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1 Introduction

This is the chair summary:

CB: # MBS3_BearerMgmt
- How the F1/E1 tunnels are established, the signalling impact to F1AP/E1AP (for shared tunnel, or UE specific tunnel)?

- UE specific MBS information and MBS context information impact on F1AP procedures?
- Additional procedure text that are necessary for the DDDS procedure to clarify how to specify how the receiving node shall interpret the contained information in case DDDS is applied on an MRB?

- F1AP on support of MCCH/SIBx?
- Capture agreements and open issues, provide TPs if agreeable
(E/// - moderator)
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Note:
In this paper, section 2 contains the “second round proposals” (“first round proposals” moved to Annex B)

2.1 Proposals, likely to be agreeable
Note:
proposal numbers kept from first round
Proposal 4: 
For MC, to support PDCP SR and respective retransmissions the following possibilities are identified and FFS
4-1) no UE specific F1-U tunnel (i.e. shared F1-U tunnel):

a) PDCP SR and retransmission w/o UE ID tagging in 38.425 NR UP

b) PDCP SR and retransmission w/ UE ID tagging in 38.425 NR UP
4-2) UE specific F1-U tunnel
To be continued

Proposal 5 and 4.2.2: 
For MC, agree to draft an LS asking RAN2 to specify the feasibility of MRB-ID on a per MBS Session basis, not on a per-UE basis and the feasibility to define a CellConfigInfo RRC structure which enables the network to use exactly the same Lower Layer (PHY/MAC/RLC ) configuration for more than one UE in a cell and agree the draft LS in R3-221306.

Proposal 11: 
For MC, Agree on a set of non-UE associated E1 procedures to control MBS Session Resources in the gNB-CU-UP for setup, modification and release.

Proposal 12: 
Define separation procedures for BC and MC in E1AP and F1AP

Proposal 13:
Agree F1AP TP for Broadcast bearer management in R3-221339 .

Proposal 14:
WA: For BC, Based on the current structure in the running RRC CR [R2-2111658] the MBSBroadcastConfiguration is finally encoded by the DU, with input from CU concerning TMGI, MRB configuration, MBS-NeighbouringCellList, and probably others. Update of e.g. neighbouring cell info could be provided in an update of the MBS Session Context from CU.

Proposal 15:
For BC close discussions on a “MBS Reset” procedure”.

2.2 Proposals, likely to require further discussions

Proposal 4.2.1: For MC, following NG-RAN architecture principles Proposal 2, the DU, in charge of deciding the lower layer configuration, decides the NR MRB configuration option applied for a UE among the RAN2 agreed set of L1/L2 ptp/ptm MRB configurations and may take into account assistance information (TBD) from the CU.

Note 4.2.1: 
This seems to be the most critical thing to discuss. From the moderator’s point of view, this topic being so controversial is also the most surprising thing in the whole discussion. The CU has no means to configure the lower layer part of the MRB, it is merely relaying the whole set of config info (LL and HL config) as the CU happens to be the termination point of the RRC in the gNB. Bearer type change can only come from a DU decision, the CU has no insight in LL matters at all.
Proposal 4.2.3:
For MC, agree to define non-UE associated procedures for MBS Session Resource control

a) one procedure to allow the CU to modify MBS Session Resources/MBS Session Context in the DU
b) another procedure to allow the CU to release MBS Session Resources/an MBS Session Context in the DU.
c) another procedure to allow the DU to request from the CU the release of MBS Session Resources/an MBS Session Context

Note 4.2.3: 
There was common feedback to align F1AP with NGAP for modification and release, which should, under less hectic conditions, have led to unanimously agreeing that proposal. The DU triggered release could be decided as a RAN3 internal matter.
Proposal 4.2.4-1: Activation of MBS Session Resources is performed by a non-UE associated procedure.

Note 4.2.4-1:
Same feedback received as for proposal 4.2.3, i.e. to align F1AP with NGAP. What could be different on the discussion on NGAP would be the more obvious fact, that the DU would indeed only need the MRB configuration at session activation and the shared F1-U bearers would indeed only be kept during active sessions only. 
Proposal 4.2.4-2 For MC, define a set of non-UE associated DU initiated F1-U procedures to setup and release F1-U shared transport bearers, catering for per cell or per DU or per MBS area session F1-U shared transport bearers.

Note 4.2.4-2:
Again, this is aligned with NGAP.
Proposal 4.2.5 UE dedicated F1-U bearers and PTP-only MRBs are not supported in Rel-17 on F1.

Note 4.2.5: This is a pragmatic proposal.
3 Discussion first round

3.1 Multicast

3.1.1  Bearer Type decision - should it be the DU or the CU to decide?

Note: 
It seems that we should have re-opened 22.2.3, but as bearer type switching cannot be disentangled from F1/E1 topics, it is probably wise to discuss it all together, therefore you also see the only document submitted for 22.2.3 in the reference list in Annex A.

This is the current situation for split MRB:

WA: For the RAN2 agreed split MRB bearer with a common PDCP: the decision of using PTP (RLC leg) or PTM (RLC leg) is made by the gNB-DU

In the current RAN2/3 concept the DU does not notify the CU about the DUs (PTP/PTM) decision.

 No decisions so far on ptm-only and ptp-only.

Proposal: ptm-only and ptp-only, the DU makes the decision, based on whatever MRB-individual or UE individual criteria. Note: bearer type switching is performed by the DU by means of the DU triggerd F1AP UE Context Modification.

Please provide your view below, and if possible, provide also the reason for it.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	CU can trigger and execute bearer type change.

DU can also request bearer type change.

	Huawei
	Disagree.

Bearer type is a higher layer concept, therefore it should be the CU to make the decision, maybe the DU can provide assistance information, but we do not see strong need for now.

	NEC
	CU can trigger and execute bearer type change.

DU can also request bearer type change, it is up to the decision of CU.

	Ericsson
	Agree.

we thought that it is clear that the reason to select a bearer is a lower layer reason, i.e. based on UEs current link quality and QoS requirement and other radio resource pragmatic decisions. 

It is, as you may notice, a decision that concerns layers which are in the responsibility of the DU, not the CU. What has changed in MBS as compared to the work split defined in Rel-15? Note, that it is still the very same higher layer entity associated to that lower-layer bearer type. 

And please do not confuse this with “bearer type concept” introduced for MR-DC, where indeed the higher layer decides the location of the PDCP and whether 1 or 2 Cell Groups are established, but the SCG or MCG configurations themselves are decided by lower layers.

As a further thought, we have real doubts whether we should support a ptp-only configuration in F1/E1 at all, as to our understanding this is 1) contradicting the spirit of MBS and 2) should be only applied if neither the UE or gNB supports ptm, which again leads to 1).

	Qualcomm
	When both PTP and PTM are configured to DU by CU, it is up to DU to make the decision on which one to use.

	CATT
	For the case of non-dynamic change (i.e. RRCReconfiguration should be sent), we should follow the unicast that gNB-CU to decide.

So we share the same view as Nokia and NEC.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	CU can trigger and execute bearer type change.

DU can also request bearer type change, it is up to the decision of CU.

	LGE
	When deciding the bearer type, one consideration may be the number of UEs that have joined the MBS within the gNB. Because the gNB-CU knows the distribution of joined UEs in its gNB-DUs, it should decide the bearer type. Also, to do this, the gNB-DU would provide assistance information, as Huawei says.

	ZTE
	Same view with Nokia.

	Samsung
	This type of bearer type should be executed by RRC, so CU decide it.

	CMCC
	We think CU trigger the bearer type switching.


3.1.2 How to map F1-U bearers for ptp-only/ptp-leg configurations?

We have so far decided for the split MRB to use a shared F1-U bearer. The question is to transport UE individual UL traffic (PDCP Status Report), DL traffic (UE individual re-transmission) or UE individual DDDS: on the same F1-U bearer associated with a cell or a (whole) DU, or on a separate F1-U bearer.

Proposal: All MBS multicast traffic for a multicast MRB is provided to the DU on a single shared F1-U bearer, that is either associated with a single cell or the (whole) DU. 

Extensions for 38.425 are necessary

-
 in DL to associate UE individual re-transmission with the UE’s C-RNTI and in case of DU specific F1-U bearer with the UE’s cell, 

-
in UL to enable UE specific DDDS 
-
in UL to allow transporting the PDCP SR, associated with the UEs C-RNTI(/cell)

Please provide your view below, and if possible, provide also the reason for it.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Disagree. No need to extend 38.425.
For individual UE traffic a separate dedicated F1-U tunnel can be setup.

DDDS is a different topic for which no 38.425 extension is necessary, see flow control discussions. 

	Huawei
	We are fine for the Proposal part.

For the extensions for 38.425 part, if you are trying to address the flow control for PTP only MRB or PTP-leg of split MRB with common PDCP, we think per Cell/DU DDDS can work and simpler, see R3-220701, to enable DDDS for MRB, some clarifications is needed.

	NEC
	Disagree, no need to extend 38.425.

DDDS can be configured per F1-U tunnel, if this is a dedicated F1-U tunnel, the legacy DDDS can be reused. 

	Ericsson
	Agree

for the sake of PDCP SR (the only reasonable (also in RAN2’s understanding) application of RLC AM), to establish a short-lived UE specific F1-U bearer just to provide the UL PDPCP SR PDU and to retransmit the packets is a bit of an overshoot, isn’t it? 

We would also have thought that having a single shared F1-U bearer for DU/cell level transmission should be applicable for ptp transmission, if nothing speaks against it and only change this principle if severe drawbacks can be identified.

as for DDDS, we also think that we should be able to keep the functions rather simple, we do not think that MBS “taken to the ptp extreme” is required to have equivalent performance as a high QoS DRB.

	Qualcomm
	Agree, if this is based on a separate UE specific F1-U bearer. 

	CATT
	Disagree.
We support establishing a UE-specific F1-U path for at least both retransmission and PDCP SR. And if DDDS is supported, it should also be delivered through this UE-specific path.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree. We tend to Ericsson’s view. If there is on UE-specific F1-U, providing the information over the shared F1-U has some benefits as well.

	ZTE
	No need to extend 425.

What Nokia or HW suggested look good.

- either through dedicated per UE tunnel to do the job. (for split MRB, or PTP only MRB)
- or per common tunnel to let DU send the DDDS report based on DU understanding. (for split MRB or PTM only MRB) 

	Samsung
	We also prefer not to extend 425.

	CMCC
	No need to extend 38.425. Same view with Nokia and CATT, a dedicated F1-U can be setup for data retransmission or PDCP SR. 


3.1.3 How to enable a “common MC MBS ptm CellConfigInfo and MRB specific RadioBearerConfig”?

[13] discusses the question of whether MRB ID allocation is UE and MBS session specific or only MBS session specific, in fact, whether the MRB IDs allocated in NG-RAN internal 
ignallin and the MRB IDs allocated in UE RRC 
ignallin (in the RadioBearerConfig) are different or the same.

[3] discusses whether there is the possibility to store a common “ptm LL configuration”in the CU and “reuse” it for all ptm parts of the UE specific configuration in the CellConfigInfo.

In order to achieve a common MRB ID, which avoids handling things proposed in [13], RAN2 would only need to specify that MRB IDs are Session specific, the current RRC running CR associates MRB IDs with the TMGI already. In order to achieve a common “ptm LL configuration” RAN2 would need to change the RRC running CR, i.e. modify the agreement that the LCID space is shared among MRBs and DRBs.

Both approaches are possible, but require an LS to RAN2 (as proposed by the moderator’s company at RAN3#114)

Proposal: Agree to LS to RAN2 to specify for multicast

-
that MRB ID allocation in RRC (and NG-RAN) is always MBS session specific, i.e. MRB IDs used in RRC 
ignallin do not need to be unique per UE.

-
a “Lower Layer ptm configuration” in a way, that the same RRC IE can be used to configure the RLC/MAC/PHY ptm part of all Ues served in the same cell. Probably this is also possible for split MRB w/o AM RLC.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	OK

	Huawei
	No, these changes to RAN2 are too much, actually we think there is no common “Lower Layer ptm configuration “considering the fact the used PUCCH resources for PT, HARQ feedback on-off, the number of monitored G-RNTI number …might be different for different UE. Since RAN2 already decide to use per UE RRC Reconfiguration to configure PTM operation, we don’t see the need to optimize this in backhaul level.  

RAN3 can handle it with a simple solution:

See R3-220700:

Proposal 1: Introduce the concept of “Per UE MRB Identity” and “Unified MRB Identity” for multicast Bearer Management over F1 and E1 interfaces.
· Per UE MRB Identity indicates the MRB Identity assigned by the CU-CP for all the MBS Sessions the UE joined, and provided to the UE via RRCReconfiguration.

· Unified MRB Identity indicates the MRB Identity assigned by the CU-CP for a MBS Session, and provided to the DU and the CU-UP used for non-UE associated MBS 
ignalling and context handling. Note that this ID will not be provided to the UE.
· The Mapping relationship between the Per UE MRB Identity and the Unified MRB Identity is provided from the CU-CP to the DU and the CU-UP via UE associated F1AP and E1AP signalling.

	NEC
	We agree the first bullet, and we share the same view of HW regarding the second bullet. PTM configuration is configured by RRC per UE basis, then it is unmatured to send it to RAN2. 

	Ericsson
	We do not need to do anything, right, but in our view we really should try it and at least ask RAN2 about a possible solution.

- on removing the requirement to have unique MRB IDs inside the UE context in RRC, we think this is the most easiest thing to change, because it only requires to remove a single sentence, no impact on actual signaling.

- one having unique ptm or split bearer config, we took this idea happily from the Nokia proposal, we have proposed this at the last meeting already. Please remember the discussions in Rel-15, where it was of course RAN3 that had to tell RAN2 how RRC should to be designed in a way that the DU-CU worksplit agreed would be possible in the first place, so it is about RAN3 to start this initiative or no one would.

	Qualcomm
	Agree to propose first bullet to RAN2.

For second bullet, the HARQ configuration for different UE may be different. But, it is fine to ask RAN2.

	CATT
	Disagree.

Both bullets are optimisations in RAN2 scope and should be decided by RAN2.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	No. same view with Huawei.

	ZTE
	OK.

	Samsung
	We think an LS is beneficial to align the understanding about MRB allocation. It is session specific or UE specific, currently it seems there is no common understanding.  

	CMCC
	Prefer to send a LS to RAN2 to align the understanding.


3.1.4 MBS Session Resource Control on F1: shall we optimize the number of messages sent/specified or rather strive for a logic and reasonable control of common resources?

Common view/baseline: 

-
RRC Reconfiguration is to be performed per UE in Rel-17. There is no way around that. But it can be alleviated by using a common LL configuration as discussed in the point above, to avoid UE Context modification per UE, at least for ptm.

-
PTM configuration is the most common case (to start with) but the DU could decide to re-configure UEs based on whatever criteria and issue an DU triggered UE Context Modification, e.g. adding a ptp leg. It should be also possible to have a common split configuration defined in RRC as long as RLC UM is used.

-
There is no intention to provide a long list UEs anywhere in the common procedures, (It would have been great  if that sort of argument would have been used in other aspects of NR MBS as well.)

-
 consistency among the session parameters provided in to the DU needs to be ensured.

-
A set of non-UE associated DU initiated F1-U procedures to setup and release F1-U shared transport bearers, catering for per cell or per DU or per MBS area session F1-U shared transport bearers. 

Hopefully the common view/baseline is able to lead to:

-
definition of a set of common (non-UE associated) procedures to provide common  (MBS Session specific) information, i.e. only via a single  means to provide common parameters (MRB configuration, MBS QoS  info, area info and such).

Proposal:

-
Provide Common MBS Session parameters, [MRB configuration & QoS, TMGI, session area, etc.] in a non-UE associated, CU initiated common set of Setup/Modification class1  procedures and complement this set with DU and CU triggered class1 Release procedures.

-
Define a set of non-UE associated DU initiated F1-U procedures to setup and release F1-U shared transport bearers, catering for per cell or per DU or per MBS area session F1-U shared transport bearers

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	NOK.

As the moderator says RRC reconfigurations are per-UE. 
Then, it is important to also note that UE-associated signaling from CU to DU is necessary to make DU aware of the UE joining on a per UE basis. This is because in a given cell the PTM scheduling is first decided. Then the unicast of each UE is to be determined based on the position of the PTM slot, and the capabilities of the UE i.e. for example certain UEs may not support to multiplex unicast in the same slot as PTM.
Finally we disagree with moderator that PTM bearer type is the most commonly used: we think split MRB will be the most commonly used. 
As shown in tdoc [4] per-UE individual signaling is anyway needed and common parameters can be piggybacked. Introducing additional non-UE associated procedures dedicated to exchange those common parameters just adds additional useless signaling and specification efforts. 

	Huawei
	No, assuming that we are taking about multicast, UE specific signaling has to be used by default. 

As mentioned above, there is difficult to have common configuration even for PTM and RAN2 has already decided to use per UE RRC Reconfiguration to configure PTM operation, we don’t see the need to optimize this in backhaul level. 

And on the top of that, maybe non UE associated messages can be introduced to optimize the singling overload, e.g. to provide QoS profile, service areas like NGAP discussion.

	NEC
	As our comment above, the RRC Reconfiguration is UE specific. 

	Ericsson
	of course we do not deny, that there are 2 parts: a common part and a dedicated part. no one is taking the dedicated part away, CU has to issue per UE RRC configuration. 
but would you disagree that the UEs share common radio resources? sounds like.

In continuation to the discussion above on asking RAN2 to design RRC in a way that a common configuration can be defined that is sent to all UEs  w/o the DU to fiddle in the UE specifics into each and evercy RRC Reconfig message via an additional loop is one step towards an efficient and scalable scheme that is able to fulfill timing requirements. 

If the DU believes that certain UEs deserve more ptp features then it can trigger a modification (no F1 changes needed for that). 

Nokia is very close to a scheme as you admit that e.g. the ptm part could be reused once defined for one UE -> why not to put this into a reasonable signalling scheme then with shared/common signalling for the MBS context set apart from UE context signalling? we are not that far away. That’s what I would call a handsome protocol design. common functions realised by common procedures, dedicated functions by dedicated procedures.
one question: do you agree that for modification and release of MBS Session Resources common procedures are required, in accordance to principles about to be agreed on NG?

->why not to also go for the pendent of an “activation” trigger on F1 then?

we are fine also to assume that the baseline config can be the split bearer, but only up to a certain number of UEs, otherwise you get UL congestion etc.

and further, to us, the Q of how to avoid contradicting MBS session parameters if piggypacked on UE dedicated signalling is not sufficiently answered and a serious problem. 
unfortunately, we are not at all available to agree on a signalling scheme w/o control of the shared resources by means of non-UE associated procedures. Probably, if nothing works, we only specify E1 then.

	Qualcomm
	Prefer to use same style of signaling as NGAP, i.e., using UE associated signaling for F1-U bearer setup/release.

	CATT
	We prefer to agree with this, but ok if not.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Same view with Huawei.

	ZTE
	Agree.

	Samsung
	We think there is common parameter, but if the UE dedicated message is unavoidable, the common parameter can be transmitted in the unavoidable UE dedicated message. Introducing another message seems not in line with our original intention of saving signaling. 

	CMCC
	Not OK, we think a common reconfiguration for PTM is hard to operate.


3.1.5 MBS Session Resource Control on E1:

Proposal: Agree on a set of non-UE associated E1 procedures to control MBS Session Resources in the gNB-CU-UP for setup, modification and release.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	OK

	Huawei
	Non UE associated E1 procedures could be used to provide/update the QoS parameters, the session activation/deactivation status.

As shown in R3-220700, we believe that the MBS contexts that need to be provided to gNB-DU or gNB-CU-UP will contain the following:

1) The MBS Session ID(s) 

2) The MBS Area Session ID(s) (for location dependent service)

3) The MBS Service Area information(s) for the MBS Session or Area Session (for Local MBS service)

4) The per UE MRB Identity, unified MRB Identity and the MBS QoS Flow List (MBS QoS Flow Identifier and the Associated Unicast QoS Flow Identifier)

5) The unified MRB Identity with the list of (MBS QoS Flow Identifier and the MBS QoS Flow Level QoS Parameters)

6) The MBS Session Status: Active/Deactivate

· reuse the F1AP: UE Context Modification/Setup procedures to provide the information 1) 2) 3) and 4).

· reuse the E1AP: Bearer Context Modification/Setup procedures to provide the information 1) 2) and 4).

· introduce non-UE associated F1AP procedure to provide the information 1) 2) 3) 5) and 6).

· introduce non-UE associated E1AP procedure to provide the information 1) 2) 3) 5) and 6).

	NEC
	Ok 

	Ericsson
	happy to see convergence

	Qualcomm
	Agree

	CATT
	We prefer to agree with this, but ok if not.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	OK

	LGE
	OK

	ZTE
	OK

	Samsung
	PDCP is common. Ok.

	CMCC
	OK


3.2 Multicast and Broadcast: Unifying F1 and E1 control procedures for multicast and broadcast

In order to move forward, the following is proposed:

Proposal: 

-
No unification of F1 procedures for broadcast and multicast w.r.t  MBS Session Resource control.

-
One set of F1 procedures to setup F1-U bearers, common for multicast and broadcast

-
one set of E1 procedures for MBS Session Resource control.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	We think E1 and F1 are different, as explained above.

	Huawei
	Disagree, BC and MC procedures are quite different, MRB configurations are also different.

	NEC
	Disagree, same comment with HW. 

	Ericsson
	okok, we see you don’t understand our point, who cares,well: lets separate broadcast and multicast completely. we don’t care.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree. This is related with question in 3.1.4. 

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Disagree, same view with Huawei.

	ZTE
	We encourage one common set of operation for both MC and BC, as we have observed from session management, there are a lot of session level operations.

Such session level operation is common for MC and BC.

	CMCC
	Same view with Huawei.


3.3 Broadcast

3.3.1 F1AP MBS Session Resource Control for Broadcast

Proposal: Assuming agreement in 3.2, start to work on details for F1AP broadcast MBS Session Resource Control based on R3-220698 [11] and provide your comments below. Cosigning companies of [11] please provide an update when seen appropriate.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia 
	OK

	Huawei
	Ok, will update it based on agreements achieved.

	NEC
	Ok 

	Ericsson
	fine

	Qualcomm
	OK

	CATT
	OK

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	OK

	ZTE
	OK

	Samsung
	Ok

	CMCC
	OK


3.3.2 Necessity of an F1AP Broadcast Reset procedure.

Please provide your view below on the proposal in R3-220699 [12].

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Similar to NGAP, we think it is needed to be used in case of CU or DU failure, to release all or part of MBS sessions.

	NEC
	Unnecessary 

	Ericsson
	not needed, guess like on NG, we can shift this to Rel-18

	Qualcomm
	This should be low priority. Let’s complete the main procedures first.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	OK

	ZTE
	No need.

	Samsung
	Not need

	CMCC
	We should treat the procedure as low priority.


3.3.3 Necessity of a new F1. MCCH RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER message

[5] proposes a new MCCH RRC Message Transfer procedure to be introduced on F1. While details of the proposals like sequence of messages would need to be looked at, transfer of such information should be rather included in a CU triggered Modification procedure. 

The moderator kindly asks for comments.

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	We prefer to encode the MCCH message (MBSBroadcastConfiguration) by the DU.

As based on the MBSBroadcastConfiguration defined in RAN2, some of the parameters have to be generated by the DU, and finally the DU will transmit the information via MCCH to the UEs. 

It should be noted that the DU need to be aware of the MCCH message content change to set MCCH change notification field (one bit for service start and one bit of service configuration update for ongoing session) in DCI scheduled by MCCH-RNTI, from this point of view it make more sense to let DU to finalize the MCCH message.

To achieve that, the gNB-CU need to provide to the gNB DU the per cell level MBS-NeighbourCellList, per MBS Session level mtch-NeighbourCell and per broadcast MRB level MRB-PDCP-ConfigBroadcast.

	Ericsson
	ok, we see that there is no need to have the additional loop as for UE dedicated RRC configuration back to the CU. fine.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with Huawei.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	We disagree with Huawei, but we are open to have further discussion.

	ZTE
	Fine with HW suggestion.

	Samsung
	We have same view as Lenovo. The DU currently doesn’t know whether the neighboring cell are providing the MBS service. The DU generated per session level neighboring cell is not accurate. Therefore maybe a new message should be sent from CU to DU. But fine to have further discussion.


Discussion second round

3.4 Re-confirm agreeable items from 1st round summary

Proposal 2: 
Re-confirm that NR MBS Rel-17 is based on existing NG-RAN architectural principles 

Proposal 4: 
For MC, to support PDCP SR and respective retransmissions the following possibilities are identified and FFS
4-1) no UE specific F1-U tunnel (i.e. shared F1-U tunnel):

a) PDCP SR and retransmission w/o UE ID tagging in 38.425 NR UP

b) PDCP SR and retransmission w/ UE ID tagging in 38.425 NR UP
4-2) UE specific F1-U tunnel

Proposal 5: 
For MC, agree to draft an LS asking RAN2 to specify the feasibility of MRB-ID on a per MBS Session basis, not on a per-UE basis. [see a draft LS in the “second round” folder]
Proposal 11: 
For MC, Agree on a set of non-UE associated E1 procedures to control MBS Session Resources in the gNB-CU-UP for setup, modification and release.

Proposal 12: 
No common procedures for BC and MC in E1AP and F1AP

Proposal 13:
Start work based on details for F1AP broadcast MBS Session Resource Control as provided based on R3-220698.

Proposal 14:
WA: Based on the current structure in the running RRC CR [R2-2111658] the MBSBroadcastConfiguration is finally encoded by the DU, with input from CU concerning TMGI, MRB configuration, MBS-NeighbouringCellList, and probably others. Update of e.g. neighbouring cell info could be provided in an update of the MBS Session Context from CU.

Proposal 15:
For BC close discussions on a “MBS Reset” procedure”.

Proposal 4.1: agree on the items above

Please provide your view and comments (if any) below, and if possible and applicable, provide also the reason for comments.

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Agree

	Nokia
	Almost agreeable, except small changes above.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	P4: we would prefer to use F1-U tunnel instead of F1-U bearer.

P14: we would prefer to encode RRC msg in gNB-CU. But we are fine to follow the majority’s view with an ‘WA’.  We would like to check the details and we can make a final decision in next meeting.

P15: the MCCH part is redundant with P14.

	Huawei
	For Proposal2, what is the purpose of this re-confirmation? We agreed at the beginning of this WI that “Use existing NG-RAN architecture to support NR MBS.”  [Ericsson: because it seems that item 4.2 still causes troubles due to architectural issues]

	ZTE 
	Agree


3.5 Multicast

3.5.1  Bearer Type decision - should it be the DU or the CU to decide?

Please Note, that we also opened a separate e-mail thread to allow additional and quicker exchange of views  [CB: # MBS3_BearerMgmt - second round on DU-CU worksplit for MRB configuration options]
We suspect that the confusion in this discussion come from the fact that the term “bearer option” was used in DC discussions for a concept that only concerned higher layer configuration, i.e. where the PDCP layer is located (SN or MN) and whether there exists an SCG and/or MCG.
But for MBS, the term “bearer type” is concerned with lower layer configuration only, 

· i.e. whether MBS data is schedule with C-RNTI or G-RNTI

· whether the UE is configured with certain PHY/MAC/RLC features that allow UE individual feedback (e.g. RLC AM)

We suggest to not change the NG-RAN architectural principles and keep the work split between CU and DU. 

Proposal 4.2.1: For MC, following NG-RAN architecture principles Proposal 2, the DU, in charge of deciding the lower layer configuration, decides the NR MRB configuration option applied for a UE among the RAN2 agreed set of L1/L2 ptp/ptm MRB configurations and may take into account assistance information (TBD) from the CU.

Please provide your views and comments below, and also give a reason, if possible and applcable.

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	agree

	Nokia
	Disagree. CU makes the reconfiguration and therefore takes the final decision. Of course DU will send assistance information which is very important. [Ericsson: the CU doesnt have any insight in the lower layer configuration. it is merely the executor of the DU’s wishes, as the CU happens to be the entity that talks RRC to the UE.]

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Disagree, for RRC based bearer type should be decided by gNB-CU. [Ericsson: there is nothing like an “RRC based bearer type”, we only know a bearer type change that is performed by means of RRC Reconfiguration. The bearer type itself is determined by the entity holding the lower layer configuration. The PDCP/SDAP configuration, which is held by the CU, does not determine at all the MRB bearer type]

	Huawei
	Disagree, bearer type should be decided by the gNB-CU.
If this means that the DU makes decision on using PTP or PTM for the split MRB with common PDCP, we have already made the agreement on that.

For using RRC reconfiguration to configure the “PTP only MRB” or “PTM only MRB”, it will be configured by the CU via RRC, and it should be the CU to make the decision and then DU follows, it is ok for us to enable the DU to provide some assistance information to help the CU to make the decision on whether configure “PTP only MRB” or “PTM only MRB” or “split MRB with common PDCP”. [Ericsson: but how shall this be possible? PTM/PTP/SPLIT is a matter of lower layer configuration. The CU does not “own” the lower layer configuration]

	CATT
	Disagree, same view as Lenovo and Huawei.

	ZTE
	How about we enable both kind of signaling, e.g., CU configure the MRB type, while DU is able to trigger the MRB bearer type change?


3.5.2 Asking RAN2 to allow defining a common CellConfigInfo for MRBs

We would like to let this discussion continue.

The common CellConfigInfo for MRBs would allow in case of large UE populations speeding up the RRC Reconfiguration process, by avoiding an addition UE Context Modification procedure, as shown e.g. in [4].

Proposal 4.2.2
For MC, discuss on the possibility to draft an LS asking RAN2 to define the possibility for define a CellConfigInfo RRC structure which enables the network to use exactly the same Lower Layer (PHY/MAC/RLC ) configuration for more than one UE in a cell.

Please provide your views and comments below, and also give a reason, if possible and applicable.

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	agree

	Nokia
	Partly: we can at least ask the feasibility.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree. We can check with RAN2. 

	Huawei
	Can check with RAN2 on this common CellConfigInfo, and the MRB ID per MBS Session. 

	CATT
	Yes, it can be included in SIBx or SIBx1 maybe.

	ZTE
	Yes we think this is possible.


3.5.3 F1AP MBS Session Resource Modification and Release

We believe that it should be commonly agreeable to allow the CU to modify certain properties of the MBS Session Resources in the DU and to release all resources of an MBS Session in the DU. Vice versa, the DU should have to possibility to request the release all resources for an MBS Session. We do not think that this should be camouflaged/piggy packed within UE associated signaling.

Proposal 4.2.3:
For MC, agree to define non-UE associated procedures for MBS Session Resource control

a) one procedure to allow the CU to modify MBS Session Resources/MBS Session Context in the DU
b) another procedure to allow the CU to release MBS Session Resources/an MBS Session Context in the DU.
c) another procedure to allow the DU to request from the CU the release of MBS Session Resources/an MBS Session Context

Please provide your views and comments below, and also give a reason, if possible and applicable.

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	agree

	Nokia
	Disagree. As shown in tdoc R3-220357 (9 pages paper) all use cases can be addressed using UE-associated procedures. There is some link with previous question to RAN2. Assuming there is no common parameter and the UE-associated signaling is unavoidable, introducing yet additional messages for these common parameters which are not confirmed is a waste of our protocol and a waste of additional signaling. [Ericsson: could you please first read the Q? this is about Modification and Release, not about Activation.]

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	We would prefer to align with NG-AP. 
[Ericsson: could you please first read the Q? this is about Modification and Release, not about Activation. What is the alignment with NGAP then?]

	Huawei
	Share the view with Lenovo, better to align with NGAP approaches.
[Ericsson: could you please first read the Q? this is about Modification and Release, not about Activation. What is the alignment with NGAP then?]

	CATT
	Slightly prefer agreeing.

	ZTE
	Agree.


3.5.4 Activation of MBS Session Resources in the DU

At session activation or UE mobility / joining during an active session, MBS Session Resources have to established in the DU.

In the most optimum case, a single method should be specified to do that task.

It is indeed possible to allow MBS Session information to be provided to the DU within UE-associated procedures, but as Session Activation provides a textbook case to use common trigger to provide not only MBS Session information to the DU, but also the mapping of QoS flows to MRB, it is suggested to rather follow a generic approach. 

with such an approach we would also need non-UE associated procedures to established shared F1-U bearers, quite similar as for NG-U

Proposal 4.2.4-1:Activation of MBS Session Resources is performed by a non-UE associated procedure.

Proposal 4.2.4-2 For MC, Define a set of non-UE associated DU initiated F1-U procedures to setup and release F1-U shared transport bearers, catering for per cell or per DU or per MBS area session F1-U shared transport bearers.

Please provide your views and comments below, and also give a reason, if possible and applicable.

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	agree

	Nokia
	Disagree. See answer above: As shown in tdoc R3-220357 (9 pages paper) all use cases can be addressed using UE-associated procedures, including the session activation scenario where dedicated resources must anyway be setup.
[Ericsson: those are separate questions]

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	We would prefer to align with NG-AP. 
[Ericsson: On NGAP, we have the possibility to not include at all associated QoS information into the PDU Session Resource Context signaling, to cater for homogenous support of MBS. If we transpose this to F1AP, then the only info provided to DU, which is really necessary, is the join information.

we are not available to introduce redundant signalling into F1AP just for the sake of optimise the single UE case]

	Huawei
	Share the view with Lenovo, better to align with NGAP approaches.

	CATT
	Slightly prefer agreeing.

	ZTE
	Agree.


3.5.5 How to map F1-U bearers for ptp-only/ptp-leg configurations?

We have discussed whether for RLC-AM split MRBs or ptp-only MRBs an UE dedicated F1-U bearer shall be used or the shared F1-U bearer could be used, by e.g. extending the 38.425 to tag UE specific traffic by e.g. C-RNTI/cell.

The moderator would like to remind that UE specific F1-U bearers, in case of high UE populations, even if only a fraction of UEs would require such a bearer, would introduce quite some signaling and resource load on F1, which could be alleviated by not doing so.

Another issue was that the PTP-only MRB, in the moderator’s company understanding was only introduced to cater for cases where neither the UE nor RAN would support PTM at all, which could be the case if certain UE categories are introduced, but the question is whether Rel-17 would have to support PTP-only bearers on F1.

Proposal 4.2.5 UE dedicated F1-U bearers and PTP-only MRBs are not supported in Rel-17 on F1.

Please provide your views and comments below, and also give a reason, if possible and applicable.

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	agree

	Nokia
	Disagree. This even contradicts RAN2 recent agreements which agreed PTP-only MRB. For this dedicated F1-U bearers make sense. [Ericsson: RAN2 recent agreements concerned a common PDCP entity for all bearer types. Wouldn’t you agree that this translates directly to a common F1-U tunnel/bearer/link/thing ?]

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	The question is a bit confused.

PTP-only MRB is already agreed by RAN2 and it has been supported in RRC signaling.

From RAN3 point of view, the open issue is whether the shared F1-U tunnel or the UE individual F1-U tunnel should be used for the PTP-only MRB.

	Huawei
	From our view, for multicast, dedicated F1-U bearer can be supported by extending current F1AP Context setup/modification procedure, i.e. adding MRB configuration as the same level with DRB related configurations. 
Furthermore, if the higher layer configuration (e.g. PDCP SN length, the ROCH configuration) are the same for different UEs for PTP only MRB, PTM only MRB, split MRB, it is possible to use the shared F1-U tunnel.

	CATT
	Disagree. We share the same view as Nokia, Lenovo and Huawei.

	ZTE
	Disagree. We share the same view as Nokia, Lenovo and Huawei.
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Annex B: Proposals: first round status

Provocation 1: For NR MBS Rel-17 no E1 or F1 protocol functions are specified.

Proposal 2: 
Re-confirm that NR MBS Rel-17 is based on existing NG-RAN architectural principles 

Proposal 3: 
For MC, following NG-RAN architecture principles Proposal 2, the DU, in charge of deciding the lower layer configuration, decides the NR MBS bearer type (i.e. which of the existing L1/L2 ptp/ptm to be applied for a certain UE) and may take into account assistance information from the CU.

Proposal 4: 
For MC, to support PDCP SR and respective retransmissions the following possibilities are identified and FFS
4-1) no UE specific F1-U bearer:

a) PDCP SR and retransmission w/o UE ID tagging in 38.425 NR UP

b) PDCP SR and retransmission w/ UE ID tagging in 38.425 NR UP
4-2) UE specific F1-U bearer

not used for ptp-only bearer configuration

Proposal 5: 
For MC, agree to draft an LS asking RAN2 to specify the scope of MRB-ID on a per MBS Session basis, not on a per-UE basis.

Proposal 6:
For MC, discuss on the possibility to draft an LS asking RAN2 to define the possibility for define a CellConfigInfo RRC structure which enables the network to use exactly the same Lower Layer (PHY/MAC/RLC) configuration for more than one UE in a cell.

Proposal 8:
For MC, agree to define a non-UE associated procedure to modify or release the MBS Session Context in the DU.

Proposal 9:
For MC, agree to provide the MRB configuration to the DU within a non-UE associated F1AP procedure only.

Proposal 10:
For MC, Define a set of non-UE associated DU initiated F1-U procedures to setup and release F1-U shared transport bearers, catering for per cell or per DU or per MBS area session F1-U shared transport bearers.

Proposal 11: 
For MC, Agree on a set of non-UE associated E1 procedures to control MBS Session Resources in the gNB-CU-UP for setup, modification and release.

Proposal 12: 
No common procedures for BC and MC in E1AP and F1AP

Proposal 13:
Start work based on details for F1AP broadcast MBS Session Resource Control as provided based on R3-220698.

Proposal 14:
Based on the current structure in the running RRC CR [R2-2111658] the MBSBroadcastConfiguration is finally encoded by the DU, with input from CU concerning TMGI, MRB configuration, MBS-NeighbouringCellList, and probably others. Update of e.g. neighbouring cell info could be provided in an update of the MBS Session Context from CU.

Proposal 15:
For BC close discussions on a “MBS Reset” procedure and a “MCCH RRC MSG TRANSFER procedure”.

