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1. Overall Description:

RAN3 thanks SA2 for the received LS on RAN impacts from enTV study. RAN3 has considered the potential impacts raised by SA2, and would like to provide the following feedback:
SA2 Requested feedback 1 (RAN2/RAN3): 

SA2 would like to request feedback from RAN2/RAN3 regarding the feasibility of MBSFN synchronization area spanning within and across PLMNs (Option A) from RAN perspective

Answer: Current RAN3 specifications do not prevent the eNBs from different operators to be in the same MBSFN synchronization area. Some details of the M2AP signalling may need to be clarified to explicitly enable different PLMNs in MCE and eNB. 
RAN3 however notes that such operation increases deployment/inter operator coordination complexity, and specifically it requires:
· Synchronization between the eNBs of different PLMNs, noting that the participating PLMNs may have different synchronization/timing strategies for already deployed non-shared frequencies.
· Timing coordination between shared MCE and all eNBs to ensure the synchronization of MCCH updates, and between shared BM-SC and all eNBs to ensure common start of the synchronization period.
· Awareness by the shared BM-SC of the worst case transport and processing delays of the involved eNBs in all the PLMNs.

· All operators must use same MBMS architecture, i.e. centralized MCE architecture, while this is not required in Option B1 and B2 where each operator can freely use their preferred MBMS architecture

In addition, RAN3 also noted that there may be a need to handle both operator-managed MBSFN and shared-content MBSFN in an eNB. The current MBMS architecture assumes a single MCE per eNB: having both a shared MCE (handling the shared broadcast in F3), and a separate operator MCE (handling PLMN-specific content) connected to the same eNB may require significant changes to current MBMS architecture. The alternative (handling all MBSFN areas in the shared MCE) has not been studied but it was noted that it implies that a shared node (the MCE) controls the radio resources of a node from another operator (the eNB), and this is not desirable.
SA2 Requested feedback 2 (RAN3): 

SA2 would like to request feedback on the realization of an inter-PLMN M3* reference point (Option B1) and on inter-PLMN M1* reference point (used by all options).

Answer: RAN3 does not find fundamental problems with the operation in option B1, with an inter-PLMN M3AP, although some details of the M3AP signalling may need to be clarified to explicitly enable different operating PLMNs in CN and in RAN. 

RAN3 notes that the inter-PLMN M1* reference point is always possible, and as stated in the response to Q1, this has no impacts on specifications. However, from deployment complexity perspective, RAN3 notes that options B1 and B2 require MBSFN operation in each of the PLMNs separately, which considerably reduces the requirements for inter-PLMN coordination.
2. Actions:

To SA2:
ACTION:
RAN3 kindly asks SA2 to take the above considerations into account.

3. Date of Next TSG-RAN WG3 Meetings:

TSG-RAN WG3 Meeting #93bis     10th – 14th October 2016

Sophia Antipolis, France

TSG-RAN WG3 Meeting #94          14th – 18th November 2016

Reno, USA
