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1. Introduction

This discussion paper serves to capture and summarize the eMBMS email discussion between RAN3#70bis and RAN3#71.  
The open issues left from this email discussion are sorted out for face to face discussion during RAN3#71. 
2. Discussion
2.1 Counting
Open issue 1: Do we need to restrict the maximum no. of the services in one MBMS SERVICE COUNTING REQUEST message, 16 or more.
	Company name
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Support to restrict it to 16;

	Orange
	Only 16 services per counting request triggered by the MCE;

	Qualcomm
	We support the idea to have 16 as a restriction on the M2 interface, which matches the RAN2 restrictions towards the UE and leave a possible split to the MCE. A reference to stage-3 CR could be added to capture such matching.

	Huawei
	The benefit of more than 16 services is not clear, but it may cause complexity for eNB implementation. 

	ZTE
	Not to restrict the maximum number of 16 in one MBMS service Counting request message;


Open issue 2: How many MBSFN areas should be in one MBMS SERVICE COUNTING REQUEST message?
	Company name
	Comment

	Ericsson
	The proposed solution is complex because we send a counting request targeting up to 256 MBSFN areas simultaneously. We prefer a more simple solution where the MBMS SERVICE COUNTING REQUEST targets one MBSFN area only. If we send the counting request targeting one MBSFN area, the benefit is that the result from one eNB contains the results for that particular MBSFN area in one message. The MCE will then know when all information the eNB sends is received (or lost). A consequence is that the counting may be started independently in different MBSFN areas controlled by the same MCE.

	Orange
	For the discussion itself, we also prefer to keep the Release 10 solution as simple as possible, i.e. to have only one MBSFN area per counting request triggered by the MCE and also only 16 services per counting request triggered by the MCE.

	Huawei
	I do not think it is more complex to indicate more than one MBMSFN areas, since eNB has already supported to schedule the MCCH for different MBSFN areas upon receiving MBMS SCHDULING INFORMATION message. The eNB can have same handling as receipt of MBMS SCHDULING INFORMATION message if there more than one MBSFN areas in MBMS SERVICE COUNTING REQUEST message. Anyway, we have no strong position to include one or more MBSFN areas in the message. And we would be fine for only one MBSFN area.

	ZTE
	Since it is not complex (similar to MBMS scheduling procedure) and can avoid unnecessary signalling overhead, we propose that MBMS Service Counting Request procedure can convey 1 or more MBSFN area.

	CATT
	About MBSFN areas issue, we prefer to include one or more MBSFN areas in the MBMS Service Counting Request message, as ZTE said, if including one or more MBSFN areas in one message, unnecessary signalling over M2 can be saved, the saved signalling include not only request messages from MCE but also report message from each eNB. Furthermore, our another thought is since the MBMS SCHDULING INFORMATION message have included more MBSFN areas, it seems reasonable to apply same principle to the counting request message. 


Open issue 3: The criticality setting of IEs in counting results report.
	Company name
	Comment

	Motorola
	Section 9.1.Z, results report: current criticality for all IEs (except the Message Type) is “ignore”. Using “reject” is better. The “ignore” is useful when you want the terminating node not reject the procedure when the IE is absent. But for this procedure, eNB only send the Counting report after it has received the counting request from the MCE. So suggest change them to “reject”.

	Huawei
	Since the counting results and MBSFN Area ID are critical for the MCE making the decision to activate/deactivate the session (s), we would like to set the IEs to be “reject”.

	CATT
	The counting results information is not critical for MBSFN transmission. So we propose to set it to “ignore”.


Proposal 1: It is proposed to discuss the list open issue and the corresponding baseline CR [1].
2.2 ARP

No open issues were raised up during the email discussion.  The updated baseline CR is given in [2].
Proposal 2: It is proposed to agree the baseline MBMS ARP CR.
3. Conclusion

Following the discussion over RAN3 exploder between RAN#70bis and RAN3#71, the proposals below are provided:
Proposal 1: It is proposed to discuss the list open issue and the corresponding baseline

Proposal 2: It is proposed to agree the baseline MBMS ARP CR.
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