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Introduction
CB: # eNBarchEvo2_General
- HW, CU, Orange, Telecom Italia:
Reuse the existing IEs of UE AP IDs (gNB-CU-CP UE E1AP ID and gNB-CU-UP UE E1AP ID) and node IDs (gNB-CU-UP ID and gNB-CU-CP ID) with some clarifications.
No need to clarify that the ng-eNB-DU may be co-located with ng-eNB-CU-CP
Add NOTE for clarifying the use of E-UTRAN PDCP in TS 36.401
Add the clarification that both eNB-CP and eNB-UP terminate the E1 interface
- Nokia:
Clarify the user-plane termination point between eNB-CP and eNB-UP and remove the corresponding FFS
- E///:
Capture in 3.1 and 6.1.1 of TS 36.401 that the UP termination points are situated in the eNB-CP and eNB-UP
Mention TS 38.425 in 6.1.1 of TS 36.401 as protocol between eNB-CP and eNB-UP
Turn WA on PDCP layer into an agreement i.e. NR PDCP should be used for ng-eNBs connected to 5GC. NR PDCP and LTE PDCP can both be used for legacy eNB
- SS:
Discuss which features to be supported in the split CP-UP architecture in E-UTRAN among the E-UTRAN features.
The impact on the E1AP to support E-UTRAN should be minimized and the E1AP for E-UTRAN supports only the common features for E-UTRAN and NG-RAN
Add a note to clarify that the E1 interface doesn’t support all features for E-UTRAN.
- Chair: 
Merge/revise as agreeable 3336, 3914?
Merge/revise as agreeable 3337, 3916?
Merge/revise as agreeable 3338, 3483, 3875, 3915?
Which features to be supported in the split CP-UP architecture in E-UTRAN among the E-UTRAN features in R17?
(Samsung - moderator)
Summary of offline disc in R3-214226
For the Chairman’s Notes

[To be agreed]
Capture TS 38.425 as protocol between eNB-CP and eNB-UP
R3-213875 (Ericsson) rev in new tdoc, TP for TS 36.401
- Merge R3-213338 (Huawei, China Unicom, Orange, Telecom Italia) if needed

Add the description for LTE CP-UP split in E-UTRAN in TS 38.460
Agree R3-213337 (Huawei, China Unicom, Orange, Telecom Italia), TP for TS 38.460

[bookmark: _GoBack]Turn the following WA as the agreement:
WA: NR PDCP should be used for ng-eNBs connected to 5GC. NR PDCP and LTE PDCP can both be used for legacy eNB.
Focus on the common features for E-UTRAN and NG-RAN in Rel.17. Whether to and how to capture it is FFS.
No further clarification for co-located ng-eNB-CU-CP and ng-eNB-DU

Whether to reuse the existing node IDs or introduce new identifiers is FFS.

[To be discussed during online session]
Open Issue (no consensus): the naming for the interface (user plane) between eNB-CP and eNB-UP:
· Option 1: Not naming the UP interface  Ericsson(?), Huawei, DT
· Option 2: Using E1 for UP (& CP)  Nokia, Samsung, DT
Depending on the agreement for the interface naming, TP for TS 36.401 and TS 38.460 need to be drafted:
R3-213338 (Huawei)/R3-213483 (Nokia)/ R3-213875 (Ericsson), TP for TS 36.401
- Capture the agreement in sect 3.1 (Definitions) and sect 6.1.1 (Overall architecture for CP/UP separation of an eNB)
(Moderator’s proposal) 
If Option 1 is agreed,
. In new tdoc, capture the changes for sect 3.1 in R3-213338 (Huawei) and the changes for sect 6.1.1 in R3-213483 (Nokia)
If Option 2 is agreed,
  . Agree R3-213875 (E///)

(If Option 2 is agreed) R3-213916 (Samsung) rev in new tdoc, TP for TS 38.460
- Capture the agreement only in sect 4.1 (E1 interface general principles).
Discussion – Phase 1

E1 user plane termination point

Currently BL CR for TS 36.401 includes the following Editor’s note for the user plane termination point between eNB-CP and eNB-UP:
Editor’s note: UP termination points between eNB-CP and eNB-UP needs to be captured. It is FFS how to capture it

3 companies propose removing the Editor’s note and adding similar clarification in the following section of TS 36.401 [4][5][6]:
· 3.1. Definitions (TS 36.401)
In [4],
eNB-Control Plane (eNB-CP): a logical node hosting the RRC/ RLC/MAC/PHY and the control plane part of the PDCP protocol for an eNB. The eNB-CP terminates the E1 interface connected with the eNB-UP.
eNB-User Plane (eNB-UP): a logical node hosting the user plane part of the PDCP protocol for an eNB. The eNB-UP terminates the E1 interface connected with the eNB-CP.
In [5],
eNB-Control Plane (eNB-CP): a logical node hosting the RRC/RLC/MAC/PHY and the control plane part of the PDCP protocol for an eNB. The eNB-CP terminates the E1 interface connected with the eNB-UP for control and user planes.
eNB-User Plane (eNB-UP): a logical node hosting the user plane part of the PDCP protocol for an eNB. The eNB-UPterminates the E1 interface connected with the eNB-CP for control and user planes.
In [6],
eNB-Control Plane (eNB-CP): a logical node hosting the RRC/ RLC/MAC/PHY and the control plane part of the PDCP protocol for an eNB. The eNB-CP terminates the UP interface for E-UTRA or NR PDCP PDUs with the eNB-UP.
eNB-User Plane (eNB-UP): a logical node hosting the user plane part of the PDCP protocol for an eNB. The eNB-UP terminates the UP interface for E-UTRA or NR PDCP PDUs with the eNB-CP.

· 6.1.1 Overall architecture for CP/UP separation of an eNB (TS 36.401)
In [4],
-	The eNB-UP is connected to the eNB-CP through the E1 interface;
	In [5],
	NOTE 2:  The eNB-CP and eNB-UP terminate the E1 interface for both control and user planes.
	In [6],
· The eNB-CP and the eNB-UP terminates the UP interface used to convey E-UTRA or NR PDCP PDUs. NR user plane protocol, as defined in TS 38.425 [z], is used for this interface.

Q1) Do you agree on removing the Editor’s notes and capturing the clarification for the user plane termination point between eNB-CP and eNB-UP in 3.1 and 6.1.1 of TS 36.401?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	The UP termination points between eNB-CP and eNB-UP needs to be captured. We are fine about the changes in [4]~[6], as long as the user plane is clearly stated for legacy eNB.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Agree

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	The clarifications in TS 36.401 are needed. As the wording used by proponents are not equivalent, is the intention of the moderator to discuss the exact wording in a 2nd phase of the CB discussion?

	Ericsson
	Yes
	It seems that there is a consensus to use the wording “interface”. The 2 options are:
1. Not naming this interface
2. Using E1 for both UP and CP, which de facto creates E1-U?

	Nokia
	Yes
	It is preferable to name the interface. As discussed in past, it is a significant difference with NG-RAN as W1-U is not used in E-UTRAN case. There is no reason to hide this fact by omitting the interface name.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Similar concern with Ericsson about the naming. 
As the interface between ng-eNB-CU and ng-eNB-DU is named as “W1” to avoid the misunderstanding with F1. Should we reuse the name of “E1” for this new interface?



Moderator’s Summary for sect. 3.1:
All companies agree on capturing the clarification for the user plane termination point between eNB-CP and eNB-UP in TS 36.401. However, before drafting the TP, the naming for the interface between eNB-CP and eNB-UP and selecting the contribution as a starting point should be discussed in 2nd round.

Support of E-UTRA/NR PDCP and TS 38.425 in eNB-UP

In the previous RAN3 meeting, RAN3 made the following agreement and the WA:
Agreement: Use TS 38.425 as the UP specification for LTE CP-UP split in E-UTRAN.
WA: NR PDCP should be used for ng-eNBs connected to 5GC. NR PDCP and LTE PDCP can both be used for legacy eNB.

Regarding the Agreement, two companies proposes adding capturing it in 6.1.1 of TS 36.401 as user plane protocol between eNB-CP and eNB-UP:
In [4],
NOTE 3:  The user plane protocol being used over the E1 interface is described in TS 38.425 [z]. If the E-UTRAN PDCP is used, each instance of NR PDCP in TS 38.425 [z] could be treated as E-UTRAN PDCP.
In [6],
· The eNB-CP and the eNB-UP terminates the UP interface used to convey E-UTRA or NR PDCP PDUs. NR user plane protocol, as defined in TS 38.425 [z], is used for this interface.

Q2-1) Do you agree on capturing TS 38.425 in 6.1.1 of TS 36.401 as protocol between eNB-CP and eNB-UP? 

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	Such a note in 36.401 can be beneficial, we should clearly state where the user plane protocol is described. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	We think it could be captured as normal text as in [6].

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	We have no strong preference for one of the 2 proposals. In case the input of [4] is selected, also the Note 2 proposed in [4] on CP over E1 should be captured. 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Both proposals are quite similar. We of course have a slight preference for [6], but both can be used as a starting point

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	If there is no final agreement on the name of the new interface, maybe the text in [6] is more appropriate.



Regarding the WA, one company proposes turning the WA on PDCP layer into an agreement [6]:
WA: NR PDCP should be used for ng-eNBs connected to 5GC. NR PDCP and LTE PDCP can both be used for legacy eNB.

Q2-2) Do you agree on turning the WA into an agreement?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	Agree

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	




The current description for E1 bearer context management function in TS 38.460 may not be suitable if LTE PDCP is used. So one company proposes adding description for LTE CP-UP split in E-UTRAN as below [3]:

“This function is also used to setup and modify the EPS bearer/E-RAB to DRB mapping configuration for the case of eNB-CP and eNB-UP separation. The eNB-CP decides EPS bearer/E-RAB-to-DRB mapping and provides the E-UTRAN/NR PDCP configuration to the eNB-UP.”

Q2-3) Do you agree on adding the description above for LTE CP-UP split in E-UTRAN in 5.1.2 of TS 38.460?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	The description is needed. Currently, without the description, the content in E1 bearer context management function is only suitable for NR PDCP. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	Some description for LTE CP-UP split in E-UTRAN would be needed for clarification.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	The proposed extension is needed.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	



Moderator’s Summary for sect 3.2: 
Majority companies agree on the capturing and prefer [6] for TP for TS 36.401 as a starting point.
So R3-213875 [6] is reviesed into new tdoc:
· Merge R3-213338 [4] if needed.
· Capturing TS 38.425 as protocol between eNB-CP and eNB-UP in sect. 6.11 of TS 38.425

All companies agrees on TP in R3-213337 [3].

All companies agree on turning the following WA as the agreement
WA: NR PDCP should be used for ng-eNBs connected to 5GC. NR PDCP and LTE PDCP can both be used for legacy eNB.


Reuse of the existing UE AP IDs

Regarding the following open issue:
FFS whether to reuse the existing UE AP IDs and refer them to the new logical entities or adding new identifiers.
Two companies propose reusing the existing of node IDs (gNB-CU-UP ID and gNB-CU-CP ID) and capturing it in 6.2.4 of TS 38.401 [2][7]:
· In [2],
NOTE 2: This identity is also used to uniquely identify the eNB-UP at least within an eNB-CP in case CP/UP separation is implemented in eNB, unless explicitly specified otherwise.

· In [7],
· Note: This identity is also used to uniquely identify the eNB-UP as defined in TS 36.401[X] at least within an eNB-CP as defined in TS 36.401[X] in case CP/UP separation is implemented in eNB, unless explicitly specified otherwise.

And one company proposes reusing the existing IEs of UE AP IDs (gNB-CU-CP UE E1AP ID and gNB-CU-UP UE E1AP ID)

Q3) Do you agree on reusing the existing IEs of UE AP IDs and the existing of node IDs (gNB-CU-UP ID and gNB-CU-CP ID), and capturing the existing of node IDs in 6.2.4 of TS 38.401?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	Since the relationship between the eNB-CP and the eNB-UP are peer to peer, the eNB-CP or eNB-UP knows well which node is communicating to, and reuse the existing IEs/node IDs is much easier to implement, we should reuse them.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Agree

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Impact also CB#eNBarchEvo4 and E1AP email discussion. [2] should be the starting point for the exact wording

	Nokia
	Partially
	It is acceptable to reuse the UE AP IDs. 
However, for the node IEs, new identifiers should be introduced to convey eNB-CP and eNB-UP. There is significant difference in functions and architecture and hence a different identifier should be introduced for the E-UTRAN case. 

	ZTE
	Yes
	



Moderator’s Summary for sect 3.3:
We don’t have consensus on whether to reuse the existing node IDs (gNB-CU-UP ID and gNB-CU-CP ID) for eNB-CP and eNB-UP. Whether to reuse the existing node IDs or introduce new identifiers are FFS.
Reusing of UE AP IDs is discussed under CB#eNBarchEvo4.

Clarification of E1 interface

The E1 interface in NG-RAN supports only the control plane interface. However, as agreed in the previous meeting, E1 interface in E-UTRAN supports both control plane interface and user plane interface. 
In BL CR for TS 38.460, the E1 interface is defined to support only the control plane interface and not support the user plane interface. One company proposes clarifying it in 4.1 of TS 38.460 [9]:

-	the E1 interface supports the exchange of signalling information between the endpoints in NG-RAN and E-UTRAN; in addition the E1 interface supports data transmission to the respective endpoints in E-UTRAN;
[…]
NOTE 2:	The E1 interface is a control interface and is not used for user data forwarding. 

Also, the company proposes the E1 interface in NG-RAN supports only the control plane interface in 6.1.2 of TS 38.401, the NG-RAN architecture description [7]:

NOTE: 	The E1 interface in the NG-RAN supports only the control plane interface between a gNB-CU-CP and a gNB-CU-UP, and between an ng-eNB-CU-CP and an ng-eNB-CU-UP.



Figure 6.1.2-1. Overall architecture for separation of gNB-CU-CP and gNB-CU-UP 

Q4) Do you agree on clarifying the description for E1 interface as above in 4.1 of TS 38.460 and 6.1.2 of TS 38.401?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Partially yes
	Agree to clarify the use in TS 38.460. However, the NOTE in TS 38.401 is correct but necessary. E1 in NG-RAN only support control plane interface is a common understanding, we only need to note that the case in E-UTRAN is a bit different.

	Samsung
	Yes
	The usage of E1 interface in NG-RAN and in E-UTRAN should be clarified.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Partially yes
	Same view as Huawei.

	Ericsson
	Depends
	Linked to Q1. Do we need to name this interface. If yes, E1 is probably a good candidate. But in general we separate CP interface from UP interface (e.g. E1-C and E1-U. Of course we should not transform E1 into E1-C. But maybe use E1-U only, if naming is deemed necessary

	Nokia
	Yes
	Clarification with the differences in case of NG-RAN (E1 only supporting control plane) and E-UTRAN (supporting both control and user plane) are needed

	ZTE
	Neutral
	Similar view as Ericsson.



Moderator’s Summary for sect. 3.4:
Similar in sect 3.1, before capturing the clarification, the naming for the interface between eNB-CP and eNB-UP should be  discussed. And depending on the agreement for the interface naming, the user plane feature for the interface between eNB-CP and eNB-UP can be agreed to be captured in TS 38.460.
Clarification of the supported features on E1 interface in E-UTRAN

Among the features described in TS 36,300, some features would have impact on the use plane operation, but they have not been discussed in RAN3, e.g
- Relaying
- SIPTO and Local Network
- MBMS
- LTE-WLAN Aggregation

Most of these features are not generally used, so one company proposes the E1AP for E-UTRAN supports only the common features for E-UTRAN and NG-RAN [8].
Proposal: The impact on the E1AP to support E-UTRAN should be minimized and the E1AP for E-UTRAN supports only the common features for E-UTRAN and NG-RAN.

Q5-1) Do you agree that the E1AP for E-UTRAN supports only the common features for E-UTRAN and NG-RAN? If you have comments or other proposal for the supported E-UTRAN features in the split CP-UP architecture in R17, please provide your input in the table.

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	Support only the common features is enough. We should make sure E1AP for E-UTRAN supports basic functions, and also avoid extensive changes in current protocols.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Basically we want to minimize the impact on E1 interface to support E-UTRAN in Rel.17, so E-UTRAN specific features should not be supported by E1AP in Rel.17.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes, but …
	We are fine with the proposal to focus in Rel-17 on most common features for E-UTRAN. But we should clearly state which functions listed in TS 36.300 are not supported. Operators and service providers need a clear view about limitations in case of deploying disaggregated eNBs. 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Rel-17 should focus on common features. Additional features could be added to future release, if needed

	Nokia
	Yes
	Support for common features is sufficient.

	ZTE
	Yes
	As this meeting is the last one for LTE CP-UP Separation in Rel-17, only common features are needed.



To clarify the description for the supported features on E1 interface in E-UTRAN, one company proposes adding a simple note in 6.1.1 of TS 36.401 [8] and 5.1 of TS 38.460 [9]:

[TS 36.401]
6.1.1 Overall architecture for CP/UP separation of an eNB
The overall architecture for separation of eNB-CP and eNB-UP is depicted in Figure 6.1.y-1.
[image: ]
Figure 6.1.1-1. Overall architecture for separation of eNB-CP and eNB-UP 
-	An eNB may consist of an eNB-CP and multiple eNB-UPs;
-	The eNB-UP is connected to the eNB-CP 
-	One eNB-UP is connected to only one eNB-CP;
NOTE 1:	For resiliency, an eNB-UP may be connected to multiple eNB-CPs by appropriate implementation.
NOTE 2: E1 interface in E-UTRAN doesn’t support some features as described in TS 36.300 [2].
Editor’s note: UP termination points between eNB-CP and eNB-UP needs to be captured. It is FFS how to capture it

[TS 38.460]

[bookmark: _Toc13759426][bookmark: _Toc29461978][bookmark: _Toc45888049][bookmark: _Toc64447751]5	Functions of the E1 interface
[bookmark: _Toc29461979][bookmark: _Toc13759427][bookmark: _Toc45888050][bookmark: _Toc64447752]5.1	General
The following clauses describe the functions supported over E1. 
NOTE : E1 interface in E-UTRAN doesn’t support some functions as described in TS 36.300 [8].

Q5-2) Do you agree on adding a note as above in 6.1.1 of TS 36.401 and 5.1 of TS 38.460? If you have other proposal, please provide your input in the table.

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	No
	Although the NOTE itself is correct, we do not see the necessity to include such a note. In fact the NOTE itself is a bit confusing, people may wonder which functions are not supported.

	Samsung
	Yes
	We think it needs to be clarified in the E1 related specs that E1 interface in E-UTRAN supports the limited feature. But we think Huawei’s comment is reasonable and we don’t have strong opinion on how to capture it. 

	Deutsche Telekom
	Depends
	As already commented to Q5-1, we would appreciate to have a list of features not supported by eNB split architecture. A simple note is from our perspective not sufficient.

	Ericsson
	Neutral
	No strong view. Agree that some clarification might be beneficial. But in that case only E1 stage-2 should be impacted (38.460) and not 38.401. Agree also with HW that if we decide to capture something, we should detail what functions are not supported

	Nokia
	Neutral
	No strong opinion. However, if such note is included we see sufficient to have it in 38.460.

	ZTE
	Neutral
	



Moderator’s Summary: 
All companies agree on focusing the common features for E-UTRAN and NG-RAN. However, whether to and how to capture it is FFS.

Clarification of co-located ng-eNB-CU-CP and ng-eNB-DU

In the precious RAN3 meeting, one remaining issue is
Whether add a note for clarification in case ng-eNB-DU is co-located with ng-eNB-CU-CP is FFS.

One company proposes that it is not necessary to clarify that ng-eNB-DU may be co-located with ng-eNB-CU-CP [1].

Q6) Do you agree that the further clarification for co-located ng-eNB-CU-CP and ng-eNB-DU is not needed?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	In fact we don’t have strong views about this, but since we can have different implementations in practice, such a note may not be needed.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Agree

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	There are theoretically more possibilities how to co-locate logical nodes in a certain physical deployment. Therefore, we don’t have to mention them all or only specific ones which may have some benefits.  

	Ericsson
	Yes
	No need to capture all possible deployments/implementations

	Nokia
	Yes
	We do not think such clarification is needed.

	ZTE
	Yes
	



Moderator’s Summary:
It is agreeable that the further clarification for co-located ng-eNB-CU-CP and ng-eNB-DU is not needed.

Discussion – Phase 2

These are short summary for sect 3.2, 3.3, 3.5 and 3.6 after 1st round discussion and can be agreeable in the moderator’s view:

From Sect 3.2 (Support of E-UTRA/NR PDCP and TS 38.425 in eNB-UP)
· R3-213875 [6] is revised into new tdoc, TP for TS 36.401
. Merge R3-213338 [4] if needed
. Capturing TS 38.425 as protocol between eNB-CP and eNB-UP
· Agree R3-213337 [3] for the description for LTE CP-UP split in E-UTRAN in TS 38.460
· Turning the following WA as the agreement:
WA: NR PDCP should be used for ng-eNBs connected to 5GC. NR PDCP and LTE PDCP can both be used for legacy eNB.
From Sect 3.3 (Reuse of the existing UE AP IDs)
· Whether to reuse the existing node IDs or introduce new identifiers are FFS.
· Reusing of UE AP IDs is discussed under CB#eNBarchEvo4.
From Sect 3.5 (Clarification of the supported features on E1 interface in E-UTRAN)
· In Rel.17, focusing the common features for E-UTRAN and NG-RAN. Whether to and how to capture it is FFS.
From Sect 3.6 (Clarification of co-located ng-eNB-CU-CP and ng-eNB-DU)
No further clarification for co-located ng-eNB-CU-CP and ng-eNB-DU


Q7) If you have other opinion on these, please provide your input.

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



These are short summary for sect 3.1 and 3.4 and the moderator thinks 2nd round discussion is required for further progress:

From Sect 3.1 (User Plane Termination Point)
· All companies agree on capturing the clarification for the user plane termination point between eNB-CP and eNB-UP in TS 36.401. However, before drafting the TP, the naming for the interface between eNB-CP and eNB-UP and selecting the contribution as a starting point should be discussed in 2nd round.
From Sect 3.6 (Clarification of E1 interface)
· Similar in sect 3.1, before capturing the clarification, the naming for the interface between eNB-CP and eNB-UP should be discussed. And depending on the agreement for the interface naming, the user plane feature for the interface between eNB-CP and eNB-UP can be agreed to be captured in TS 38.460.
Based on the moderator’s observation on the company input, the naming for the interface between eNB-CP and eNB-UP should be discussed and the following options are proposed:
· Option 1: Not naming the interface
· Option 2: Using E1 for CP and UP (E1-C ? & E1-U ?)
· Option 3: New name for the interface

Q8) Which option do you prefer for the name of the interface between eNB-CP and eNB-UP? If you have other proposal, please provide your input.

	Company
	Preferred Option
	Comment

	Samsung
	Option 2 
(or Option 3)
	Naming the interface is preferable.

	Huawei
	Option 1(slightly)
	May not need, but as long as the user plane termination can be clearly shown and no great change in current protocol is made, we don’t have strong views about the naming.

	Nokia
	Option 2
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Option 1 or 2
	E1 is explicitly given in the figure. Therefore, the UP termination has be clearly defined (w/o a dedicated name) or as E1-U.

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator’s Summary: Need to discuss this issue in online session.


Q9-1) Do you think the TP for clarification of the user plane termination point in TS 36.401 and the user plane feature in TS 38.460 could be drafted and agreeable in this RAN3 meeting?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Samsung
	
	It depends on the discussion for Q8. However, we think TP for the clarification is not urgent, so the TP could be drafted in the next RAN3 meeting.

	Huawei
	
	In general we agree with Samsung. But also note this is the final meeting for eNB evolution (not yet know whether it will be extended), so if an agreement can be made, we should draft and agree the CRs.

	Nokia
	
	This item should be concluded and captured at this meeting.

	Deutsche Telekom
	
	As noted by Huawei, this is the last meeting for that WI. Therefore, we should try to conclude and capture it.

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator’s Summary: Draft TP in this meeting.


Q9-2) If yes in Q9-1, which one do you prefer as a starting point to develop TP for TS 36.401?
· [4] R3-213338, (TP for BL CR TS 36.401) stage 2 TP for enhanced eNB architecture (Huawei, China Unicom, Orange, Telecom Italia)
· [5] R3-213483, (TP for BL CR TS 36.401) stage 2 TP for enhanced eNB architecture  (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
· [6] R3-213875, (TP for Enh-eNB Arch Evol BL CR for TS 36.401) CP-UP separation for eNBs (Ericsson)

	Company
	Preference
	Comment

	Samsung
	[4] (slightly)
	We don’t have strong preference. In [4], the naming for the interface is explicitly included and we prefer capturing is as a bullet, not a note.

	Huawei
	
	No strong view, moderator probably can decide. 

	Nokia
	
	For changes to Section “3.1 definitions”, [5] is preferred.
For changes to Section  “6.1.1 Overall architecture...”, [4] is preferred. It is also preferable to capture the statement as a bullet.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Mixture of [4] and [5]
	Similar view as Nokia:
Take [4] as baseline except of the definitions in Sec. 3.1; here the text from [5] is preferred.
In [4] Note 2 and Note 3 in Sec. 6.1.1 should be captured as bullets.

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator’s Summary:  Need to discuss in online session.


Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
<If needed>
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