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Abstract: This contribution provides explanatory material and proposes a way forward for an item that proved controversial at the previous SA6 meeting (#45-bis-e).
The issue

Note: in discussions related to the 5MBS entities “MBSF” and “MBSTF” and their functionality, make sure that there is no confusion or conflation between the 23.247 terms “service layer”, “service mode” and “service level”.

4G Mission Critical services over eMBMS identify optional support for certain features (see 23.280, 23.282):
· RoHC, as provided by the BM-SC

· FEC, as provided by the BM-SC

·  “User service” used for MCData FD, provided by BM-SC as described in TS 26.346 from SA4
It is not clear if or to what extent these features provided by BM-SC have been deployed or are being used. In addition, there are procedures in 23.280 and 23.282 for RoHC, FEC and MCData FD over eMBMS to be provided directly by the MCX servers.

In 5MBS, the BM-SC is replaced in part by two service layer entities “MBSF” (for control plane) and “MBSTF” (for user plane) whose use and presence in the 5MBS architecture are not required if the features mentioned above are not used. 
Deciding not to offer those features in Rel-18, could be seen as a “take away” of functionality in 5G versus 4G, for new 5G installations and for existing 4G installations that may be using the features. SA6 needs to look at all the impacts of including versus excluding those features in Rel-18 and make a decision on how it wants to proceed before completing the current MC over 5MBS work.
Way forward and proposal
Some factors to consider are:

· Before the Rel-18 Stage 2 freezing deadlines, there may be material changes in SA2 and SA4 specs dealing with MBSF, MBSTF, their associated interfaces and functionalities. So an early decision, one way or the other, may be premature.
· Even if those features are excluded, support of MBSF and MBSTF entities and associated interfaces in MC over 5MBS may still be necessary if the interworking between legacy eMBMS and 5MBS occurs via the “Joint BM-SC MBSF” entity as described in TS 23.247.
· Consistent with 23.247 which show the MBSF and MBSTF entities and associated interfaces as optional, their presence in the 5MBS architecture in the specs do not require them to be implemented or deployed, unless needed for a specific functionality (i.e. features or interworking with eMBMS).

Proposal: Add an Editorial Note stating that support in the mission critical specs for the features under discussion is FFS. When SA6 makes a decision on the issue, the EN will be removed and/or replaced with appropriate text or NOTE. 
