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1. Introduction
The issue “Who decides MBMS services multiplexing: BM-SC or MCE” was discussed in the last RAN3 meeting. The question is: who of MCE or BM-SC decides in which MCH a new bearer is multiplexed? RAN3 sent an LS to ask SA2 for guidance in RAN3#65. While SA2 has not responded, they have reached some new agreements about MBMS which can be used to progress. This document will further discuss this issue and propose that MCE decides about service multiplexing. 
2. Discussion
In SA2#75 meeting, it has been agreed in [1] that non-GBR MBMS bearer service is removed for EPS and MBR > GBR for MBMS was not agreed since SA2 has frozen the Rel-9. Since SA2 prefers to avoid new features in Rel-9 it is better to decide multiplexing is decided in MCE, in order to avoid additional work for SA2.

Further, multiplexing is actually a RAN issue: the MCE has a better knowledge of the available MBMS radio resources as well as the QoS configuration of the MCHs than the BM-SC. If BM-SC decides multiplexing, it needs to become aware of these resources and QoS configuration, which seems to complicate M3 while providing no additional benefit.
Radio-aware flow shaping refers to the type of shaping where the entity that shapes knows the total bitrate available for a multiplex, and shapes across the flows in the multiplex to ensure that the sum-bitrate within the multiplex is below the total bitrate. Since MBR=GBR in Rel-9, radio-aware shaping would provide limited gains, and it is sufficient to shape each flow separately. Buffering/dropping is performed per flow, with the goal to smooth its rate close to the GBR. 

If multiplexing is decided by the MCE and no radio-aware flow shaping is performed, then there is no need for the MCE to report its multiplexing choice back to the BM-SC; the MCE would only propagate that choice to the eNBs, through the MCCH IEs. If instead BM-SC decides the multiplexing, there is a need to inform the MCE via M3, so that it can in turn inform the eNBs through the MCCH IEs. While this bi-directional M3 exchange (MCE to inform BM-SC about radio configuration, BM-SC informing MCE of multiplexing) may seem like a detail, given the approaching Rel-9 freeze, we believe all simplifications should be considered. This is why we propose:
Proposal 1: Radio-aware flow shaping is not considered in Rel-9 MBMS
Proposal 2: MCE decides service multiplexing 
Proposal 3: The choice of service multiplexing is not fed back to the BM-SC
3. Conclusion

The paper discusses the issue “who decides MBMS service multiplexing” and proposes: 
Proposal 1: Radio-aware flow shaping is not considered in Rel-9 MBMS
Proposal 2: MCE decides service multiplexing 
Proposal 3: The choice of service multiplexing is not fed back to the BM-SC
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