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1
Introduction
In the recent RAN#43 meeting, RAN decided to support MBMS in Rel-9 LTE. Actually, there were a lot of discussion in RAN group, and the output is 36.300, which captured the most important agreements from RAN1/RAN2/RAN3. However, the current conclusion from SA2 (S2-091758) seems to be challenging RAN’s agreements. 
In RP-090350—WI for MBMS support in LTE, “RAN3 has to decide whether M3 or S1 is used” is shown in section 10.

This paper is going to show some consideration on this issue.

2 Discussion
In S2-091758 (which has been agreed in SA2#71), the following architecture is introduced:
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Figure 2: Reference architecture for Evolved Packet System with E-UTRAN & UTRAN (MBMS Broadcast Mode only)

In this kind of architecture, S1-MME is used for session control, instead of M3, while MME is in charge of session related signallings, as a separated CP entity.
Based on the above architecture, several different understandings can rise as follows:

1. S1-MME substitutes M3 and MCE doesn’t exist

[image: image2.emf]MME

MBMS-

GW

S

1

-

M

M

E

M

1

Sm

eNB


Figure xx: EMBMS architecture based on S1-MME without MCE
a) Neither MCE nor its functionality exists. 
b) MCE doesn’t exist, but its functionality does.

In this case, radio resource can not be coordinated for MBSFN. If MBSFN is required, it shall be constructured in semi-dynamic way, or OAM is responsible to allocate radio resource for MBSFN. It means that eNB has the funcationality of dealing with radio resource coordination for MBSFN without MCE. 
Nevertheless, it’s not proper way for MBSFN, which was discussed long time ago, and we agreed that MCE shall be introduced to handle MBSFN radio resource allocation instead of eNB. Of cource, EMBMS architecture is not a kind of flat one due to the introduction of MCE. However, it was forseen that eNB can not solve the radio resource allocation for MBSFN by its own. The result of radio resource will be probably not convergent.
c) Compatibility issue will occur:

Currently, we don’t need to consider how to discuss MBSFN in Rel-10, hence we don’t see the technical deatails for MBSFN as well. No matter what kind of concern, we shall not exclude the requirement for dynamic MBSFN.
Even if we currently decide not to use MCE for EMBMS, we have to consider how Rel-10 EMBMS can be compatible with Rel-9 EMBMS. Until then, there may be a great amount of work need to be done, e.g, MCE will have to be introduced to solve the problems.
Conclusion 1: MCE shall exist as a logical entity.
2. S1-MME substitutes M3, but MCE still exists
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Figure yy: EMBMS architecture based on S1-MME with MCE
a) In this case, MCE still exists as a separated logical entity, no matter where it will be deployed. Actually, there is possibility to deploy MCE in eNB or another phycial entity. We don’t exclude any possibility, but it’s obviously out of scope of RAN TS.
b) More important, S1-MME is used between MME and eNB. It’s not appropriate to re-use this interface in between MME and MCE.
c) If the MCE is deployed as a separated entity, the MBMS Session related signallings will be sent to MCE. Non MBMS related signalling will be sent to normal eNB. From MME perspective, the MME need to distinguish MCE from normal eNB.

d) Besides, only session related signallings will be transmitted over the interface between MME and MCE, the functionality of M3 and S1-MME are different, which means that most part of current procedures defined in 36.413 will not be used in M3.

Conclusion 2: whether MCE is part of eNB or not shall be deployment issue.
Conclusion 3: M3, instead of S1-MME, shall be used between CN node and MCE.
3 Conclusion
This contribution discusses the consideration on the sentence of “RAN3 has to decide whether M3 or S1 is used” from WI. 
It’s proposed 
1. to agree on the above conclusions 

2. not to change already reached agreements about E-MBMS architecture, which is captured in 36.300.
3. to send LS to SA2 for E-MBMS architecture alignment with the one in 36.300
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