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1
Introduction
At RAN3 #94, two sets of CRs were presented to enable eNB-SeGW connectivity by:
· Making SeGW a new node and thus defining a new interface toward it (tentative name ‘Xs’) [1]; or

· Collocating the SeGW with the WT and thus adding necessary procedures to the eNB-WT interface (Xw) [2].

The group were not able to decide on the single way forward and the discussion on the architectural principles must continue. Part of the discussion concerned arguments against each of the proposals. In this paper, we address those listed in [3].
2
Discussion
The paper [3] listed 6 arguments. Points 2 and 4 concern technical aspects of the solution, which shall be agreed separately. Therefore, below, we focus on the remaining 3 arguments (points 1 and 6 seem to describe the same problem).

1. Confusing stage-2 specification – mixing both LWA and LWIP results in confusing specification, which is harder to implement, especially for Wi-Fi vendors. For example, in the current stage-2 it is not clear whether WT is part of LWIP architecture or not. It is also not clear which Xw procedures are applicable to LWIP, LWA or both.

6. Changes to LWIP architecture – re-use of Xw interface requires introduction of WT into LWIP specification (which is explicitly precluded in the WID, which states that LWIP architecture should not be changed).

Response: WT is the termination point of the Xw interface. The proposal for eLWIP is to enable collocation of the SeGW also at the WT (in Rel.13 it is possible to collocate it with the eNB only). Therefore, LWIP architecture gains an option which reuses LWA architecture. Furthermore, the requirement to keep LWIP architecture intact applies to the LWIP architecture after the eNB-SeGW connectivity is introduced (which is not part of the WI, but a pre-requisite work based on the LSes received in RAN3!). Therefore, the WID does not limit the discussion on the connectivity option – however, once this is enabled, the architecture shall not change any longer.
3. More complex UE and control plane handling – both peer points must interpret each message taking into account the mode (LWA/LWIP), as the UEs could share the same interface and mostly the same messages. Stage 2 provides no guidance on this, since it is not stated exactly which procedures and flows (functionality) can be applied to LWIP and when.

Response: The argument mentions UE, which is beyond the scope of the discussion. However, on the Xw, handling of LWIP and LWA indeed requires new functionality at the eNB and WT. This, however, can be considered “business as usual”: the stage-3 specification clearly lists Xw procedures applicable for LWA and those for LWIP. And the functionality to handle standard interface signalling must be added irrespectively from the interface that is used (assuming that LWA and LWIP are to be supported, which is the goal for this WI).
5. Future maintenance of LWIP and LWA features – both features are likely to evolve independently. For example, the original eLWIP WID had the following [statement], which is likely to be unique to LWIP – “-
Support for using LTE access to utilize services located in WLAN network, by allowing WLAN UL transmissions to be sent via LTE UL (RAN3)” 

Response: The argument is highly speculative and refers to plans that have never been approved. Currently there are no signs that the two interworking methods would diverge. On the contrary, in the NR context it has been proposed to work on unified interworking method for NR. If this is taken into account, the argument can be reversed: creating two different protocols for these features adds unnecessary complexity and increases the complexity in the maintenance process of similar solution.

Having the above considerations in mind, we keep considering the option of reusing Xw as more optimal for eLWIP. And hence, we propose to agree [4] as the solution for eLWIP (the CRs include proposals from [5], which are a separate discussion).
3
Summary
In this paper, we have addressed the remaining arguments listed in a paper at RAN3 #94. Based on the analysis, we still see the reusing of Xw as more optimal solution for eLWIP. 
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