how long is it likely to take from the moment when such a condition occurs to the moment when the notification reaches the BM-SC?

Q3) If the functionality mentioned at 2) is not supported, will it be possible to add support for eMBMS error/exception detection and notification within Rel-12?

Q2 and Q3 are not only about detection of errors at network elements but also about reporting of errors back to BM-SC. RAN3 should answer these question as it is in their area of expertise.

Proposal 2: RAN2 should defer Q2 and Q3 to RAN3 as it belongs to their area of expertise.

3
Conclusion
This contribution analyzed the SA2 LS. Our proposals are:

Proposal 1: RAN2 is kindly requested to discuss the above and reply to SA2 explaining how the UE can determine if lack of actual traffic for the TMGI on MTCH is due to an error or is legitimately due to no traffic being generated at the source.

Proposal 2: RAN2 should defer Q2 and Q3 to RAN3 as it belongs to their area of expertise.
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