Page 1

3GPP TSG RAN WG3 Meeting #88
R3-151030
Fukuoka, Japan, 25 – 29 May, 2015


Agenda item:
9.2
Source: 
Alcatel-Lucent
Title: 
M2AP corrections for Rel-12 features 
Document for:
Discussion and Approval
1
Introduction
We resubmit to this meeting correction CRs for the following Rel-12 features:
· 256 QAM for PMCH
· 40 ms MCH scheduling period

· eMBMS congestion management (eMBMS CM)
2
Discussion status and proposals
As discussed during RAN3#87bis based on  [1], Rel-12 has brought some misalignment between M2AP and RRC for MCCH related signaling, where the Rel-12 M2AP IEs support Rel-12 features only, while the Rel-12 RRC IEs support the superset of legacy features and Rel-12 features. 
During the discussion there also seems to be a common understanding between companies that 

         Any TMGI shall be listed either in the rel-9 or in the rel-12 PMCH config list on RRC.

Furthermore we believe there are at least two reasons for using Rel-12 RRC IEs on the MCCH for PMCHs using legacy MSP/MCS:

· Enable suspension notification for sessions that are scheduled on PMCHs using legacy MSP/MCS.
· Avoid toggling between Rel-9 and Rel-12 signaling for a given session, in case of PMCH reconfiguration. 
Example use-cases for Rel-9/Rel-12 signaling toggling could be MSP change (if MSP 40 ms is involved) triggered by session stop or start, or by PMCH rearrangement done by the MCE to optimize the MBMS resources. RAN2 has provided a mechanism on RRC to avoid such signaling toggling, but M2AP is not aligned with this mechanism. However the evaluation of the UE impact of such toggling resides within RAN2 realm. On our side we expect that toggling may have as a result that a pre-Rel-12 UE would receive a concerned TMGI in an intermittent manner (discontinuous reception, i.e. only received when the session is scheduled on Rel-9 PMCH), which could result in bad user experience. In such case it would be better to let the operator choose that the concerned TMGI is never visible to pre-Rel-12 UEs. Additionally it may be questioned whether a Rel-12 UE is expected to ensure continuous reception of a TMGI while it is moving between Rel-9 and Rel-12 PMCH configurations on the MCCH, since the RRC mechanism seems to be designed to avoid such behaviour.
The toggling issue might be avoided by constraining the MCE so that if MSP 40 ms or 256 QAM is used for given TMGIs, these TMGIs continue to be scheduled using the same parameters during their entire lifetime. However we believe such constraints would lead to MBMS resource waste. Alternatively, implicit signaling based on the Allocated Subframes End IE sent by the MCE, and/or algorithms taking into account previous PMCH configurations for the concerned TMGI(s) might be used to make decisions relative to Rel-9 vs. Rel-12 RRC signaling in order to ensure continuity. (Use of the Allocated Subframes End IE  / sf-AllocEnd parameter would exploit the constraint relative to the Rel-12 MCCH extension that the entries corresponding to Rel-12 PMCH configuration shall be the last ones for the MBSFN area on the MCCH). However it is hard to see how implicit signaling or "clever" eNB algorithms can avoid ambiguity. If different eNBs make different decisions with regard to Rel-9 vs. Rel-12 RRC signaling, MBSFN property (identical transmission from all transmission points) will be lost for the subframe(s) carrying the MCCH.
Also enabling of potential suspension notifications requires that the MBMS session is scheduled on a Rel-12 PMCH because the suspension notification uses extended MSI not available for legacy PMCHs. As discussed during RAN3#87bis, MBMS sessions needing the suspension notification feature may use legacy settings of MSP and MCS.
In summary we believe that the Rel-9/Rel-12 field choice for MCCH should be explicitly controllable by the MCE in line with the principle that was so far used for M2AP (described in [1]), and which ensures unambiguous mapping from M2AP IEs to RRC IEs in the eNB. We see two options to achieve this, one is based on a non backwards compatible CR, while the other is based on the introduction of an "enhanced PMCH configuration" indicator. The non backwards compatible CR ensures the best alignment between RRC and M2AP IEs, which simplifies the IE mapping process in the eNB. In our view it therefore represents the cleanest solution also with respect to future RRC enhancements.
Proposal: agree the non backwards compatible CR option in order to align the introduction of 256QAM / 40ms SP features in M2AP with the protocol extension mechanisms used in RRC (cf. CR submitted to this meeting in [2]).
However, for the case where RAN3 finally decides the other option, a CR for alternative "indicator solution" is submitted to this meeting in [3]. 
3
Conclusion
We have provided short background for Rel-12 M2AP corrections and make the following proposal:
Proposal: agree a non backwards compatible CR to align the introduction of 256QAM / 40ms SP features in M2AP with the protocol extension mechanisms used in RRC (cf. CR submitted to this meeting in [2]).

A CR for alternative solution is provided in [3].
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