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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _GoBack]This contribution discusses if it is needed to have identity and group management on L2/L3 for the prioritized ProSe 1: M D2D communication for Public Safety (PS) usage [1], as questioned in RAN2#84 agenda item 7.5.3.2.
2	Discussion
Let us first distinguish pre-defined user group from presently formed user group of ProSe D2D communications. The pre-defined user group refers to some user groups that a ProSe D2D user subscribes or registers to. Each pre-defined user group is assumed to have a preconfigured Group ID known by all members of the group. Each member of the pre-defined user group may also have an assigned or registered UE ID specific to the group. The pre-defined user group may be closed or restricted for limited membership or opened for some or all ProSe D2D users. One ProSe D2D user can be a member of one or more pre-defined user groups. The identity and management of pre-defined user groups are out of the RAN2 WG scope. The presently formed user group refers to some group of ProSe D2D users which is, for example, physically involved in sharing a common pool of radio resources for conducting D2D communications over a certain location or service area of interest at present. The main question now is if identity and group management of the presently formed user group for ProSe D2D communications is needed on L2/L3, in particular taking into account the prioritized 1: M communications of PS.
The 1: M communications of PS, as prioritized and clarified in [1], may include also 1:1 and even 1:0 communications. The latter implies the case that one may broadcast to the group without a need of making sure if someone else in the group is able to hear it. In this case it also possible that two or more UEs may transmit to the same group at the same time without being aware of each other’s transmissions. It should be clarified if there is a need of supporting that one user may hear many others at the same time for the group communications of PS. Moreover it should be clarified if the capability of supporting that many users may talk at the same time within the same group should be included also for the case of 1: M communications.
Proposal 1: For the group communications of PS, RAN2 should clarify whether there is a need of supporting that users may hear many others of the same group simultaneously and whether many users within the same group may talk simultaneously (i.e. M:M communication) or not.
In the broadcast based D2D group communication of interest if members are not required to discover each other before communications taking place and any users who are able to decode the broadcast information of the group can be considered as group members then identity and group management of the presently formed user group, corresponding to a pre-defined user group for the group communication, is not necessary. This observation is applied at least in those cases wherein the broadcast data are not ciphered at all (opened for all) or ciphered using some pre-defined group specific keys preconfigured to all group members (closed for individual pre-defined user group). This is similar to proving a MBMS service for idle UEs. The preconfigured Group ID of the pre-defined group may be used as such for addressing the broadcast communication of individual transmitting members to the group on L2/L3. It may be optional for the transmitting users to indicating UE ID on L2/L3, depending on whether the same channel resources can be used for more than one transmitting user or not.
Observation 1: If members of the broadcast based D2D group communication are not required to discover each other before communications taking place and any users who are able to decode the broadcast information of the group can be considered as group members then identity and group management of the presently formed user group, corresponding to a pre-defined user group for the group communication, is not necessary.
It is further observed that L2/3 identity and group management based on using some RNTI requires feedback control signalling, e.g., RNTI assignment/confirmation. This often implies a need of having a control connection beforehand and a centralized control entity.
Let us now discuss the need of L2/3 identity and group management in supporting the broadcast based D2D group communication of interest in the context of resource allocation.
Intuitively, a larger D2D communication group may have more traffic demands and many transmitting members and therefore may need more resources than a smaller one, provided the same radio environment, the same service and the same group priority. These factors may of course be dynamic in reality. Hence, being able to monitor the presently formed user groups on transmission/reception activities thereof at least to some basic extent (such as the number of transmitting users, traffic demands and priorities specific to certain pre-defined user groups, users and services) is beneficial for efficient resource allocation and providing a fair sharing of resources among the present user groups. In network controlled D2D communications, such monitoring may be easy to implement or facilitate, especially if active group members are considered being in the connected state of the network. In autonomous D2D communications, the practicality of such monitoring depends on, e.g.: sensing capabilities of group members in the distributed RA based approach; or coordinating capabilities of cluster head (CH) and signalling between CH and cluster members in the centralized RA based approach. Note that the distributed RA vs. centralized RA is discussed in many contributions in RAN2#83bis including [2] for an example, and therefore basic concept and assumption behind the distributed and centralized RA approaches are omitted herein.
Proposal 2: RAN2 should consider the need of monitoring the presently formed user groups on transmission/reception activities thereof to facilitate efficient resource allocation and providing a fair sharing of resources among the present user groups taking into account different QoS requirements.
3	Conclusion
This contribution has provided a discussion on the need of L2/L3 identity and group management for the broadcast based D2D group communication of interest. The following proposals and observation have been made for RAN2 considerations.
Proposal 1: For the group communications of PS, RAN2 should clarify whether there is a need of supporting that users may hear many others of the same group simultaneously and whether many users within the same group may talk simultaneously (i.e. M:M communication) or not.
Observation 1: If members of the broadcast based D2D group communication are not required to discover each other before communications taking place and any users who are able to decode the broadcast information of the group can be considered as group members then identity and group management of the presently formed user group, corresponding to a pre-defined user group for the group communication, is not necessary.
Proposal 2: RAN2 should consider the need of monitoring the presently formed user groups on transmission/reception activities thereof to facilitate efficient resource allocation and providing a fair sharing of resources among the present user groups taking into account different QoS requirements.
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