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1
Introduction

This paper documents the outcome of the offline discussion on capturing UP in a single spec.

2
Discussion
RAN3 had agreed that “Same FC mechanism and procedures in F1, X2, Xn; possible enhancements for F1-U are not precluded”.

The below working agreements have also been reached:
For EN-DC UP MCG split bearers, it is allowed for MeNB to directly communicate to SgNB-DU

For 5G-DC UP MCG split bearers, it is allowed for MgNB to directly communicate to SgNB-DU
The discussion is about if to keep a single specification or multiple specification for F1, X2, Xn user plane (Xw, which also offers support for UP is not included in the consideration). And if to keep a single UP specification for the listed interfaces, which one to be kept.

The possible alternatives are:
Option 1: One specification for each considered UP interface (X2UP, XnUP, F1UP)

Option 2: Keep only one specification.
We can further discuss if to keep X2UP (the part related to EN-DC UP would be used for F1UP and XnUP), XnUP or F1UP
Option 3: Keep X2UP as it is. Use only one UP specification for XnUP and F1UP
Option 4: Keep one living specification. Refer to this specification for the other UP specifications. 
	Options
	Pros
	Cons
	Specification Aspect (Kept)

	Option 1
	One specification per interface, clear to read.
Allow each specification developed independently and enhancement could be done based on different FC granularity.
	Duplicated specification; 

Difficult to maintain the specification and to secure the same FC over the different UP. The same Change Request will be mirrored to different specifications.
	All Specs kept separately:

X2UP

XnUP

F1UP

XwUP (if so considered)

	Option 2
	Easy to maintain, ensure the unified FC in X2/Xn/Fi UP
	Not future proof in case different enhancements are introduced on to different interface.

More time needed in order to assure the description cover all scenarios.

No more one-one mapping between the Interface and specification
	Alt1: F1UP (proposed)

Alt2: XnUP (proposed)

XwUP (if so considered)

	Option 3
	Semi easy to maintain. Clear for the handling of LTE and eLTE eNB

Easy creation of the TS (no existing specification).
	Not future proof in case different enhancements are introduced on to different interface.

More time needed in order to assure the description cover all scenarios.

No more one-one mapping between the Interface and specification .

	Alt1: X2UP and F1UP (proposed)

Alt2: X2UP and XnUP (proposed)

XwUP (if so considered)

	Option 4
	Easy to maintain

Possibly enables including also Xw, if considered in future.
	Still duplicated specs.
Not future proof in case different enhancements are introduced on to different interface.
More time needed in order to assure the description cover all scenarios.

No more one-one mapping between the Interface and specification
	Alt1: F1UP contains the specification; X2UP (for option 3) and XnUP are kept and refer to F1UP;

Alt2: XnUP contains the specification; X2UP (for option 3) and F1UP are kept and refer to XnUP

XwUP (if so considered)


3
Conclusion

We conclude to specify the flow control related UP protocol functions applicable to X2-U (EN-DC), Xn-U and F1-U in a single place. It is also concluded that enhancements specific for an interface are not precluded. Details how to specify are FFS.
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