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1. Introduction

The current MBMS TR describes many architecture options. Some options may converge but there are typically many points in which discussions need to take place before agreeing on the architecture to be chosen. 

2. Open points still under discussions

This section describes the main points being open in which the architecture diverges. There are points that have to be solved in the SA2 group, including at least:

· Location of MBMS service related information:

Service QoS, service distribution area… are defined at application layer but which UMTS Network entity needs it and how it gets it has to be defined. Some architectures propose that information comes via the BM-SC/GGSN interface while other architectures propose that information is configured in the UMTS network.

· Use and definition of the granularity of a distribution area: one architecture proposes that the SGSN and GGSN filter the network elements where to send data to be based on distribution area (RA granularity) while another proposal relies on the fact that the UTRAN checks distribution area (a smaller granularity is then possible). This is to be solved in SA2 but probably requires some SA1 input too.

There are also a number of open points that have to be solved by other groups, including at least:

· Service related security

· Whether security is handled at application layer between the UE and the BM-SC in a transparent way for the UMTS layer or whether the security function is handled via current UMTS security functions, has to be debated

· This point has been debated at last SA2 meeting and it has been decided to request SA3 to work on the subject.

· UTRAN knowledge of users activating a MBMS service: there are two families of MBMS architectures. One family rely on the fact that the UTRAN knows which UE has activated the service, while the other family relies on the fact that the UTRAN ignores it. This difference has been raised at the last MBMS workshop in London and it has been decided that the UTRAN group should work on the UTRAN architecture to clarify this point.

· MBMS area: differences between MBMS service area and distribution area have been done during the last MBMS workshop and it has been noted that SA1 should agree on area definition before SA2 could work on the subject.

3. Conclusion

The above section clarifies that several open points remain to be discussed in SA2 group and in other groups and that these points have an important impacts to allow the choice of the architecture.

We think SA2 cannot choose one architecture and ignore the open points, in particular the ones opened with other groups. 

If an architecture is chosen prior to the closing of these open points, there is a high risk that MBMS architecture will have to be reviewed after the responses on the points being provided by the groups. 

We propose to update MBMS TR section with these open points in a new generic section, in order to discuss separatly each points and find an agreement on each point. 

We also propose that the current MBMS architectures should position themselves for each open point and that an architecture choice be done only when all of these points are closed. 























































