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1 Introduction

CB: # NRIIOT10_Email_Ethernet_Type_Bearer_Signaling

-  check BL CRs from last meeting

-  define the detailed EHC parameters based on the progress of RAN2, remove FFS
-  Introduce new Non IP Type IE to indicate Ethernet Type over S1 and X2 in BL CR,  whether to rename the new Non-IP IE to Ethernet Type IE and update the text accordingly? (Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, CMCC)
- add stage2 text for TS38.460?  (Nok)

- procedure text update for E1AP and abnormal handling? (HW, Vodafone, Nok)
- revise/merge as needed, split work
(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-202528
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
R3-201548 – endorsed

R3-201549 – endorsed

R3-201552 – endorsed

R3-201553 – endorsed

R3-20xxxc rev [in xxxg] – agreed

Propose to capture the following:

Agreement text…
WA: carefully crafted text…

Issue 1: no consensus

Issue 2: issue is acknowledged; need to further check the impact on the gNB-CU. May be possible to address with a pure st2 change. To be continued…
3 Discussion
3.1 Endorse the baseline CRs
Question 1: can we endorse the BL CRs in R3-201548, R3-201549, R3-201552, R3-201553 ?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	
	

	
	


3.2 Stage 2

Question 2: can we agree the stage 2 CR for 38.460 in R3-202169?  
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	
	

	
	


3.3 S1AP and X2AP

Question 3: do you agree that simultaneous ROHC and Ethernet compression is possible and corresponding update of S1 and X2 BL CRs are necessary in R3-201674 and R3-201675 ?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes, as per RAN2 agreements.

	
	

	
	


3.4 NG: Ethernet compression optional
Question 4: do you agree with the first change of R3-202171 that ethernet compression should remain optional by receiver node?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes, it should always remain choice of the receiver to perform compression if it can.

	
	

	
	


3.5 NG: PDU Session Type criticality
Question 5: in the same spirit, do you agree to have PDU session type changed to criticality “ignore” instead of “reject” in order to not fail PDU session setup for an unknown PDU session Type as explained in R3-202171?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes, compression must remain optional.

	
	

	
	


3.6 E1: TP in 1673 to transfer the EHC parameters to CU UP

Question 6: can we agree the TP in R3-201673 to transfer the EHC parameters from CU CP to CU UP or is there any comments or improvements needed to this CR?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes, CU UP needs to be aware of this information. CRs look good.

	
	

	
	


3.7 E1: ROHC compression for “IP above Ethernet”
Currently the CU CP is aware that IP traffic is coming with the PDU session type “IP” and can send ROHC parameters to CU UP accordingly. However, when the IP is above ethernet the PDU session type will be received at CU CP set as “ethernet” and there is no codepoint to say “IP over ethernet”. 

There are then two solutions proposed to configure ROHC to compress the IP traffic inside the ethernet frame: 

Solution 1 (e.g. R3-201734): A first solution is that CU CP remains unaware that IP traffic is being carried over ethernet but instead always sends ROHC parameters to CU UP by default every time it sends the ethernet parameters, “just in case”: if IP traffic is detected in the payload of ethernet frame by CU UP then ROHC is used, otherwise not.
Solution 2 (e.g. R3-202170): CU CP sends the ROHC parameters to the CU UP when it is made aware that IP traffic is going to be received, otherwise not. For this purpose, an additional codepoint for PDU session type IE such as “IP over Ethernet” is needed or to be more future proof an Additional PDU session type IE could be added (example provided in R3-202170) which can include “IP” while the existing PDU session Type IE would include “ethernet”. 
Question 7: which solution you think is the one to follow?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Solution 2. The issue with solution 1 is that you always reserve resources for ROHC compression eve if no IP traffic will come which is a waste especially on the UE side. A “conservative approach” is therefore better.

	
	

	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
5 References

