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1 Introduction

CB: # 22_eNBarchEvo
- Check draft TS37.48x v0.1.0 and stage2 BL CRs for Rel-17 Enhanced eNB Architecture Evolution WI, e.g., format, revision marks, any missing text/TPs…
- Check updates proposed TP for TS37.480 in R3-221928, if agreeable, merge it to TS37.480

(HW - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-222414
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following (from first round):

Endorse unseen BL CR R3-221536 in R3-22xxxx (fix the editorial typos)

Endorse unseen BL CR R3-221514 in R3-22xxxx (put the NOTE under 8.9.9)
Endorse unseen BL CR R3-221586 in R3-22xxxx (remove the reference to 38.463)
Rapporteur of each spec modify the draft TS 37.48x as follows:

Revise R3-221644 in R3-22xxxx,

- There's no version of revision mark (i.e. TS 37.482 v0.1.0-rm.doc) in the zip file.

- Please remove the yellow highlight in the cover page.

- Please change the date as (2022-02) in the cover page

- Please add the change history of "v0.1.0, v0.2.0, v0.3.0" in Annex A

Revise R3-221645 in R3-22xxxx,

- Please change the date as (2022-02) in the cover page

- Please add the change history of "v0.0.1" in Annex A

Revise R3-221646 in R3-22xxxx,

- Please add the change history of "v0.0.1" in Annex A

Revise R3-221647 in R3-22xxxx,

- Please add the change history of "v0.0.1" in Annex A

- Please change the meeting as R3#115-e for "v0.1.0" in Annex A.
Online quick check (if no consensus, postpone to second round):

Whether pCR R3-222519 is agreeable?

3 Discussion second round

3.1 Discussion on R3-221928

In R3-221928, there are two changes. The first change is according to the reason “the current description is too general from the aspect of the specification. To align with the BL CR to 38.463, we propose to make it clearer that each instance of gNB-CU-CP could be treated as ng-eNB-CU-CP or eNB-CP, and each instance of gNB-CU-UP could be treated as ng-eNB-CU-UP or eNB-UP, for ng-eNB or eNB CP/UP separation respectively.”

In the first round, it seems all the companies are fine with this change. 

Proposal: Agree the change in section 4

Please provide your comments for proposal in the table, if any.

	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Then the second change in section 4.1 is proposed to change the NOTE, to make clear that E1 interface is a control plane interface and is also used for user data forwarding for eNB CP/UP separation. In the first round discussion, although most companies agree this proposal, two companies have concerns. In moderator’s view, it should be a common understanding that for legacy eNB, E1 is also used for user data forwarding (see definitions of eNB-CP, eNB-UP and other descriptions in BL CR of 36.401). In addition, at the stage, we will not re-open the discussion of whether name E1-U and E1-C, there should be no such naming according to the agreements of previous meetings. 

Therefore, in the second, the moderator would like to ask whether there is a consensus that, the current wording of the following sentence in section 4.1 is incorrect, as for legacy eNB E1 is also used to convey E-UTRAN/NR PDCP PDUs. 

“NOTE 2:
The E1 interface is a control interface and is not used for user data forwarding”
If this is recognized, please companies provide views on how to reword the NOTE, so it will not cause a misunderstanding.

Please companies provide your comments on whether it is acknowledged that the current wording of NOTE2 is incorrect for the case of legacy eNBs? In the ‘comments’ part, it is welcome to provide suitable rewording methods, so it is acceptable to all the companies.
	Company
	Yes/No 
	Comments 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.2 Discussion on R3-222519

According to the discussion in CB#11 and the guidance from our secretary, the draft R3-222519 [9] has been uploaded into the draft for review. This pCR tries to have some clean-ups to 37.482 from rapporteur perspective, the main change is to make the E1 interface definition to be consistent in the spec, and fix some formatting issues.
Please provide your views for whether agree the text proposal in [9] and fill the comments in the table, if any.

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


4 Discussion

4.1 Discussion on the BL CRs

Moderator’s note: There is a set of baseline CRs [1]-[3] submitted as required. 

Proposal: Endorse the baseline CRs in [1] to [3]

Please provide your comments for proposal in the table, if any.

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei
	Yes

	Nokia
	Yes

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes to [1] and [2].

Question for clarification on [3]:

In Sec. 2 “References” the following was added:
“[y] 3GPP TS 38.463: "NG-RAN; E1 Application Protocol (E1AP)", 

but [y] is not used in the text. Is there any reason to keep it?

And if it is needed, why is there a reference to TS 38.463 and not to 37.483?

	Samsung
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes for [1] and [2], and the issue raised by DT in [3] should be clarified.

	Ericsson
	Yes for [1] and [2]. For [3] ok to remove the reference to 38.463

	Intel Corporation
	For [1], a minor editorial request to remove a comma in Section 1 Scope (but can be addressed when implementing without revising the CR):

The present document specifies the NR user plane protocol functions used within NG-RAN and, for EN-DC and LTE UP-CP split,
 within E-UTRAN. NR user plane protocol functions may reside in nodes terminating either the X2-U (for EN-DC) or the Xn-U or the F1-U interface. User plane protocol functions support both E-UTRA PDCP and NR PDCP.
For [2], this note NOTE: The general principles and procedures described in this section does not apply to ng-eNB is placed under 8.9.9.1 (not under 8.9.9), which makes 8.9.9.2 BH RLC Channel Mapping on BAP Layer applicable to ng-eNB. Is this right? If not, this note should be placed under 8.9.9.


Moderator summary:  

Endorse unseen BL CR R3-221536 in R3-22xxxx (fix the editorial typos)

Endorse unseen BL CR R3-221514 in R3-22xxxx (put the NOTE under 8.9.9)
Endorse unseen BL CR R3-221586 in R3-22xxxx (remove the reference to 38.463)
4.2 Views on draft TS 37.48X specs

Moderator’s note: The draft TS 37.48X specs [4] to [7] are submitted for further review.
Please companies to review/check, e.g. format, revision marks, any missing text/TPs… and provide comments to the above draft specs if needed. In the field of Yes/No, you can express your views about whether the draft TS 37.48x can be agreed. 

Note that WI rapporteur also have to prepare “draft TS37.48x v1.1.0” after RAN3#115-e meeting to include TS 38.46X Rel-16/Rel-17 agreed CRs with rev. marks from other REL-16/17 WIs than LTE_NR_arch_evo_enh-Core, they will be submitted as “TS37.48x v1.1.0” to RAN#95-e meeting.

Please provide your views for whether agree the draft TS 37.48X specs in [4] to [7]. Comments are welcome to be provided, if any.

	Company
	Yes/No 
	Comments 

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	MCC
	Yes, but...
	For [4],

- There's no version of revision mark (i.e. TS 37.482 v0.1.0-rm.doc) in the zip file.

- Please remove the yellow highlight in the cover page.

- Please change the date as (2022-02) in the cover page

- Please add the change history of "v0.1.0, v0.2.0, v0.3.0" in Annex A

For [5],

- Please change the date as (2022-02) in the cover page

- Please add the change history of "v0.0.1" in Annex A

For [6],

- Please add the change history of "v0.0.1" in Annex A

For [7],

- Please add the change history of "v0.0.1" in Annex A

- Please change the meeting as R3#115-e for "v0.1.0" in Annex A.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	including changes highlighted by MCC

	Intel Corporation
	Yes
	Thanks Young-Ik. 

To the WI rapporteur, just FYI, from my understanding, there is no Rel-16/17 CRs agreed for 38.461/2, which means that the version v1.0.0 of TS 37.481/2 doesn't have to be revised to v1.1.0. For them, only v1.0.0 is submitted to RP#95.   


Moderator summary:

Rapporteur of each spec modify the draft TS 37.48x as follows:

Revise R3-221644 in R3-22xxxx,

- There's no version of revision mark (i.e. TS 37.482 v0.1.0-rm.doc) in the zip file.

- Please remove the yellow highlight in the cover page.

- Please change the date as (2022-02) in the cover page

- Please add the change history of "v0.1.0, v0.2.0, v0.3.0" in Annex A

Revise R3-221645 in R3-22xxxx,

- Please change the date as (2022-02) in the cover page

- Please add the change history of "v0.0.1" in Annex A

Revise R3-221646 in R3-22xxxx,

- Please add the change history of "v0.0.1" in Annex A

Revise R3-221647 in R3-22xxxx,

- Please add the change history of "v0.0.1" in Annex A

- Please change the meeting as R3#115-e for "v0.1.0" in Annex A.
4.3 Discussion on the Text Proposals

Moderator’s note: There is a pCR [8] submitted for discussion. pCR [8] pointed out that for eNB CP/UP separation, the E1 interface is also used for user data forwarding, so the current Note in 37.480 is incorrect.  Please companies provide comments on whether the TP is agreeable.

Please provide your views for whether agree the text proposal in [8] and fill the comments in the table, if any.

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments 

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes, but …
	For Note 2 in Sec. 4.1 following change is proposed in [8]:

“The E1 interface is a control interface and is not used for user data forwarding for gNB or ng-eNB CP/UP separation. The E1 interface is a control interface and is also used for user data forwarding for eNB CP/UP separation.” 

There is a repetition of the statement that E1 is a control interface. From our perspective it would be better to combine the 2 sentences, e.g.

“The E1 interface is a control interface. It is not used for user data forwarding for gNB or ng-eNB CP/UP separation, but for user data forwarding for eNB CP/UP separation.”

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	The wording could be “The E1 interface is a control interface and is not used for user data forwarding for gNB or ng-eNB CP/UP separation. While, it is also used for user data forwarding for eNB CP/UP separation.”

	Ericsson
	No
	This is a misunderstanding of changes made to 36.401:
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.

E1 is not the UP interface mentioned above.

	Intel Corporation
	Seems we need discussions
	Between eNB-CP and eNB-UP, the question is whether we consider that "E1" is also used to carry PDCP PDUs like we did for "F1-U". In this case, should we separate E1-C and E1-U? Or like E/// mentioned, we consider E1 as control interface and just leave user data carrying over GTP-U? 


Moderator Summary:
5 of 7 companies agreed the pCR, one company disagree and one company think need discussion. RAN3 works on consensus, so postpone the discussion to the second round.
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