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6.3
MBMS over LTE (RP-090619)

6.3.1
Stage-2

TS 36.300

R2-095509
Corrections for MBMS
Huawei
CR
36.300
-
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE

· Samsung would prefer replacing “dynamic scheduling interval” by “MCH scheduling period” instead of “MSAP occasion”.

· Huawei prefers MSAP occasion as we should be used to it by now.

· LGE and ZTE prefers “MSAP occasion period”.

· Will keep existing name “MSAP occasion”

· Agreed as baseline. Further updates in R2-096153 [CB Friday Huawei]
R2-095500
Missing MBMS agreements in stage 2 specification
ASUSTeK
CR
36.300
-
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE

· CMCC does not recall any agreement on having BCCH indicating MCCH modification period.

· ASUSTeK believes that it is already captured in the RRC baseline CR.
· Samsung confirms.

· Will be included in R2-096153.

R2-095890
MBMS corrections and clarifications
Samsung
CR
36.300
-
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE

· Change of subclause 15.6 will be included in R2-096153.

R2-095905
Clarifications of MBMS Area Reserved Cell
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

Proposal 1

· Chairman proposes to remove references to PtP from the Stage 2.

· Huawei supports.

Proposal 2

· Nokia wonders if we need to keep the concept of reserved cells?

· Huawei supports the removal of reserved cells.

· LGE also supports the removal.

· Ericsson wonders why we had reserved cells in the first place, even if we do not use it.

· Samsung thinks that removing reserved cells should not affect the radio protocols. Maybe more of a RAN3 issue.

· Will keep reserved cells.

· References to PtP will be removed. Changes to be included in R2-096153.

Notification
R2-095878
E-mail discussion on MBMS notification (67#33)
Samsung
Report
REL-9
MBMS_LTE
related to email discussion [67#33]
Two aspects are part of this e-mail discussion (67#33):
Where to notify the UE (paging occasion or somewhere else) ?
What do we want to indicate on PDCCH ?
MBMS Notification

· LGE believes UE specific paging occasion reduces power consumption at the UE.

· Samsung points out that the number of companies supporting UE specific paging occasions should have been 4 in the report, not 3.

· CATT thinks that regardless of the majority we should go for UE specific paging occasions as it is more efficient for the UE.

· Samsung comments that the difference between the two is anyway very small.

· ZTE shares CATT’s concern and reminds the group that they have a solution combining both.

· Chairman suggests to go for MBMS specific paging occasions as time is running out to complete Rel-9.

· CMCC & CATT would first like to know the details of MBMS specific paging occasions.
· MBMS specific paging occasions is agreed.

DCI Format for the notification

· Ericsson and ST-Ericsson point out that in addition to the format, the payload size needs to be discussed and reminds the group that it is important to keep payload small.

· Samsung lists the possible sizes… and thinks that no-one proposed to use more than 8 bits.

· ZTE thinks that optimisations are possible.
· Format 1C is agreed

Notification Content

1) 
MBSFN area id vs. MBMS group id

· LGE re-iterates their concerns.

· Ericsson and ST-Ericsson would like to clarify their position: new DCI format with new content.

· Huawei believes this is well understood.

· LGE is willing to accept MBSFN area id only for the sake of progress.

· ZTE worries about forward compatibility.

· Samsung thinks the outcome of the email discussion is clear.

· MBSFN area id agreed.

3)
Scheduling info

· No support, not included

4)
Value tag

· No support, not included
5)
Cause
· No support, not included
· LGE wonders how to use the 8 bits.

· Samsung answers that this can be discussed later.

· Ericsson asks how 8 bits can be obtained.

· Samsung clarifies that the minimum was for 1.25MHz.

· ZTE wonders how the MBSFN area id is indicated: one bit per area or the number directly.

· Huawei proposes to agree on one bit per area: 8 bits, 8 areas and is not worried about forward compatibility.

· LGE is not convinced that not having any reserved bits is a good decision.

· Contributions invited to propose the details of the mapping of MBSFN Area id on the 8 bits of the notification.

Agreements

1)
Notification uses MBMS specific paging occasions.
2)
Format 1C, 8 bits payload with MBSFN area id, only.
R2-095467
Decrease of M-RNTI Affection on PDCCH
CATT
Disc

· Noted before presentation considering the above agreements.
R2-095681
The compromised solution on MBMS notification
ZTE
Disc

· Noted before presentation considering the above agreements.

R2-095683
MBMS Notification Content on PDCCH
ZTE
Disc
· Noted before presentation considering the above agreements.

R2-095690
Paging for MBMS notification
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

· Noted before presentation considering the above agreements.

R2-095688
Contents of M-RNTI
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

· Noted before presentation considering the above agreements.

R2-095984
Reliability of MCCH change notification
CMCC
Disc
· Samsung thinks that idle mode UEs will always check paging occasions but does this apply to connected mode UEs?

· CMCC answers that proposal 1a and 1b are not anymore valid considering the agreements on notification.

Proposals 2a & 2b

· ZTE supports the proposal but would like to shorten the modification period.

· Huawei does not understand why the modification period should be shortened.

· CATT supports both 2a and 2b.

· ITRI and Huawei support the proposal.
· LGE would prefer not to make N configurable and leave it up to UE implementation.

· CMCC does not believe this can be left to UE implementation.

· Samsung has a slight preference for fixing N in the specification and wonders if we really need to specify idle mode UE behaviours.

· CMCC believes that idle mode behaviour should also be specified.

· Samsung & LGE thinks that it should be implicit as for regular paging.

· LGE adds that network behaviour is still unclear: how is the M-RNTI sent?

· Nokia wonders how the behaviour for existing system information is today specified and is there anything to learn from it?

· Samsung thinks the issue is different from system information where notification is more continuous.

· Ericsson and ST-Ericsson believe the discussion depends a lot on the values of N and favour low values of N.

· ZTE asks the impacts of having a short modification.

· Huawei and Samsung do not see the need for sending more notification than required. In every notification occasion, the UE should naturally check whether a notification is sent.

· Ericsson points out that there is no requirement for system information but some exist for ETWS.

· Huawei comments that since all UEs wake up at the same time at MBSFN specific notification occasion, there is no need for a value tag.

· Ericsson asks if we have a value tag in MCCH.

· Huawei thinks that was already discussed but since MCCH is only sent in one subframe, there is no gain.

· Samsung adds that since there is only one message, a value tag is not required.

· Ericsson favours having minimum requirements in a similar fashion as for ETWS.

· LGE disagrees with comparing MBMS to ETWS and asks where is notification sent: MBSFN subframe only?
· Confirm that there is no need for a value tag in MCCH, will specify when notification is received (when the UE wakes up). FFS how often notification is sent for reliability.
· Will have an email discussion on notification [email CMCC]
- how is the M-RNTI sent
- reliability aspects
- whether MBSFN subframes are always used for the notification
R2-096043
MCCH Change Indicator for UEs Receiving a Session
ITRI
Disc

· Samsung comments that saving 360 subframes in 2 hours (7200000), may not be useful
· Noted.
Miscellaneous
R2-095843
Issues on consecutive packet loss in MBSFN transmission
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent, ZTE
Disc

· Chairman asks if it is correct to assume as a starting point that the instantaneous bit rate of video codecs varies a lot?
· Alcatel-Lucent replies that according to SA2, there is no MBR above GBR

· Samsung believes that in real-life, the bit rate is very stable over the transport.

· ZTE thinks that even though MBR = GBR, the bit rate varies.

· Samsung thinks we should check with SA4 and points out that the discussion paper is limited to video streaming.

· Huawei agrees with Samsung.

· Nokia summarizes the paper as reverting the agreement we already have on not making any changes to RLC. Nokia also questions some of the assumptions made in the calculations but since they compensate each other (one over-estimation, one under-estimation), the conclusion could be valid if we indeed assume 0.1% loss in transport.

· Samsung asks what packet loss rate was assumed for Table 3.
· Alcatel-Lucent clarifies that 0.1% was used.

· Samsung comments that increasing SYNC period makes the data rate more constant and questions the packet loss rate of 0.1%.
· Alcatel-Lucent thinks that M1 may consist of more than one hop and that increases the end-to-end loss rate.

· Motorola comments that in their views the larger the period, the larger the loss rate.
· Alcatel-Lucent clarifies that this is dropping, not loss rate.

· Samsung points out that what matters is how we design the system for MBMS.
· Alcatel-Lucent adds that RAN3 solutions are also being discussed to cope with the issue so there may not be any RAN2 impacts to cope with VBR and error rate ~ 0.1%.

· ZTE thinks that the agreement on muting the whole SYNC period may still have to be re-discussed.

· Nokia points out that not changing RLC implies the agreed scheme we have for muting till the end of the SYNC period.

· Ericsson agrees with some of the figures and shares the concerns.
· Chairman lists the two choices we have:
1) revert the agreement on RLC (and allow dynamic bit rates and high loss rate from the start)
2) keep RLC as agreed and trust RAN3 to introduce enhancements later to allow for dynamic bit rates and reduce M1 loss rate if so required.

· CMCC and KDDI supports the 2nd option.

· Ericsson asks if RAN3 has already discussed this.

· Huawei answers that yes it has been.

· Keep the agreement on RLC and send an LS to RAN3 in R2-096154 [CB Friday Huawei].

R2-095842
Comparison of the solutions to re-synch in case of two or more consecutive packet lost
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent, ZTE
Disc

· Noted without presentation given the previous discussion.

R2-095689
Discussion on service continuity
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

Proposal 1

· Samsung would like to understand the motivation
· LGE answers that this is needed to inform the user.

· Ericsson questions the need for explicit signalling as the user should already be aware of possible limitations in coverage.

· Samsung wonders if that could not be left to UE implementation.

· Noted

Proposal 2

· Nokia believes that pure broadcast mode precludes any context in the eNB.
· LGE thinks that favouring cells transmitting MBMS at HO maybe beneficial.

· Samsung agrees with Nokia and adds that UE capability could be enough.

· Ericsson asks if the proposal is to add “MBMS reception” to HO decision?

· LGE confirms.

· Samsung also thinks this contradicts earlier agreement

· Chairman agrees (see RAN2#65bis).

· Noted

Proposal 3

· Samsung agrees with no re-establishing RLC.
· Ericsson asks if there is something to specify?
· LGE answers that in UMTS we specify and asks whether PDCP is excluded.

· Huawei believes that it has already been agreed that PDCP is not used for MBMS.

· Chairman asks if the proposal is agreed, how is it captured.

· LGE answers that we can see in RLC whether we have an MBMS specific section

· Huawei wonders why having something about re-establishment when we do not have anything for establishment

· Proposal agreed for RLC

Agreements

1)
At serving cell change between cells of the same MBSFN area, RLC for MTCH/MCCH is not re-established. FFS whether this needs to be captured in 36.322 or 36.300.
R2-095793
MCS for Dynamic Scheduling Information in eMBMS
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

· ZTE, Hitachi, ASUSTeK supports all proposals

· Samsung thinks that loosing the DSI may not be too serious an issue and going from 0.1% to 0.5% may not be worth the effort.

· LGE agrees with Samsung.

· Ericsson believes the error rate can go up to 10%.

· CATT thinks that this precludes having MCCH and DSI in the same subframe.

· Ericsson answers that there is no issue.

· Samsung comments that DSI specific MCS will lower the amount of MTCH traffic in the subframe where the DSI is sent.
· Proposals are agreed.
Agreement

1) 
The DSI MCS shall be the same as the MCS for MCCH as signalled in SIB13.
R2-095841
Discussion on LTE MBMS flow shaping and the interval of re-synchronization
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent, ZTE
Disc

Proposal 1

· Chairman points out that this is an SA2/RAN3 issue and we have already sent an LS.
· Huawei disagrees with proposal.

· Noted

Proposal 2

· Nokia asks the impacts on muting.

· Alcatel-Lucent believes that RAN3 can introduce optimisations to reduce the muting.
· Ericsson doubt whether muting for long period of time would be acceptable.

· Huawei thinks we should first discuss the outcome of the user plane discussion.

· Motorola and Huawei had smaller values in mind and do not agree with the proposal.
· Noted.
R2-096040
MBMS bearers configuration for UTRAN and E-UTRAN
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

· Huawei mentions that RAN3 has already agreed that eNB should not support SYNC Type II.
· Noted (check offline that RAN3 should inform SA2, if not RAN2 will).
R2-095680
Resue the over-allocated MBSFN subframe
ZTE
Disc

· Huawei asks whether we really need all the proposed changes in RRC if we assume that unicast transmission can take place in the MBSFN subframes.

· Panasonic and NEC remind the group that RAN1 has already agreed not to have unicast transmissions in MBSFN subframes in Rel-9.

· ZTE believes this paper deals with a different issue.

· Samsung and KDDI do not believe this is essential for Rel-9.

· Noted.

R2-095791
MCCH termination
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

· Noted without presentation following the discussion on RAN3 LS in R2-095417
R2-095695
Discussion on MBMS Capability
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

· Noted.
6.3.2
Control Plane

Baseline CR
R2-095891
Baseline CR capturing eMBMS agreements
Samsung
CR
36.331
-
-
F
merges R2-094595 and R2-094596
REL-9
MBMS_LTE
· LG asks if the intention is also to change the name for Rel-8 (mbsfn-reservedSubframeConfigList).

· Samsung thinks the change should propagate to Rel-8.

· Nokia wonders what impacts this has on RAN1 specifications.

· Samsung clarifies that only what has been agreed so far has been captured.

· LGE thinks that for the MCCH message, a CHOICE should be used instead of SEQUENCE.

· Samsung agrees.

· CATT points out that SIB 13 was agreed for MBMS and that the support of more than one MBSFN area still is FFS.
· Stick to the existing naming mbsfn-SubframeConfigList and replace SEQUENCE by CHOICE in the MCCH IE. Further updates reflecting new agreements in R2-096155 [CB Friday Samsung]
Email discussion report

R2-095906
E-mail discussion on multiple MBSFN support (67#31)
LG Electronics Inc.
Report

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
related to email discussion [67#31]
Should anything be captured in Rel-9 specifications w.r.t. UE behaviour in case multiple MBSFN areas would be transmitted in a cell ? It seems clear that we do not want to over-demand the UE for these cases in Rel-9, but still we have to make sure that the UE will behave “acceptably” if network deployments would use such configuration.
Proposal 1
· HTC asks what happens if a UE receives two services on two different MBSFN areas?
· LGE thinks that based on the email discussion, that would be left up to UE implementation.

· Chairman asks if the UE has to monitor notification after having identified the services it is interested in.

· LGE thinks so when there is more than one service that the UE is interested in.

· Nokia disagrees.

· Samsung asks how MBMS services of higher priority would then be detected by a UE receiving an MBMS service?

· Nokia answers that the UE doesn’t have to if it isn’t interested in the service.

· Panasonic & HTC believes that notification is optional for the UE anyway.
· Agreed with the clarification that at least the one MCCH related to the service the UE is interested in maybe monitored.

Proposal 2&3
· Samsung asks if that affects our specification in any way

· LGE thinks that this could be captured in the Stage 2.

· Agreed

· In addition, LGE proposes to agree that on having multiple MCCH signalled on BCCH.
· Agreed

Agreements to be captured in R2-096153
1) UE can scan all MCCHs provided by a cell, if necessary e.g. after reading M-RNTI or for initial search of available services. After the UE finds the MCCH for the service(s) it is interested in, the UE should be able to at least monitor that MCCH.

2) Reception of more than one MBSFN for MTCHs is left for UE implementation for Release 9 UE
3) UE should be allowed to limit the number of services that it can receive in parallel
Agreement to be captured in R2-096155
4) Should be possible to indicate more than one MCCH on BCCH with separate parameters
BCCH
R2-095501
Discussion on the content of MBMS SIB
ASUSTeK
Disc

Proposal 1

· HTC and Samsung believes that we have already agreed this with proposal 4 of the previous document.
· Ericsson and Huawei supports the proposal.

· Noted (already agreed)

Proposal 2

· Huawei asks if there are any concerns in having all parameters in common (MCS).
· ASUSTeK does not see any.

· Samsung does not see a big difference in terms of overhead.

· Ericsson would prefer having at least separate MCS.

· Panasonic believes that some parameters should be common e.g. modification period.

· Samsung thinks that since MCCH are time-muxed this may not bring much battery saving.

· Agree not to have all parameters in common to reduce the signalling overhead i.e. all parameters are signalled separately per MBSFN/MCCH.
R2-095792
Introducing SIB13 for MBMS specific information
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

· Updated before presentation to R2-096047
R2-096047
Introducing SIB13 for MBMS specific information
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

On sending an LS to RAN1

· Nokia agrees this is a good idea and would also like to include other L1 aspects related to MBMS (e.g. PDCCH length and MCS for MCH)

· Will send an LS to RAN1 in R2-096156 [CB Friday Ericsson]
On SIB13 change frequency and impact to unicast UEs

· Ericsson worries about the impacts on unicast UEs

· Samsung believes the changes to MBMS SIB will not be reflected in the value tag.

· Nokia asks if SIB2 changes (making special treatment for SIB13 useless).
· Ericsson believes that it should be possible to avoid changes in SIB2.
· CATT thinks this was already discussed with R2-094914.

· Ericsson agrees that the proposal is similar but not the reasoning leading to it.

· Samsung asks if there is a common understanding whether there is a problem to be solved.

· Huawei asks if this can be introduced later on?

· Ericsson answers that this would require new SIBs.

· Panasonic does not see the need for supporting dynamically changing areas in Release 9 but would still support the proposal for future extension.

· Samsung thinks that a lot more is required to support dynamically changing areas.

· Huawei has some sympathy towards the proposal.

· Nokia wonders what impacts this has on MBMS UEs?

· Ericsson answers that it depends on the solution.

· There is some interest in limiting impacts of SIB13 changes on unicast UEs. Proposals should be contributed at the next meeting.
On value ranges for SIB13

· Email discussion [email Huawei]
R2-096041
Subframe allocation for eMBMS
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

· Samsung is a bit surprised by this document as it seems to ignore previous agreements.

· CATT has a contribution related to proposal 1 and agrees that proposal 2 and 3 were already discussed in the past.

· ZTE supports Ericsson proposal to extend.

· Samsung believes there are no new information justifying a new discussion.

· HTC believes only proposal 2 was already discussed.

Proposal 1

· Nokia thinks this is a change to Rel-8.

· HTC supports the proposal.
· Chairman proposes to stick to what we have and not re-open the discussion

· CATT does not support the proposal as one allocation provides enough flexibility.

· ZTE thinks we should anyway define a new MCCH SAP.

· R2-095468 is presented…
· Samsung thinks no new element has been brought.

· Huawei thinks that to support finer granularity you may need more than one SAP.

· Samsung answers that this was one reason why we agreed multiple patterns on MCCH. SIB2 SAP only indicates to Rel-8 UEs what should be ignored.

· Noted.

Proposal 2

· Only makes sense if proposal 1 is agreed.
· Noted.

Proposal 3

· Already agreed and captured in the baseline CR (6 bits bitmap).
R2-096009
Discussion on the MBMS SIB
HTC Corporation
Disc

· Noted before presentation given the previous discussion.

R2-095506
Value range for MCCH MP and MCCH offset
Huawei
Disc

Proposal 1 & 3

· Will be part of the email discussion on value ranges.

Proposal 2

· CATT supports.

· ZTE does not see the need for having a restriction.

· Huawei sees the need for informing the UE about a possible maximum.

· CMCC understands that the value range proposed is to guarantee that the value range is always larger than the BCCH one but wonders if that’s really always possible.

· Huawei as always the network can choose which value fits best.

· Will be part of the email discussion on value ranges.
MCCH
R2-095892
Further MSAP signalling details
Samsung
Disc

Proposal 1

· Nokia asks whether the main motivation is for positioning.

· Samsung things that is indeed an example.

· CATT wonders why not using something similar to SIB2.
· Samsung clarifies that the proposal is to use similar IE as in SIB2, the only difference being the “negative” patterns for more flexibility. What is in SIB2 represents a superset that can also be cell-specific.

· ZTE wonders what is the gain of having this negative SAP considering that it introduces signalling overhead.
· LGE asks what the benefit is for the UE.

· Samsung answers that it reduces signalling.

· LGE asks why an MBMS UE needs to know the positioning subframe.

· Samsung clarifies that this is not related to positioning subframe but allows complex patterns to be signal with less overhead than with an addition of positive patterns only.

· Nokia asks if leaving subframes “unused” would lead to the same result.

· Keep SAP similar to SIB2 SAPs.
Proposal 2

· Part of the email discussion on value range

Proposal 3

· Motorola supports.
· CATT wonders what benefit there is in this proposal?

· LGE asks why not relying on the DSI?

· Huawei clarifies that the agreement does not rely on the DSI to identify the MCH.

· Agreed.
Agreement

1)
Keep MSAP IE similar to SIB2 SAP IEs.

1)
For each MCH, the number of subsequent subframes allocated will be represented with an “end” field.

R2-095468
Further Considerations on MSAP
CATT
Disc

· Chairman believes that this could stem from a misunderstanding of what the existing agreement is.

· Nokia agrees.

· Samsung clarifies that the agreement was that we do not refer to SIB2 when defining MSAPs but similar structure to signal the MSAP can be used. Yet there are naturally a subset as the MSAP will not refer to subframes not defined by SIB2.
· HTC would prefer using subsets for MSAP.

· Noted.

Miscellaneous

R2-095469
MSAP occasion period indication in MCCH
CATT
Disc

Proposal 1
· LGE asks if we need to specify something, this seems to be like a network configuration issue.

· CATT sees some benefits.

· Huawei thinks this is premature we should first discuss the value range.

· First agree on the value range and only later investigate possible signalling optimisations.

Proposal 2

· LGE thinks this is not possible according to the agreements since DSI can only be transmitted after MCCH.

· Huawei understands proposal 2 as a limitation.

· CATT believes it simplifies DSI.

· Motorola expresses concerns on fixing the configuration in case we cannot fit the DSI and MCCH in the same subframe.

· Noted.
R2-095846
Reduce MTCH reception interruption when MCCH reception failed
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

· Chairman comments that this seems to be limited to complete reconfiguration of the MCCH as the agreement on DSI we have ensures service continuity when adding / removing services.

· ITRI comments that adding an additional field would impact SIB13.

· Huawei believes we already have enough flexibility.

· Noted
R2-095904
Reception of MBMS service and non-MBMS service
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

· Samsung asks if there are any problems with option 3 (UE behavior is left for UE implementation).
· LGE answers that there may not be any problem.

· Ericsson worries that option 3 may prevent the eNB from knowing possible cases where the UE prioritise MBMS and would therefore like to have a notification.
· Samsung points out that in time domain multiplexing, there may not be any prioritisation required.

· CATT agrees with Samsung.

· LGE agrees that the UE can receive all subframes but may not be able to process all.

· Ericsson thinks this depends on MBMS UE capabilities.

· Assume that UE behaviour is left to UE implementation.

Withdrawn
R2-095504
MSAP indication
Huawei
Disc

6.3.3 User Plane

Baseline CR
R2-095505
Capturing MBMS agreements in MAC
Huawei
CR
36.321
-
-
B
REL-9
MBMS_LTE

· ZTE would like to extend the dotted line of control to demuxing of MCH.

· Agreed as baseline with this change in R2-096157 [CB Friday Huawei]
R2-095507
Capturing MBMS agreements in RLC
Huawei, NEC
CR
36.322
-
-
B
REL-9
MBMS_LTE
· LGE thinks that reordering will not be used for MCCH/MTCH.

· Huawei asks if we then need a new figure just for MBMS.

· LGE proposes to add a note.
· Nokia sees one space too many somewhere.

· Agreed with those changes in R2-096158 [CB Friday Huawei]
Email discussion report

R2-095511
Report of email discussion on MBMS UP [67#32]
Huawei
Report
REL-9
MBMS_LTE
related to email discussion [67#32]
 Try to finalize remaining user plane related open issues like: DSI contents, Any required RLC UM modifications? If so, what? PDCCH format used for MCCH notification.

0)
indicate the length of DSI MAC CE in the MAC PDU subheader

· Agreed.

1) agree to indicate “Stop” position in the Dynamic Scheduling Information MAC CE

· Ericsson comments that another benefit is that the stop of MTCHn-1 is also the start of MTCHn
· Agreed

2) use 8-bit “Stop” position in the Dynamic Scheduling Information MAC CE

· Samsung point out that since the number of bits depends on the longest MSAP occasion, we could maybe wait for the value range to be agreed.

· Huawei thinks that  8 bits already provide a lot of flexibitly.

· Agreed

3a)
agree that if UE does not have up to date MCCH, it will not be able to properly receive the services, so there is no need to design DSI to work without the current MCCH

· Nokia thinks that if only sessions that the UE is not receiving are removed form the MCCH, reception should still be possible. That requires explicit signalling of the LCID.

· Huawei sees this as an optimisation in case of error.

· Samsung does not see this as an optimisation.

· Huawei thinks that in general control information should be reliable enough, and does not understand why the MTCH would change earlier than MCCH.

· Nokia comments that this would require additional rules.

· Huawei answers that this could be kept as an implementation.

· Samsung suggests to wait a bit before concluding on the issue.

· LGE thinking is that the baseline is to have the LCID, removing it is an optimisation.

· Agree that the baseline is to have an explicit signalling of the LCID is the DSI. FFS is this can be removed. 

3b)
use a special Stop value to indicate the unscheduled services

· Nokia thinks that one benefit is to fix the length of the DSI regardless of the number of scheduled services.
· HTC wonders why we then need the length of the DSI.

· Nokia believes the length is always required to cope with addition/removal of services.

· Agreed.

4)
agree to reset RLC SN at start of MSAP occasion

· Alcatel-Lucent thinks this is related to dropping and would like to wait.

· Huawei is concerned with waiting for an hypothetical RAN3 decision on possible optimisations.

· NEC agrees with Huawei but does not see why this agreement is inline with what we discussed this morning.

· Samsung believes that this resetting has nothing to do with muting in a SYNC period and RLC needs to be reset at a point of time anyway.
· NEC points out that resynchronisation is done when a new time stamp is obtained and this happens at SYNC period boundary.

· Samsung thinks that it does not really matter when RLC is reset and could even be done for every PDU.

· ZTE asks if there can be problems with resetting RLC at scheduling period.

· Agreed

5)
set RLC reordering window to 0 for MBMS
· Agreed

DSI agreements

1) the length of DSI MAC CE is indicated in the MAC PDU subheader
2) An 8 bits stop position is used per MTCH, a special value is used for unscheduled MTCHs.
3) DSI contains LCID of all MTCHs. FFS if this can be removed.

RLC agreements

4)  SN reset at start of MSAP occasion and no reordering.
PDU Format

R2-095503
Dynamic Scheduling MAC CE
Huawei
CR
36.321
-
-
B
REL-9
MBMS_LTE

· Should be updated to reflect the agreement of the meeting and then included in R2-096157.

· Alcatel-Lucent points out that they also have proposals for capturing Stage 3 aspects of the DSI in R2-095847.

· Noted.

R2-095470
MAC PDU for MBMS
CATT
Disc

· Noted before presentation given the previous agreements.

R2-095608
Analysis on required bits for alternatives of DSI format
HTC Corporation
Disc

· Noted before presentation given the previous agreements.

R2-095682
dynamic scheduling information transmission
ZTE
Disc

· Updated before presentation in R2-096204
R2-096204
dynamic scheduling information transmission
ZTE
Disc

Proposal 1

· Samsung thinks this is configurable and do not need to be fixed.
· ZTE clarifies that it is linked to the MSAP occasion and therefore remains somewhat configurable.

· Chairman still sees this as being fixed.

· Noted

Proposal 2

· Already agreed.
Proposal 3, 4 & 5
· CMCC sees some benefit in having an union DSI due to the agreement on common MCS.
· Huawei agrees with CMCC.

· Nokia thinks this introduces some additional complexity (e.g. DSI segmentation).

· ZTE does not see the added complexity as it just moves the DSI in time

· Motorola and LGE agrees with Nokia.

· ITRI asks what would be the LCID for union DSI.

· ZTE answers that it is the same one.

· Hitachi prefers to keep DSI at the beginning of the MSAP occasion.

· Noted.
R2-095696
Minor optimization of DSI format
ETRI
Disc

Proposal 1 & 2

· Already covered by previous discussions.
Proposal 3

· Ericsson supports the proposal.
· Huawei suggests to reserve some values in the DSI and consider their usage in Release 10.

· LGE points out that in UMTS this information is already present and could therefore be included in LTE.

· ZTE supports proposal 3.

· Nokia wonders how the timing of such an indication would be coordinated across eNBs.

· Samsung does not see this as an essential feature for Release 9.

· Agree that reserved values are included in the DSI for future use.
R2-095790
DSI for short sessions in LTE MBMS
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

· LGE thinks that proposal 2 is already in UMTS and proposal 1 could be useful for UE power saving.

· KDDI does not see this as an essential addition for Release 9.

· Motorola agrees with KDDI.

· ZTE supports proposal 1.

· Ericsson sees this as a minor specification effort and should therefore be supported.

· Samsung does not think this is an argument.

· Huawei suggests to note the proposal.

· Noted.
R2-095844
Detailed DSI format design for eMBMS
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-095847
Introduction of detailed DSI format for eMBMS
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.321
-
-
B

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
· Will be used to produce R2-096157.

· Noted
RLC

R2-095510
RLC SN reset for MBMS SFN
Huawei
CR
36.322
-
-
B
REL-9
MBMS_LTE
Proposal: reset RLC SN for MCCH at MCCH modification period boundary
· Samsung supports the proposal as the content needs to be synchronised for MBSFN transmission.

· Nokia wonders why not resetting it at every repetition period instead

· Huawei thinks this could also work.

· Agree to reset RLC SN for MCCH at MCCH modification period boundary
Modelling A or B

· Huawei prefers A as it is simpler and probably enough.

· LGE prefers B as it is more consistent.

· Samsung sees no difference.

· Modelling A is agreed.

Stage 2

· Agreed with “shall set” replaced by “sets”

· Corresponding updates to be included in R2-096153 (Stage 2) and R2-096158 (RLC)
Agreements

1)
reset RLC SN for MCCH at MCCH modification period boundary
R2-095845
RLC UM for MBSFN transmission
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

· Noted before presentation considering previous agreements

Not Available / Late
R2-095947
Dynamic Scheduling in LTE MBMS
Motorola
Disc

Come Back Friday

R2-096153
MBMS Agreements 
Huawei
CR
36.300
-
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE

R2-096154
LS to RAN3 on packet loss in MBSFN transmission, Huawei

R2-096155
Baseline CR for MBMS
Samsung
CR
36.331
-
-
F
REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R2-096156
LS to RAN1 on L1 aspects for MBMS, Ericsson

R2-096157
Capturing MBMS agreements in MAC
Huawei
CR
36.321
-
-
B
REL-9
MBMS_LTE

R2-096158
Capturing MBMS agreements in RLC
Huawei
CR
36.322
-
-
B
REL-9
MBMS_LTE

Emails

1) Notification [CMCC]

- how is the M-RNTI sent?

- reliability aspects?

- whether MBSFN subframes are always used for the notification?
2) SIB 13 / MCCH value ranges [Huawei]

LS
R2-096156
LS to RAN1 on L1 aspects for MBMS, Ericsson

R2-096154
LS to RAN3 on packet loss in MBSFN transmission, Huawei













