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1. Introduction

In RAN2 #81 meeting, the issue of priority conflict due to de-prioritisation request was discussed. After discussion, it was decided that prioritization of CSG and MBMS upon priority conflict due to down-prioritisation is left to UE implementation.
In this contribution, we would like to discuss the impact of different UE implementation from a user point of view and confirm the common understanding about the desirable UE implementation.

2. Discussion

In the current specification TS 36.304 [1], several rules are specified to prioritize or de-prioritize a specific frequency:
[CSG]: While the UE is camped on a suitable CSG cell, the UE shall always consider the current frequency to be the highest priority frequency (i.e. higher than the eight network configured values), irrespective of any other priority value allocated to this frequency.
[MBMS] If the UE is capable of MBMS Service Continuity and receiving or interested to receive an MBMS service and can only receive this MBMS service while camping on a frequency on which it is provided, the UE may consider that frequency to be the highest priority during the MBMS session [2] as long as the reselected cell is broadcasting SIB13 and as long as:
-
SIB15 of the serving cell indicates for that frequency one or more MBMS SAIs included in the MBMS User Service Description (USD) [22] of this service; or

-
SIB15 is not broadcast in the serving cell and that frequency is included in the USD of this service.

[De-prioritisation Request] In case UE receives RRCConnectionReject with deprioritisationReq, UE shall consider current carrier frequency and stored frequencies due to the previously received RRCConnectionReject with deprioritisationReq or all the frequencies of EUTRA to be the lowest priority frequency (i.e. lower than the eight network configured values) while T325 is running irrespective of camped RAT.
Since the rules for CSG and MBMS may conflict with the rule of de-prioritisation request, the issue how to handle the priority conflict was raised. It was decided that the UE behavior of prioritization of CSG and MBMS upon priority conflict due to down-prioritization is left to UE implementation. Based on the agreement, a UE can choose to prioritize or de-prioritize a specific frequency when there is a conflict. 
Compared with the case of priority conflict between CSG and de-prioritisation request, the impact of priority conflict between MBMS and de-prioritisation request may be more serious to a user. For the case of CSG, as already analyzed in [2], it seems fine to stay in the CSG cell because normally a CSG cell would not be so congested. And it should also be fine to de-prioritize the frequency of the CSG cell and reselect a cell on another frequency. Different UE implementation may not differ too much from a user point of view. However, for the case of MBMS, the proper implementation may be more complex.

Currently, higher layer would decide a preference between unicast and MBMS reception. Since the preference comes from the higher layer of AS, e.g. user decision, if the AS implementation doesn’t take the higher layer decision into account or against the higher layer decision, the resulted UE behavior may violate the user’s preference and user would be uncomfortable. 
For example, two users (user A and user B) both prefer MBMS over unicast while their implementation about the priority conflict is different. The UE of user A tries to ensure MBMS service to be received as much as possible, and the UE of user B doesn’t consider the user’s preference when there is priority conflict. It may turn out that user A continues receiving its interested MBMS service but user B is not able to receive MBMS service for up to 30 minutes (the duration of T325). User B may complain about the service unavailability. Compared with the UE implementation of user A, the UE implementation of user B seems unacceptable.
Despite the implementation flexibility to handle the priority conflict, we think user perception is very important to UE implementation. From a user point of view, it is sensible to respect the UE/user preference between MBMS and unicast upon priority conflict between MBMS and de-prioritisation request. The above understanding seems already shared by some companies in the previous discussion [2][3]. Here we would like to confirm if this is RAN2’s common understanding.  If the answer is positive, we suggest to minute the understanding in the chairman notes for future reference.
3. Conclusion

This contribution addresses the impact of different UE implementation of priority conflict between MBMS and de-prioritisation request, and we would like to confirm RAN2’s common understanding as below.
Proposal: Confirm the common understanding is that if there is priority conflict, UE implementation should respect the preference between MBMS and unicast when the UE intends to receive MBMS service.
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