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Abstract of the contribution: At the SA2#101, SA2 has approved and sent LS OUT S2-140563 to RAN2, RAN3 and RAN inquiring about the level of support for error/exception detection and uplink reporting in the eMBMS system, both via UE and via network, in order to facilitate rapid switching of user traffic from eMBMS to unicast, in case of problems on the eMBMS delivery path. Here is the status of on that liaison.
· RAN2 and RAN3 held their meetings during the week of 10-14 February 2014, SA2’s liaison was introduced in both RAN2 (R2-140811) and RAN3 (R3-140084). RAN will be having its meeting 3-6 March 2014
· Motorola Solutions sent e-mail on the RAN2 and RAN3 reflectors pointing out the closeness in time of the SA2#101bis start of meeting to the end date of the RAN WGs meeting, and urged expedient handling of the liaison, such that a short turn-around time can be achieved.  

· RAN3 managed to agree on an answer during the meeting and their response is in R3-140460 = S2-140701. In the case of RAN2 the response went to e-mail approval which is expected to complete by Feb 20, 2014.
Here is some information based on the discussion on the RAN2 and RAN3 reflectors, which may or may not be reflected in the liaison responses:

· It is apparent that reliable error/exception detection and propagation is not available in eMBMS via either UE or network paths.
· The uplink going ERROR messages on both M2 and M3 interfaces is used only for protocol errors. Cause values identifying various conditions( e.g. hardware errors, congestion) may be available, but they do not seem to be used and there are no procedures for the detection and reporting of these conditions. 

· It was pointed out that the BM-SC is required to send a SYNC message (w or w/o any data) every synchronization period, and an eNB not receiving such a message can consider it an error. However, there are no procedures defined on how to handle such a condition.

· RAN2 seemed to have some troubles understanding the liaison due to semantic ambiguity of the word “exception” which was used by the SA2 in the sense of a rarely occurring condition but was interpreted by RAN2 as an undocumented, non-standardized or not handled condition. In particular there was discussion on whether pre-emption is an exception or not.

· RAN2 also had difficulty identifying any errors, despite indications on the RAN2 and RAN3 reflectors that error conditions are already identified in the RAN documents, namely via the Cause codes on the M2 and M3 interfaces (e.g. hardware failure )

· In general, RAN2 seemed to agree that changes to MCCH can occur only at the boundary of modification periods, which currently is at least 5.12s. However, there was no consensus on whether the detection of any condition will actually result in a modification of the MCCH message. In particular it was pointed out that the requirement was on the MCE adding a new TMGI in the MCCH message, but that there was no requirement on the MCE to remove a TMGI from a  MCCH message when the TMGI stops being used. 
· There did not seem to be full agreement on whether a subframe  where a MSI normally needs to be sent can or cannot be fully muted when there was no data to be sent for any TMGIs. Nor did it seem to be full agreement on whether missing traffic for a single TMGI can be signaled by the absence of the associated logical channel in the MSI.  
