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1. Introduction
At RAN2#65bis the need to support Robust Header Compression (RoHC) for MBMS in LTE was discussed. It was proposed to postpone the decision until this meeting. In this document we consider our options given the MBMS Rel-9 architecture.

2. Discussion
The agreed MBMS architecture for UTRAN and EUTRAN is illustrated in [1] and copied below for reference
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Figure 1: Reference architecture for Evolved Packet System with E-UTRAN & UTRAN (MBMS Broadcast Mode only)

The TS [1] also states that the BM-SC performs header compression. We note
1. IP multicast is used on the M1 interface, to distribute MBMS traffic to EUTRAN and UTRAN.

2. If EUTRAN does not support header compression, then the BM-SC shall not use header compression for EUTRAN MBMS (also if the BM-SC controls an UTRAN network)
3. It is assumed that UTRAN optionally supports header compression. That means a header compression profile is always used/signaled for UTRAN bearers, and at least the uncompressed (0x0000) RoHC profile is supported
4. If RoHC compression is not supported for EUTRAN MBMS

a. BM-SC could set up a different bearer for the same service in EUTRAN and UTRAN, example:

i. EUTRAN : RoHC does not exist, the bearer information does not mention RoHC

ii. UTRAN: RoHC exists, the uncompressed profile is signaled
b. BM-SCH could use a single bearer for UTRAN and EUTRAN, and only the uncompressed RoHC profile may be used.
In our opinion, option a above is cumbersome and should be avoided. Therefore our preference is option in b.

Proposal 1: At least the RoHC profile ‘uncompressed’ is supported for EUTRAN MBMS 
Now, regarding having capability to compress headers for MBMS LTE: because of the architecture, the BM-SC will implement header compression for UTRAN, the UE will also implement header compression for UTRAN. Given this, the additional complexity to have header compression also in EUTRAN, given the aligned system architecture, seems small.

The gains of RoHC of course depend on the type of IP traffic. For low-bitrate (cheap) radio streaming, RoHC does provide compression of 10% or more. For services with larger packets, RoHC provides smaller gains.
3. Conclusion

We point out:
1) 
if header compression is not supported in EUTRAN, then when a BM-SC is used for EUTRAN and UTRAN, it is not straightforward if header compression on UTRAN can ever be used.
2) RRC signaling for MBMS bearer on LTE should support indication of RoHC UNCOMPRESSED profile.

Proposal 1: At least the RoHC profile ‘uncompressed’ is supported for EUTRAN MBMS 

We do not have a strong preference from the radio point of view, but propose to make sure that not having RoHC for LTE is not more complicated than having it.
4. References
[1] 
TS 23.246 v9.0.0 Multimedia Broadcast/Multicast Service (MBMS) Architecture and functional description
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