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Abstract of the contribution: This paper proposed to update evaluation the for KI#9. 
Discussion
#1 Regarding joint-box of BM-SC and MBSF-C/MBSF-U (naming alignment under discussion in the same meeting (see S2-2008516) and same TMGI for both eMBMS and 5MBS.
In Sol#43, a joint BM-SC/MBSF is assumed in Figure 6.43.1-1, and the same TMGI is assumed, see below:
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In eMBMS, the same group call can be delivered over different MBMS bearers (i.e. using different TMGIs) per TS 23.280 clause 10.7.3.7 (using one MB2-U tunnel for each MBMS bearer), while in 5GS, if multicast communication is applied, one TMGI is used for one group call.

In eMBMS, multiple group calls can be mapped to the same MBMS bearer (i.e. multiplexing) in order to be radio resource efficient per TS 23.379 clause 10.10, while in 5GS, if multicast communication is applied, such multiplexing may not be desired as the radio resource is allocated only when there is UE joining.  
So in the scenario of eMBMS – 5MBS (multicast), the joint box of BM-SC and MBSF may not be useful, as the Application Server may need to deliver data packets of group calls over different MB2-U tunnels, see below for an illustration taking MB2 as an example (assuming Application Server in the trust domain): 

[image: image2.emf]MB2-C MB2-U

MBSU

MBSF

BM-SC

MB2-C MB2-U MB2-U

TMGI1 TMGI2

Application Server

TMGIx


Furthermore, a requirement as “using the same TMGI for 5MBS sessions as for an eMBMS bearer” creates unnecessary restrictions to Mission Critical procedures.

[Proposal-1] It’s proposed to clarify the above in evaluation.
#2 5GC (or rather EPC) individual delivery when UE moves from 5GS to EPS

There are a few solutions (e.g. Sol#41, #42, #46) proposing to use 5GC (or rather EPC) individual delivery to continue the MBS data transferring after UE moves from 5GS to EPS, there are a few observations as follows:
In Sol#41, 

-
for “eMBMS delivery to 5G MBS delivery”, it’s stated that “The mechanism defined in TS 23.468 [5] is used for switching from MBMS bearer delivery to individual MBS delivery”, however, individual delivery is not visible to the Application Server therefore it’s not part of the mechanism specified in TS 23.468. It seems that this solution assumes that “individual delivery” is the same as “unicast delivery” which is not true.  

In Sol#42 and Sol#46, if individual delivery is used when UE moves from 5GS to EPS, it’s unclear how the resource for individual delivery can be released, as the individual delivery is not visible in the Application Server.
In Sol#46, in clause 6.46.3.1, it’s stated that “For EPS to 5GS mobility, the UE can trigger the switch from eMBMS delivery to unicast delivery as defined in the TS 23.468 [5] clause 5.3.3 before the EPS to 5GS mobility”, however, the UE cannot trigger the switching per TS 23.468, instead it’s the Application Server that decides if unicast delivery should be used. 
[Proposal-2] It’s proposed to capture the above in evaluation.
Proposal

It is proposed to include the following update in TR 23.757.
* * * Start of changes* * * 
7.9
Key Issue #9: Minimizing the interruption of public safety services upon transition between NR/5GC and E-UTRAN/EPC

There are a few solutions (e.g. Sol#41, #42, #46) proposing to use 5GC (or rather EPC) individual delivery to continue the MBS data transferring after UE moves from 5GS to EPS, a few issues are identified:

In Sol#41, for “eMBMS delivery to 5G MBS delivery”, it’s stated that “The mechanism defined in TS 23.468 [5] is used for switching from MBMS bearer delivery to individual MBS delivery”, however, individual delivery is not visible to the Application Server therefore it’s not part of mechanism specified in TS 23.468 [5]. It seems that this solution assumes that “individual delivery” is the same as “unicast delivery” which is not true.  

In Sol#42 and Sol#46, if individual delivery is used when UE moves from 5GS to EPS, it’s unclear how the resource for individual delivery can be released, as the individual delivery is not visible in the Application Server.

In Sol#46, in clause 6.46.3.1, it’s stated that “For EPS to 5GS mobility, the UE can trigger the switch from eMBMS delivery to unicast delivery as defined in the TS 23.468 [5] clause 5.3.3 before the EPS to 5GS mobility”, however, the UE cannot trigger the switch per TS 23.468 [5], instead it’s the AS decides if unicast delivery should be used. 

Regarding the service layer functionalities for interworking with LTE eMBMS, the following considerations are taken into account:

-
LTE eMBMS requires the use of a BM-SC. This includes the use of one or more TMGIs to identify the service and session on the LTE side.

-
For a UE to be able to identify the same service over LTE eMBMS and 5G MBS, then one approach is to identify the 5G MBS service with the same TMGI, however, a requirement as “using the same TMGI for 5MBS sessions as for an eMBMS bearer” creates unnecessary restrictions to Mission Critical procedure.
-
A way to achieve this is by a joint BM-SC/MBSF which can activate the transport in both LTE and 5GS, however, per clause 10.7.3.7 of TS 23.280 [14], there is already a need for Application Server in mission critical procedure to deliver data packets of group calls over different MB2-U tunnels, therefore requirement of joint BM-SC/MBSF may create unnecessary restriction to Mission Critical service.
* * * End of changes * * * 
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