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1   Introduction
At the last RAN2 #84 meeting, some agreements relevant to unicast delivery have been achieved in chairman notes [1] as follow.

	Agreements
1
Any deviations from the SA1 requirements, if to be adopted by RAN2, are first confirmed with SA1 by LS. (For the time being we will evaluate what we can do and let SA1/2 judge whether it is sufficient)

4
Remove the erroneous comment in the table on UP delay with MBMS, that says the SA1 requirement is met.

5
Provided that the UE has kept informed of MCCH contents and has already registered with the GCSE_AS, the time-to-join delay requirement can be met with MBMS bearer.

6
We assume that the UE requests the service via unicast if it does no longer receive a service via MBMS, i.e., the delivery via unicast is not triggered by the eNB. 

FFS: In the case where the UE moves out of MBSFN area a standardized trigger will be defined upon which the UE starts requesting data via unicast. 

FFS whether in the case where the NW decides to stop MBMS delivery, it should inform the UE before stopping the service.



Above highlight question “FFS whether in the case where the NW decides to stop MBMS delivery, it should inform the UE before stopping the service.” implies that NW can change radio bearer type after session start for some reasons, e.g., radio resource efficiency. And this question further deduces two questions:

Q1: When a certain group is ongoing, does it need to change delivery mode (i.e., multicast ( unicast or unicast(multicast)?

Q2: When a certain group is ongoing, does it need to adjust MBSFN area scope for resource efficiency?
In this paper, we address on above several questions.

2   Discussion
2.1   Does it need that RAN uses unicast bearer instead of MBMS bearer after session start?

Based on current specification, when EPC uses multicast delivery, then RAN shall use MBMS delivery. If RAN wants to change bearer type from MBMS bearer to unicast bearer, much standardization work will be induced in R12. E.g.:

1) TMGI (related to GC-ID) from EPC Multicast delivery will be mapped into RAN RNTI for unicast bearer.

2) R9 MBMS counting and R10 MBMS interested indicator should be enhanced for exact statistics for keep reliable communication with each group member.

3) Extra complexity of bearer transition between unicast bearer and MBMS bearer need evaluate.

Considering R12 time budge, we suggest that RAN shall not stop MBMS delivery until a session stop.

In conclusion, we think the entity who makes the decision is GCSE AS other than EUTRAN entity and EUTRAN shall only obey the decision from GCSE AS, i.e., when GCSE AS decides transmission through P/S-GW then EUTRAN establishes unicast bearer, when GCSE AS decides transmission through Muse entity (i.e., BM-SC and MBMS-GW) then EUTRAN establishes MBMS bearer.

Proposal 1: RAN cannot stop MBMS delivery and shall keep using MBMS bearer when EPC Multicast Delivery in R12 for simplicity.
2.2   Does it need to adjust MBSFN area scope when a certain group is ongoing?
In case of limited quantity of group communications or in case of limited quantity of group members within a certain group communication, e.g., there is only one 12.2kbps voice service in the PLMN, which seems not efficient with MBMS delivery. However, NW can make its decision at the beginning of these group communications. I.e., NW shall determine to use unicast delivery before session start other than to stop MBMS delivery after session start.
In our view, when a group communication is ongoing, NW decides to stop MBMS delivery, which means that NW deploys dynamic MBSFN area, which also mean extra standardization work will be induced in Rel12.
Proposal 2: Adjusting the scope of MBSFN area might not be needed in R12 for simplicity, i.e., no dedicated mechanisms should be introduced.

3   Conclusion

Proposal 1: RAN cannot stop MBMS delivery and shall keep using MBMS bearer when EPC Multicast Delivery in R12 for simplicity.
Proposal 2: Adjusting the scope of MBSFN area might not be needed in R12 for simplicity, i.e., no dedicated mechanisms should be introduced.
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