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Discussion and Decision

1
Introduction
The LS response from SA1 on MBMS reception from non-RPLMN was received in [7]. In response to that, RAN2 agreed the Rel-10 CR limiting MBMS counting responses to within the PLMN. This contribution extends the consideration of MBMS in foreign PLMNs to MBMSInterestIndication. 

We also discuss UE behaviour when, contrary to what the provided assistance information allows to assume, an MBMS service of interest is not actually broadcast by E-UTRAN. 

2
MBMS in different PLMNs and MBMSInterestIndication
In their LS response [7], SA1 indicate that as long as the MBMS broadcast is not ciphered, there is nothing that prevents MBMS reception from a PLMN other than the UE’s RPLMN. While broadcasting an MBMS service unciphered might seem counterproductive at first, business models where customers are lured by providing a service or software free of charge for a certain trial period can be encountered everywhere. Therefore, rather than ruling out the whole practice, it seems that RAN2 specifications need to address cases where the UE receives MBMS from a non-RPLMN.
In previous discussions in RAN2 it has already been established that in this case, a UE should only respond to a counting request received in its RPLMN. Essentially the same question can be asked about MBMSInterestIndication: should the UE report MBMS frequencies of foreign PLMNs in that message.
As discussed in [9], the MBMSInterestIndication can affect the rate of scheduling the UE. For this reason, it seems desirable that any MBMS frequencies reported in MBMSInterestIndication can be confirmed on the network side, i.e. are already otherwise known by the network.

Because this may or may not be the case with foreign PLMNs, it seems too strict to specify a restriction similar to that proposed in [8], i.e. that a frequency reported in MBMSInterestIndication shall be one where a cell broadcasts the RPLMN – not to mention the overkill it seems to require the UE to verify this from system information of MBMS cells.
For this reason, we think that the assistance information provides a proper criterion to be used:

Proposal 1:
Frequencies reported by the UE in MBMSInterestIndication should be consistent with the provided assistance information.
The reasoning behind the “should” is that while a network can of course always ignore a reported frequency, the UE shall have no expectations regarding frequencies reported against this rule.
3
Broadcast status of the service of interest
A common assumption in RAN2 so far seems to be that when assistance information allows the UE to assume that a service is being broadcast by E-UTRAN, but  it actually is not, UE behaviour w.r.t. its MBMSInterestIndication, or prioritization of the MBMS carrier, can be up to implementation. However, this may give rise to handover (or inter-frequency reselection) ping-pong as follows.
1. On frequency A, UE reads SAI of frequency B

2. Based on application-layer assistance information, UE sends MBMSInterestIndication indicating frequency B and is handed over to frequency B (or, UE reselects to frequency B)

3. UE finds from MCCH that the service is not broadcast 

4. Based on the previous, in order to update the network that there is no longer need to keep the UE on frequency B (or to deduct any MCH reception from the UE’s scheduling), UE sends MBMSInterestIndication indicating no frequency and is handed over back to frequency A (or, UE reselects back to frequency A)

5. [Start over from step 1]
Step 5 above could be argued as justified, at least with some delay, because there is always a chance that E-UTRAN has started to broadcast the service at a later point in time, because of e.g. more radio resources having become available.

The simplest way to avoid this seems to be to mandate that the UE behaviour does not depend on whether or not an MBMS service of interest is actually broadcast by E-UTRAN.
Proposal 2:
UE behaviour w.r.t. its MBMSInterestIndication, or prioritization of the MBMS carrier, shall be independent of whether or not an MBMS service of interest is (indicated on MCCH as) broadcast by E-UTRAN.
4
Conclusion

Motivated by the LS response [7] from SA1, we discussed the MBMSInterestIndication and foreign PLMNs, and suggest the following.

Proposal 1:
Frequencies reported by the UE in MBMSInterestIndication should be consistent with the provided assistance information.
We also discussed the situation where, contrary to what the provided assistance information allows the UE to assume, an MBMS service of interest is not actually broadcast by E-UTRAN. To avoid ping-pong effects, we propose the following.
Proposal 2:
UE behaviour w.r.t. its MBMSInterestIndication, or prioritization of the MBMS carrier, shall be independent of whether or not an MBMS service of interest is (indicated on MCCH as) broadcast by E-UTRAN.
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