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1
Introduction
MBMS features introduced in Rel-12 introduced a misalignment between between M2AP and RRC IEs as discussed in [1] and [2].  A proposed Rel-12 correction was submitted to RAN3#89. However the backwards compatible approach also makes it a suitable as a Rel-13 correction, enabling MBSFN resource saving for some public safety services that require suspension notification (e.g. 80 ms vs. 40 ms scheduling period for QCI 66), and also enhancing flexibility for data transmission using MBMS.

We also propose some update of the semantics description of the M2AP PMCH Configuration IE.
2
Discussion
Two functional aspects relative to the M2AP/RRC IE misalignment were discussed at RAN3#88. Those were:
· Enable suspension notification for sessions that are scheduled on PMCHs using legacy MSP/MCS.

· Avoid toggling between Rel-9 and Rel-12 signaling for a given session, in case of PMCH reconfiguration. 

There was no convergence on these functional aspects, e.g. whether it should be possible for an operator to schedule QCI 66 using 80 ms scheduling period (RF8):

	QCI
	Resource Type
	Priority Level
	Packet Delay Budget
	Packet Error Loss

Rate (NOTE 2)
	Example Services

	66
(NOTE 3)
	
	2
	100 ms
(NOTE 1, NOTE 10)
	10-2
	Non-Mission-Critical user plane Push To Talk voice


At RAN3#88 some companies argued that this QCI will not need the suspension notification, because intended for non-mission critical public safety. Some implementations may also prefer to use a scheduling period of 40 ms for this QCI. On our side we would not like to have such kind of restrictions in M2AP, thinking that it is likely that an implementation could use a scheduling period of 80 ms for this QCI in order to save radio resources. Furthermore services for non-missions-critical public safety will be the most likely to be suspended in a congestion  scenario, and we therefore believe that suspension notification is needed for this QCI. Anyway the proposal does obviously not preclude a scheduling period of 40 ms for QCI 66.
Another aspect is linked to data transmission using MBMS, where the standardized QCI 70 has a relaxed latency requirement but a very strong Packet Error Loss Rate requirement making  it questionable whether it can be broadcast using MBMS (i.e. without HARQ). 
	QCI
	Resource Type
	Priority Level
	Packet Delay Budget
	Packet Error Loss

Rate (NOTE 2)
	Example Services

	70
(NOTE 4)
	
	5.5
	200 ms
(NOTE 7, NOTE 10)
	10-6
	Mission Critical Data (e.g. example services are the same as QCI 6/8/9)


Still, considering that video and data transfer are among the most important drivers to use LTE for public safety, we expect that it will be beneficial to use MBMS also for data. A possible solution could rely on higher-layer error correction, e.g. based on redundant encoding (FEC) in higher layers. In absence of a standardized QCI, operators using such solution could then use a proprietary QCI with relaxed Packet Error Loss Rate, compatible with MBMS broadcast. However it should be possible to use such proprietary QCI together with the suspension notification.
Based on this, we propose to agree the M2AP CR submitted to this meeting in [3].
3
Conclusion
In order to enable MBSFN resource saving for some public safety services that require suspension notification (e.g. 80 ms vs. 40 ms scheduling period for QCI 66), and also enhancing flexibility for data transmission using MBMS, we propose to agree the M2AP CR submitted to this meeting in [3].
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