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1.  Introduction
This document is a revision of only the ‘privacy aspects of PTM/P2P’ portion of S2-131963.

2.  how to establish MBSFN operation?

Reading TS 36.300 and other RAN specifications implies that MBMS in LTE requires some 1ms sub-frames within the 10ms LTE frame structure to be converted to MBSFN operation.
There is a soft implication that the downlink part of the MBSFN sub-frames are used only for ‘broadcast data’ and not for other devices. i.e. establishment of an MBSFN configuration is damaging to the point to point capacity of a cell and hence it should only be used when really needed.

TS 36.300 does not seem to describe how cells are (re)configured between MBSFN and Non-MBSFN operation. It is understood that ‘broadcast’ information indicates the use/non-use of MBSFN in the cell, and, that UEs can be informed of changes to the broadcast information by indications that are sent when the mobiles wake up to receive paging.

The use/non-use of MBSFN in a cell would seem to need to be understood by both Emergency Service mobiles and ordinary mobiles.

Changing the broadcast system information reliably requires that mobiles are notified over multiple DRX period. Currently the longest DRX period is [2.56] seconds (although various companies are proposing longer values with the MTCe Work Item) so it can be expected that the RAN would take up to 10 seconds (e.g. 4 repetitions) to reliably switch the vast majority of UEs from non-MBSFN to MBSFN operation.
This long delay in establishing MBSFN operation means that the ‘Group call manager’ would normally need to pre-establish MBSFN operation based on the ‘congregation’ of users within a group rather than based on the need to distribute media to that group.

The visibility of ‘unusual’ use of MBSFN operation to criminals is a concern -> the nature of the group and the event/incident (e.g. massively publicised carnival vs police surrounding a remote farmhouse in the countryside in a kidnap investigation) will need to be taken into account before establishing MBSFN operation -> in reality this can only be done at (or above) the application layer. 

4.  Proposals
It is proposed that the following revision marked changes are added to TR 23.768 v0.1.0

5
Key Issues

Editor’s Note: For each key issue identified, the clause will capture the “General description and assumptions” (sub-clause 1). Different architecture solutions to address the key issues will be documented in Clause 6.

5.1
Key Issue #1: Decision point for using PtP and/or PtM 
5.1.1
General description
Should the decision to use PtP and/or PtM distribution be done at the application layer or within the 3GPP EPS layer? Proposed solutions should explain why the proposed method should be used and how this may be achieved?
5.1.2
Group Privacy Considerations for PtP/PtM Decision
The use of PTM by a cell is communicated in broadcast information and typically most cells might not use PTM.
Editor’s Note: 
it is FFS whether Groups are treated independently or whether several Groups share a single PTM identifier at the RAN or EPS level.
Hence the activation (or modification) of PTM resources in a cell may serve as a warning to criminals of the nearby presence of public safety personnel.
Some entity in the network needs to take account of the Group’s privacy settings before deciding to use PTM, e.g. 
· Whether to NEVER establish PTM for that group;

· Whether to perform a “fast” PTM activation over a single DRX period thereby risking some mobiles not discovering the broadcast but minimising the time that PTM can be detected;

· Whether there are no restrictions on PTM for that group.
Privacy considerations such as these should be taken into account when making the decision on ‘application layer’ vs ‘3GPP EPS’ control of PTM/PtP bearer usage.
****** end of changes ***
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