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1. Introduction

The MBMS stage 2 is soon to be agreed into version 6.0.0. However, there are still some important additions to make before it can be agreed. Also the current version contains around 40 FFSs that should be addressed.

This document is trying to indicate some remaining issues in sections 1 to 8 that should be resolved in order to get the MBMS stage 2 TS in a shape that could be agreed.

2. Discussion

2. 1 Detailed issues reflected in proposed update

As a basis for all the changes the latest version of 25.346 v 2.5.0 draft have been used with all changes accepted.

1. Section 1. The scope is not really reflecting the current scope of the TR. E.g. 25.346 is not the stage 2 for GERAN, it mainly reflects UTRAN impacts. (Potentially only mobility between UTRAN and GERAN could be covered in this TS). Also it is not necessary to reference to the WI or state in the scope that MBMS is part of Rel-6. The current scope is more the purpose for the document, which are related to Introduction and Background (section 4).
A new scope is therefore proposed. Parts of the old scope are moved to section 4.

2. Section 3.3. MTCH and MCCH are rather unlucky abbreviations. Since they are only used for the p-t-m case of the Multicast of Broadcast mode (in accordance with Figure 4), they should not be called "MBMS Traffic Channel" and "MBMS Control Channel" since in case of p-t-p DTCH and DCCH are used instead. Also is it so that these channels can only be used for MBMS (Multimedia Broadcast Multicast Service) or can it be used for other services?
Proposal is to have the abbreviation reflect the usage. Either to keep the names MTCH and MCCH but have the "M" mean Multicast/Broadcast or to change the abbreviations to e.g. MBTCH and MBCCH. (Note that the same could be done with MBMS CG-Id and UCG-Id, this have not been done in the proposed update).

3. Section 4 only reflects history of RAN/SA activities, which does not seem to be appropriate to cover in stage 2. Instead it seems appropriate to reflect references to other documents in this section. Also it would be good to have an overall architectural picture showing UTRAN parts with CN parts.
Proposal is to have short purpose with MBMS and references to other documents. Also a modified architectural picture from 23.246 is included. 

4. Section 5 should be named "MBMS UTRAN and radio protocol architecture", since it currently also includes UE parts in of the architecture (e.g. in 5.2).

5. Section 5.1.1. The first sentence seems to imply that there is always a context in every RNC with a cell in the service area. This is of course not true. E.g. in 3 there are exceptions listed and it is stated when the service context is created. The numbering is somewhat confusing and it is hard to see why it is used. Both MBMS Service context and MBMS UE context are explained in this section but MBMS UE context is really not used in the remainder of the document. Instead service context is mentioned several times when instead UE context could/should be used. 
This section also contains a large number of FFSs that could be removed. Also it is not clear how the MBMS service context is used in case of broadcast mode.
Proposal is a re-written text. MBMS service context and MBMS UE context is explained. 
Note that all occasions of MBMS service context in the TS have not been reviewed to potentially be replaced with MBMS UE context.
Distinction is made between the multicast mode and the broadcast mode.
Bullet 5 is covered in other sections and is therefore removed.

6. Current text seems to indicate that there is only one Iu bearer altogether, but it should be per RNC. Also the current text seems to indicate that the Iu bearer is only established towards RNCs in the MBMS service area. This is however, not true in case of Iur mobility. Bullet 2 and 3 reflect this. Bullet 5 seems to be related to the MBMS UE context and is therefore more suited for section 5.1.1 instead.
Proposed updates are made accordingly.

7. In section 5.1.5, repeating PICH indicators does not "guarantee" that the UE receive PICH indicators one.
Proposed new wording is "making it possible"

8. Section 5.1.7, UE linking is only done in case of MBMS multicast mode. UE linking is the process that creates the MBMS UE context.
Proposed updates are made accordingly.

9. In section 5.1.8 there is no mentioning about the repair mechanism that can be activated in case of e.g. download at session stop.
Proposal is to add a sentence about this.

10. In section 5.1.9, for explicit release the most obvious candidate as a message would be the existing RB release message, but that is missing. Implicit release is only intended for p-t-m transmission, which is not really clear. Signalling and usage of timers seems more like stage 3 and could be avoided in this text. MBMS packet is not defined anywhere and should therefore be removed.
Proposal is to remove the details and clarify that implicit release is for p-t-m. Also for explicit release the normal RB release is added as a candidate.

11. In section 5.1.10 it should be clarified that for (2) it is the Iur linking that initiates a possible explicit registration.
Proposed update accordingly.

12. In section 5.1.11, it is not that clear how the SGSN uses a RNC de-registration request. Since a MBMS session can be ongoing when the RNC de-registers it is assumed that the MBMS service context should remain as the Iu bearer, however, there would not be any more MBMS UE contexts.
Proposed update accordingly. Also proposed to remove the FFSs.

13. Section 5.1.12 is proposed to be removed since there is seems to be no difference between stop and de-registration, and FFS are removed. If an optimisation of session stop for several services are done in one message this could be done in stage 3 and still be considered as session stop.

14. In section 5.2.1, even though it could be seen as obvious the ptp case should be mentioned related to protocol termination.
Proposal is to add protocol termination also for p-t-p transmission.

15. Same changes as in 5.2.1 are proposed also for 5.2.2.

16. In section 5.3.1 MAC-hs seems to be missing. At least for the p-t-p case this should be shown.
Proposal is to use the Rel-5 picture from 25.321. Also the p-t-p case is not mentioned.

17. Section 6. p-t-p and p-t-m should not be considered as channels, but ways to do MBMS transmission.
Proposed update accordingly.

18. Since all possible mappings to transport channels are allowed for p-t-p, it is proposed to remove the second bullet and only add CELL_FACH to the first bullet in section 6.1.

19. In section 6.2.3 PICH bits are discussed but it is not mentioned in what context these should be used.

20. In section 7 heading subsections are in the wrong order.
It is proposed to put the section on UE capability last in this section.

21. In section 7.1 the references to RAN1, RAN2 and RAN3 would be more appropriate to have as notes instead. Also there is one RLC entity per p-t-m RB in the UE side not one RLC entity all together.
Proposed update accordingly.

22. In section 7.3 the second paragraph is proposed to be re-written to be clearer.

23. Section 8 is called UTRAN signalling even though it also includes UE signalling.
Proposed to be renamed to "UTRAN and Radio Interface signalling flows for MBMS".

24. In section 8.2.4 the FFS in the heading is proposed to be removed.

25. Section 8.2.5 is proposed to be removed (also as a result of removal of section 5.1.12).

3. Proposal


It is proposed to agree the changes indicated in this paper and the attached update proposal into the next version of 25.346.

For the issues highlighted only indicated in this paper but that have not been included in the proposed update (Issue 2 and 5), Ericsson could assist the editor with an update proposal for this.

