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Firstly, the need for the additional MTCH interruption time requirements for release 6 was discussed. The conclusion was that as release 6 MBMS is cell rather than cluster based, reselections may occur more frequently than in MBSFN, and so it was agreed to move forward with the Ericsson approach to specifying intrafrequency interruption time requirements for release 6 MBMS.

Next the RAN2 liaison statement related to MBSFN was discussed. Some of the companies present wanted further clarification on why MBSFN reselection performance was considered not to have an impact at system level, whereas demodulation requirements were considered to have significant system level impact to the MBSFN coverage. IP Wireless clarified that the scenarios being considered for MBSFN were restricted to two cases: national coverage which would be provided on a single MBSFN cluster, and regional coverage where the MBSFN content was entirely different in each neighbouring MBSFN cluster area. In both of these deployment scenarios, mobility across MBSFN cluster borders is less critical, as there is not a situation where the user crosses an MBSFN cluster border, and can continue to receive the same service. So the delays in reselection for these scenarios can be considered to be less critical than the more general scenario.
It was then agreed that other working groups and RAN plenary should be made aware that these assumptions were considered to be sufficient for both UTRA MBSFN-FDD and UTRA MBSFN-TDD specifications, since these restrictions to the deployment scenario have not so far been documented for UTRA MBSFN, and have not been the typical assumptions for E-UTRA MBSFN. Therefore it was agreed to send a response LS to RAN1, RAN2 and RAN plenary, informing them that RAN4 had reviewed the agreements reached in RAN2 and had gained the understanding that the reasons that UTRA MBSFN mobility does not have an impact at the system level is because of the aforementioned restrictions to the deployment scenarios being considered. It was further agreed that RAN4 should develop demodulation performance requirements for MBSFN.
The discussion then moved to LTE MBMS. There was a general consensus that RAN4 should request further information from RAN2 and RAN1 regarding the assumptions that could be made about E-UTRA MBSFN deployment scenarios and techniques. Certain techniques may imply that the likely deployment scenarios for E-UTRA MBMSFN are more flexible than for UTRAN MBSFN. It was acknowledged that some of the decisions on what techniques and scenarios should be considered for E-UTRA were still to be made, and therefore the response LS would also request that other working groups provided information on the decisions for LTE MBMS once they had been made. On the basis of these decisions, RAN4 would be equipped to decide whether the mobility scenarios for E-UTRA MBMS should be limited in the same way as in UTRA MBMS, or whether more flexible scenarios should also be supported with corresponding reselection and mobility requirements.
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