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1   Introduction 

Contribution ([1]) described the mixed IPv4 and IPv6 deployment issue for MBMS, and proposed changes to M2 interface to convey both IPv4 and IPv6 IP address to eNB. This contribution analyzes the issue and proposes a possible way forward. 
2   Detailed analysis 

The mixed IPv4 and IPv6 deployment issue for S1 interface has been discussed and agreed in last RAN3 meeting. The conclusion ([2]) is the HeNB GW selects the TNL address used with the S-GW when receiving both IPv4 address and IPv6 address. With this solution, the eNB and HeNBs are not affected. 
Similar mixed deployment issue for MBMS was discussed in ([1]). In order to support such scenario, we have following observations:

Observation 1: the MBMS-GW shall support both IPv4 and IPv6. In case eNBs with different IP versions connect to the same MCE, the MCE shall support both IPv4 and IPv6. There is no issue for eNBs supporting both IPv4 and IPv6. The issue is only for the eNB that only supports IPv4 or IPv6. 
Contribution ([1]) also described a scenario when M2 and M1 uses different address types:
Moreover, M2 interface and M1 interface may use different IP address types. An example is when the transport network is IPv4: M2 interface can be IPv6 and being encapsulated in an IPv4 tunnel, whereas multicast traffic cannot be encapsulated in an IPsec tunnel and hence must be of IPv4 type. 

This seems for the scenario that the eNB supports both IPv4 and IPv6, but the transport network is IPv4. It is unclear why the M2 is IPv6 when the transport network is IPv4. Why cannot the M2 simply use the same version as the transport network? 
Observation 2: Justification is needed for M2 to use a different IP version than the transport network. 
We belive the MBMS mixed deployment can use similar principle as the HeNB scenario. The MCE select the IP Multicast Address to be used by an eNB. This selection could be performed based on the MCE’s knowledge, e.g. the IP address type used for M2 interface. 
Proposal: The MCE select the IP Multicast Address to be used by an eNB, and no change to eNB.

Similar to S1 case, only Stage-2 CR is needed. No CR is needed for M2 (TS36.443).
3   Conclusion and Proposals
This contribution analyzed the mixed IPv4 and IPv6 deployment issue for MBMS. Our observations and proposals are:

Observation 1: the MBMS-GW shall support both IPv4 and IPv6. In case eNBs with different IP versions connect to the same MCE, the MCE shall support both IPv4 and IPv6. There is no issue in case the eNB supports both IPv4 and IPv6. The issue is only for the scenario that the eNB only supports IPv4 or IPv6. 

Observation 2: Justification is needed for M2 to use a different IP version than the transport network. 
Proposal: The MCE select the IP Multicast Address to be used by an eNB, and no change to eNB.

Draft Stage-2 CR can be found in ([3]).
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