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1. Introduction

Although MBMS is not a prioritised feature in Rel-8, it is still anticipated as a development in future releases.  Accordingly, designing future-proof implementations requires some consideration of how MBMS support could interact with other features.  This document examines issues that could arise in designing UEs to support reception of single-cell MBMS along with “normal” unicast data.  The hope is that RAN2 can establish a clear intent for the future to guide current implementation work.
2. Discussion

We focus exclusively on single-cell MBMS because the MBSFN case does not impose a concurrency requirement—each subframe in a carrier that mixes MBSFN MBMS transmissions with unicast coverage is devoted to one or the other.  However, cell-specific MBMS transmission can easily create situations in which a single UE attempts to receive unicast and multicast data (addressed with different identities on the PDCCH) in a single subframe.

From the perspective of UE decoding effort and architecture, a DL-SCH carrying an MTCH is very similar to the DL-SCH carrying unicast traffic.  When only unicast traffic is considered, there has been a longstanding decision in the RAN groups that transport blocks will not be multiplexed—i.e., in any single subframe, a UE does not need to decode two different unicast transport blocks.  The reasoning that led to this decision would seem to apply at least as well to conflicts of unicast data with MBMS services, suggesting that UEs should not be required to decode an MBMS service and another DL-SCH within the same TTI.
Such a restriction could be realised in several different ways in the specification.  However, from the standpoint of implementation of UEs for Rel-8, no specific decision needs to be made; rather, it would be useful to have a clear statement of intent from RAN2 as to whether the restriction is itself acceptable as an assumption about (near-)future release behaviour.

3. Conclusion

We propose that RAN2 should discuss whether the existing principle forbidding multiplexing of transport blocks is intended to apply (for the foreseeable future) to MBMS services as well.
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