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1
Introduction

This document reviews latest achievements in RAN2 and proposes a way forward.
2
Discussion

The following achievements have been made at RAN2#112:

· RLC AM is supported for PTP transmission of NR MBS.

· RLC UM is supported for PTP transmission of NR MBS.

· RLC UM is supported for PTM transmission of NR MBS.

· Working assumption: RLC-AM for PTM is not supported (can be revisited but it means that proponents of RLC-AM for PTM need to demonstrate the need, to change this). 

The following achievements have been made at RAN2#113:

· For the case that both PTM and PTP are RLC-UM, configuration with No L2 ARQ and with PDCP anchored PTM – PTP switching shall be supported (e.g. for services that would typically be configured with RLC UM for unicast).

The following achievements have been made at RAN2#113bis-e:

· For a given UE, if the MRB’s QoS requirements are not met via PTM, switching to PTP with RLC-AM shall be supported.

Chair: NOTE that the below agreements are only based on architecture decisions so far. The reliability discussion not concluded yet i.e. other cases than RLC UM + RLC UM. PTM PTP switch for such other cases is FFS

· Dynamic PTM/PTP switch is supported for a split MRB bearer (type) with a common (single) PDCP entity.

· As a baseline, no new UE based signalling is introduced to support gNB switch decision (e.g. PDCP SR for high reliability is still TBD)

· Assuming a split-MRB (as agreed during the online session) configured with a PTM leg and PTP leg, the usage of the PTP leg cannot be deactivated (i.e. the UE needs to always monitor C-RNTI) after the necessary split-MRB configuration.

· Assuming a split-MRB (as agreed during the online session) configured with a PTM leg and PTP leg, it is FFS whether the usage of the PTM leg of the split-MRB may be subject to activation or deactivation and the details of such.

A possible depiction of these achievements can be given as follows:
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 Figure 1: Left – Split MRB; Right – MRB (from R2-2103515)
Observation 1:
RAN2 agreed on the support of a split MRB bearer, where a PTP leg is configured for a UE with RLC-AM.
Observation 2:
From a UE point of view, if configured with a split PTM/PTP bearer configuration, it would need to monitor data scrambled with G-RNTI and C-RNTI, with probably discarding data if duplication is detected on PDCP.

Observation 3: Providing data via PTP or PTM is a scheduling decision made by the MAC entity common for PTM and PTP.

Observation 4: Discussions on reliability is still ongoing in RAN2, it is yet unclear whether PDCP Status Report is defined at all for MRB, whether only at mobility (most likely not for non-mobility cases). Before such decisions isn’t made in RAN2 and before the means via which a PDCP Status Report is transmitted for MRB configuration, RAN3 discussions have to be kept on hold for that aspect.

Observation 5: In NG-RAN architecture terms speaking, the same PDCP PDUs transported via the shared F1-U bearer agreed for the PTP leg in [1] the current status of the BL CR for TS 38.401 enables feeding the very same user plane data received via that F1-U into the PTP leg upon scheduling decisions in the common MAC in the gNB-DU.  

Observation 6:
The statement in [1] “A shared F1-U tunnel is used between the gNB-CU and the gNB-DU for PTM transmission of a MBS radio bearer. ” is probably not complete, but not wrong either.

Conclusion:
At this stage of RAN3 discussions, no additional F1 related discussions are necessary in RAN3 w.r.t. ptp/ptm switch.
Proposal:
An Editor’s Note could be added to the BL CR for 38.401 stating: “Whether additional F1 functions are necessary to support a split MRB configuration is FFS.”
3
Conclusion and Proposals
We have tried to walk through the recent agreements in RAN2 concerning MRB configurations, especially the split MRB configuration. 

The following can be concluded:

Conclusion:
At this stage of RAN2 and RAN3 discussions, no additional F1 related discussions are necessary in RAN3 w.r.t. ptp/ptm switch.

The following is proposed:

Proposal:
An Editor’s Note could be added to the BL CR for 38.401 stating: Whether additional F1 functions are necessary to support a split MRB configuration is FFS.
4
References
[1]
R3-211479 "Introduction of NR MBS" BL CR TS 38.401, input paper to RAN3#112-e
PAGE  
2

