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1
Introduction
Following the new WI on MBMS for LTE [1], other WGs [2][3] are discussing changes to E-UTRAN for MBMS, among which the mandatory introduction of IP multicast. It is to be noted that such restriction may pose some problems in terms of compatibility with subsequent releases or coexistence with already deployed transport infrastructure, and may ultimately restrict future support for MBMS services that are best delivered via IP unicast.
2
Discussion

In the MBMS for LTE WI [1] only limited functionality for MBMS in Rel. 9 is called for. Among the detailed topics, support for “broadcast transmission mode in only a shared carrier deployment” is listed. In such a scenario, the use of IP multicast is appropriate. But carrying this one step further and mandating IP multicast in the E-UTRAN access as in [3] may pose unnecessary restrictions and lead to problems. Rel. 8 TSs already have provisions in place for both IP unicast and multicast; this seems adequate because the two transport mechanisms support different types of services. Among the possible issues arising from mandatory use of IP multicast:
1. The choice of services supported would in fact be dictated by the standard, rather than left open for implementation;
2. If the possibility to use unicast is completely removed in Rel. 9, its possible re-introduction in future releases might require additional work to ensure inter-release compatibility;
3. Possible issues might arise when deploying IP-multicast-only MBMS architecture over already existing transport networks. In fact, if IP multicast is mandatory, the cost for an operator of rolling out pilot MBMS deployments can be much higher. In this case the whole network would have to be multicast-aware before such projects can be implemented, regardless of whether the pilot roll-out would interest a small part of the network. Such a situation, typical of early deployment stages, might be better managed using IP unicast over parts of the existing infrastructure.
The issues outlined above could be avoided simply by not making IP multicast mandatory in Rel. 9 MBMS architecture, and leaving the choice of transport mechanism open for implementation.

3
Proposal
We propose that RAN WG3:

· discuss and take notice of the three issues outlined above;

· agree on the working assumption that both IP multicast and unicast shall be possible for MBMS in Rel. 9.
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