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Discussion and decision
1 Introduction

This contribution aims to summarise the e-mail discussion [78#46] LTE/MBMS: MBMS 36.331 CR [Samsung], although only the discussion on the main topics discussed as part of this e-mail discussion: use of common specification text, specification style, SAI reception by CA-capable UE, contents of AS-Context. Even though for some of these aspects no concensus was reached, in order to progress, the contribution includes proposals that RAN2 is requested to consider.

2 Discussion

This report attempts to summarise the somewhat larger issues that were discussed as part of the e-mail review of the draft CR to 36.331 (REL-11) on Introducing MBMS Enhancements. For the larger issues a proposal is included reflecting the outcome on the e-mail discussion that RAN2 is requested to confirm. For the smaller issues, the outcome is highlighted i.e. RAN2 is not requested to confirm these individually but merely as part of endorsing the CR resulting from the e-mail discussion.

Use of common specification text
In the previous it was suggested to introduce some specification text for UE behaviour parts that is common for idle and connected mode. In particular, the suggestion was to specify common text for the rules by which the UE determines a) that the session is ongoing and b) that the UE is in the service area. Some of the points raised in this discussion:

· 
It is not entirely clear if common text can be introduced without affecting the structure of the procedural specification, in particular regarding the order in which actions are to be performed. E.g. it may be difficult to specify that the UE shall only send the indication after acquiring SIB15
· 
Common text may improve consistency between states and ease maintenance of the specificatioin

· 
For the parts that are candidate for specifying by common text there are some differences between idle and connected:
· 
In idle mode the service area check includes an additional rule for the case RAN assistance is not provided

· 
In connected mode we need to specification from which cell the system information regarding MBMS assistance (SIB15) is to be used by the UE

· 
The amount of common specification text is limited, meaning that use of common text does not result in a significant reduction of specification text
· 
In order to avoid long and complicated specification text, it seems desirable to specify the UE behaviour in connected somewhat in 36.331 kind of style (i.e. broken down in dependant bullets). However, this does not mean the concerned text should be specified in 36.331 i.e. such a style can be used in (a part of) 36.304

In summary: common specification text can be regarded as a specification enhancement that could make it easier to maintain consistency, but at the same time it complicates the specification text. As this is mainly a matter of taste, while benefits can be questioned, in order to progress, RAN2 is requested to consider the following proposal (aligned with current CR):
Proposal 1
Do not introduce common specification text, but use 36.331 alike style (i.e. broken down in dependant bullets) for the concerned text in 36.304
Specification style

In the previous there was some discussion regarding to what extend should we specify UE requirements regarding MBMS service continuity. There seem to be 2 aspects

a) To what extend do we specify UE requirements i.e. 

i. 
Only the real minimum requirements, in particular regarding when the UE is not allowed to prioritise/ indicate interest (i.e. the style used in R2-122631)

ii. 
Add some additional requirements e.g. regarding when the UE should adjust the prioritisation and indicate updated interest after a change of MBMS interest (e.g. within 60s)

iii. 
Fully specify all details of when the UE should start/ stop prioritisation and provide interest indications including all exceptional handling

b) What specification style to use

i. 
Use UE shall’s only for aspects for which there is a real UE requirement (i.e. as in R2-122631)

ii. 
Align more to the style used for proximity indication (somewhat less clear distinction)

Some of the points raised in this discussion:

· 
For the first aspect (a): based on previous discussions, it is understood that option i. is the baseline, that we are evaluating to add aspects from ii. while option iii. is not considered

· 
It seems impossible to specify the full details of when exactly the UE should start/ stop prioritisation and provide interest indications. Moreover, it should be possible to leave this to UE implementation

· 
There is no real need to fully align with the style used for the proximity indication
During the 2nd part, the e-mail discussion elaborated on how to specify the potential triggers i.e. to have a more descriptive list or a bulletised list preceeded by a UE shall (also referred to as proximity indication versus re-establishment style). Using a bulletised list seems to complicate matters (more difficult to achieve completeness) while the benefits can be question (these are potential triggers, difficult to test).

Another point discussed was regarding the use of 'shall' or 'shall only' for the triggering of the procedure. The second option corresponds with specifying the minimum UE required (i.e. UE is only allowed to trigger this procedure if) while the first option corresponds with specifying UE requirements on when to trigger. Although the 2nd option seems somewhat akward, it was used in the draft CR since it seems difficult to achieve complete specification of the UE requirements (e.g. detailed timing, exceptions).

Several companies expressed support for specifying the minimum UE requirements in a manner as used in the draft CR, while some companies expressed a different preference. As this is mainly a matter of taste, while benefits of specifying more than in the current CR can be questioned, in order to progress, RAN2 is requested to consider the following proposal (aligned with current CR):
Proposal 2
Only specify the minimum UE requirements and clearly reflect these by means of UE shalls i.e. do not use a bulletised list for potential triggers and use shall only (i.e. specify only when the UE is allowed to trigger leaving futher details to UE implementation)
The above proposal does not rule out that additional requirements may be considered, but merely indicates that these require seperate discussion/ proposals (i.e. outside the scope of the e-mail review).

SAI reception by CA capable UE

In case the UE is configured with CA, should the UE provide interest indication when at least one serving cell broadcasts SIB15? Or should the UE only provide interest indications when the PCell broadcasts SIB15? Some of the points raised in this discussion:

· 
So far the UE is not required to read SIB of SCells, and we should not introduce it for this purpose
· 
Although allowing the UE to provide interest based on SIB15 from any serving cell may enhance E-UTRAN flexibility, a scenario in which a subset of the serving cell provide MBMS assistance seems questionable
There seemed to be little support to require the UE to provide interest based on SCell assistance, while no interest was expressed in adding MBMS assistance to the dedicated signalling that is used to transfer the SCell system information relevant in connected. The formulation in the draft CR does not allow the UE to provide MBMS interest indication based on RAN assistance the UE acquired by itself from the SCell. Assuming that the case in which a subset of the serving cells provide MBMS assistance is not relevant, this seems a reasonable starting point, as reflected in the following proposal.

Proposal 3
The UE is allowed to indicate MBMS interest only if the PCell broadcasts SIB15

Further enhancements can of course always be discussed at a later stage.

Contents of AS-Context

There was some discussion regarding whether the AS-Context should include specific fields, or merely the entire MBMS interest indication message. Some of the points raised in this discussion:

· 
Including the message implies that any information that we agree to add to the MBMS interest indication message will be exchanged to the handover target, although forwarding is not needed for such fields
· 
Including the entire message is considered to simplify the specification

· 
The option to include he entire message may not apply in case we decide to use a common message for all UE status indications
One aspect not raised so far is that when including the entire message, it would need to be placed within a container as done for SIB1 (as otherwise the traditional non-critical extensions at the end of the MBMS interest indication message would cause backwards compatibility problems). It is further noted that including the entire message has the advantage that any relevant non-critical extension is automatically covered.
A number of companies expressed support for including the entire message, mainly for simplicity but other prefernces were also expressed. It seems that for other fields (e.g. resource configuration), we seem to have adopted the convention to forward the entire IE even though some parts may not be relevant - maily for simplicity. It is noted that this convention may not have been adopted at message level so far. As this seems also somewhat a matter of taste, transferring the entire message avoids the risk to forget relevant future extensions). Hence, in order to progress, RAN2 is requested to consider the following proposal (not aligned with the current CR):
Proposal 4
Forward the entire MBMS interest indication message upon handover, placed within a container
MBMS prioritisation

One company commented that mbms-Priority should not concern the relative priority between MBMS frequencies indicated by the UE and ongoing DRBs, but between MBMS and DRBs in general i.e. also reflecting potential DRBs that may be established later. Companies were requested to express an opinion on this topic, but no views were provided. As this does not seem a very complicated issue, it seem possible to conclude when no contributions would be provided. Hence, in case not contributions are provided discussing this topic, RAN2 is requested to consider the following proposal:

Proposal 5
If no contribution is available. RAN2 is requested to discuss and conclude whether mbms-Priority should reflect the relative priority between either:

a) MBMS frequencies indicated by the UE versus established DRBs

b) MBMS frequencies indicated by the UE versus any DRB (including potential DRBs that may be established in future)

Indicated frequencies, UE capability dependency

Finally, there was a proposal to replace the following text:

2> the UE is capable of simultaneously receiving the set of MBMS frequencies of interest in accordance with supportedBandCombination it included in the UE-EUTRA-Capability and considering that it is required to support MBMS reception on any frequency part of the supported band combinations;

With the following:

2> the set of MBMS frequencies of interest is a subset of the downlink carriers of a single element of the supportedBandcombination within the UE-EUTRA-Capability;

NOTE 1:
The E-UTRAN considers that the UE is capable to simultaneously receive MBMS services on all downlink frequencies of each element supportedBandcombination within the UE-EUTRA-Capability.

In combination with introducing normative text in 36.306 corresponding to the UE requirement corresponding with note.

As this may affect other specs (proposal was to move part to 306) and as concerns were raised regarding this proposal, the e-map rapporteur suggested addressing this issue by a separate contribution to the next meeting. However, should no contribution be available, it may be good to briefly discuss the proposal during the meeting.

Proposal 6
If no contribution is available. RAN2 is requested to discuss and conclude the proposal to modify the way to specify the checking of the indicated frequencies agains the UE capabilities.

Note
The concern that was expressed is that note 1 indicates that the UE shall:

a) 
support MBMS reception on any cell that may be configured according to supportedBandCombinations; AND

b) 
support simultaneous MBMS reception on all cells that may be configured according to supportedBandCombinations

while it seems that RAN2 only agreed on a).
3 Conclusion & recommendation
This contribution aims to summarise the e-mail discussion [78#46] LTE/MBMS: MBMS 36.331 CR [Samsung], although only the discussion on the main topics discussed as part of this e-mail discussion. Even though for some of these aspects no concensus was reached, in order to progress, RAN2 is requested to consider the following proposals:

Proposal 1
Do not introduce common specification text, but use 36.331 alike style (i.e. broken down in dependant bullets) for the concerned text in 36.304

Proposal 2
Only specify the minimum UE requirements and clearly reflect these by means of UE shalls i.e. do not use a bulletised list for potential triggers and use shall only (i.e. specify only when the UE is allowed to trigger leaving futher details to UE implementation)

Proposal 3
The UE is allowed to indicate MBMS interest only if the PCell broadcasts SIB15

Proposal 4
Forward the entire MBMS interest indication message upon handover, placed within a container
Proposal 5
If no contribution is available. RAN2 is requested to discuss and conclude whether mbms-Priority should reflect the relative priority between either:

a) MBMS frequencies indicated by the UE versus established DRBs

b) MBMS frequencies indicated by the UE versus any DRB (including potential DRBs that may be established in future)

Proposal 6
If no contribution is available. RAN2 is requested to discuss and conclude the proposal to modify the way to specify the checking of the indicated frequencies agains the UE capabilities.

Furthermore, RAN2 is requested to endorse the CR resulting from the e-mail discussion, as provided in [2], as the base-line for the further work.

4 References

[1] TS 36.331 (REL-10) Radio resource control

[2] R2-123859 Introducing MBMS enhancements for REL-11 (CR to 36.331, Samsung)
A Comments provided on reflector

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	· 

	
	· 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	














�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� � HYPERLINK "http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Information/DocNum_FTP_structure_V3.zip" ��Document numbers� are allocated by the Working Group Secretary.  





