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1. Introduction

After the discussion of last meeting, there are still some issues for further study:
- LS from RAN2 questioned that if the MCE can support admission control.
- RAN3 gives 2 options for dropping and points out that it is still under discussing.
- Whether or not the transmission order of all transmitted services is decided by MCE is FFS.
The following gives our consideration on these issues.
2. Discussion
2.1 Admission control in MCE
Is the admission control necessary and available in MCE? As we know, MCE makes the allocation of the radio resources and it knows the status of these resources. If a session comes, MCE can decide whether the remaining resource is enough for its QoS requirement. Then it will execute the admission control based on this information. If the resource is not enough, MCE can replace an established bearer with the new one based on the allocation and retention scheme, provided the coming bearer has a higher priority. If there is no resource for this session and no bearer can be replaced, session start should certainly be rejected and it is no need to go further procedures to eNB. Therefore, admission control in MCE, in general aspects, would be available and necessary.
As far as multiplexing cases are concerned, no matter it’s done by the eBM-SC or the MCE, admission control should be performed in MCE.
1. eBM-SC multiplexing

eBM-SC should give the MBR and GBR of the multiplexed bearer, and MCE should accept or reject this bearer together considering the remained resource.
2. MCE multiplexing

If the new bearer would initiate a new (P)MCH, MCE should make the general admission control as described above.

If the new bearer should be multiplexed to an established (P)MCH, MCE should:
a). Select a MCH to multiplex this bearer.
b). Change the MSAP, MCS for this MCH if needed, but without affecting the higher priority bearers’ QoS. 
c). If the new bearer can not be added based on b), MCE may kill lower priority bearers of this MCH or another MCH. The MASP and MCS of affected MCH should also be modified correspondingly.
d). If it still can not be added based on c), this session would be rejected with a negative response. 
So we can come to the conclusion that
Proposal 1: MCE could and should support admission control.
2.2 Schemes for dropping
LS to RAN2[1] had indicated that:

RAN3 is still discussing this point but assumes that everything is done to use dropping at eNB in last resort. If dropping however occur in eNB, the dropping in eNB will start according to the priority indicated in the MCCH list in which the packets indicated as the lowest priority first or just drop the tail packets.
In our opinion, eBM-SC deciding service multiplexing would try its best to but can not avoid overflow, because BM-SC doesn’t know exactly the radio resource information, it can only decide the multiplexing based on service characteristics. 
For the former alternative, if dropping unavoidably occurs in eNB, packets indicated as the lowest priority would be dropped. But which packet’s priority is lowest? Which information the sort would be done according to?
1. Logical identities, such as TMGI etc. It can not differentiate the priority and seems make no sense from enhancement aspect.
2. QoS parameters, such as GBR/Non-GBR etc. It is a general consideration that GBR services should be kept firstly.
3. BLER like parameter, such as service types etc. A video service can be GBR or Non-GBR while file pushing service can possibly be a Non-GBR one. But it is obvious that dropping for file means more harm than dropping for video. So it can be concluded that a BLER like parameter is more suitable for the reference of ordering.
The MSAP of MCH is decided by MCE semi-statically. So dropping is limited within each MCH respectively. RAN2 has made the decision “one MCS per MCH” (except for MCCH specific MCS). So no matter it’s the eBM-SC or the MCE decides the multiplexing, the bearers with the similar BLER level would be multiplexed into one MCH. E.g. video services will be multiplexed to one MCH, and file pushing services another. Therefore, dropping ordering within one MCH may benefit little. On the contrary, reordering while bearers join or leave the MCH may introduce more complexity. From these aspects, it seems that “drop the tail packets”, an easy and effective method, should be the preferable one. The eNBs can take the same dropping order because of receiving the same M2 message from MCE, although MCE doesn’t make the ordering.
If a service ordering is still needed within a MCH considering even better performance, a BLER like parameter should be used as the reference. If several services equally have the lowest priority (high BLER requirement), we often easily drop the tail packets of the tail service listed in MCCH. For example, as is shown in fig.1, service priority service 1>2=3, and obviously Alt.1 is the general way for dropping. So it is the dropping according to the priority indicated in the MCCH list and dropping the tail.
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Fig.1 Dropping in eNB
So no matter the MCE order the services or not, we should 
Proposal 2: Drop the tail packets while overflow occurs. 

2.3 Service transmission order
We can see from 2.2 that MCE may not need to order the service transmission. The MCE sends M2 messages with the same content to the eNBs, then the eNBs can use the order indicated in the M2 message in their MCCH message and the MBSFN transmission would not be affected in this way. So
Proposal 3a: The service transmission need not be deliberately ordered in MCE.
Or if ordering is still requested considering even better performance.
Proposal 3b: The service transmission should be ordered according to BLER like parameters if needed.
3. Conclusion
We suggest RAN3 to discuss abovementioned proposals. In this contribution we proposed:
Proposal 1: MCE could and should support admission control.
Proposal 2: Drop the tail packets while overflow occurs.
Proposal 3a: The service transmission need not be deliberately ordered in MCE. 

or

Proposal 3b: The service transmission should be ordered according to BLER like parameters if needed.
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