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1 Introduction
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(moderator - HW)

Summary of offline disc R3-231928
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

Proposal:  Agree the following CRs. 

· Rel-15 Cat.F CR in R3-231986 (revision of R3-231666), 

· Rel-16 Cat.A CR in R3-231987 (revision of R3-231667)
· Rel-17 Cat.F CR in R3-231988 (revision of R3-231668)
3 Discussion (Round before final submission)

Question: If you have further comments, please comment below, or go directly revise the CRs in the CRs review Folder? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Thank you for adding the description to the cover page, but it is not exactly what I meant. Please note, we are adding “E-UTRA”, and we say that it is not to be used. So, the question is, why the ‘NR’ information was/is needed? Or, if it is not needed (especially that now it seems not needed also in Rel.17!), it is good to mention that the IE has no purpose in the current version of the specification.

	Huawei
	Thanks Nokia’s comments. 

The cover page of R15/16 CRs is updated to explain why the “E-UTRA” should not be used, based on above comments. 

	
	


4 Discussion (Round 1)

Please provide your views by 13:00 UTC Friday April 21st. 

4.1 Rel-15 Cat. F/Rel-16 Cat. A CRs

The reason of change in Rel-15/16 CRs is copied as follows. 
	In the 9.3.1.44 Data Usage Report List IE used to report the secondary RAT data usage for EN-DC, the RAT Type IE is used to indicate the RAT type, with the IE type as ENUMERATED (NR, …). 
However, in ASN.1, it is erroneously referring to the RAT-Type as follows. 

RAT-Type
::=
ENUMERATED
{


e-UTRA,


nR,


...

}

This not only leads to the mis-alignment between the tabular and the ASN.1, but also leads to the mis-implementation that the e-UTRA RAT type can be used for ENDC data usage report in this release. 




There were some online comments to update the RAT-Type in the ASN.1, e.g., to remove the e-UTRA codepoint directly to the moderator’s understanding. Unfortunately, after further check, the RAT-type is also used in the following 9.3.1.11
Cell Group Information. 
	9.3.1.11
Cell Group Information

This IE provides information about the cell group(s) (i.e., radio leg(s)) that are part of the DRB.

IE/Group Name
Presence
Range
IE type and reference
Semantics description
Criticality
Assigned Criticality
Cell Group List
1
-
-
>Cell Group Item
1..<maxnoofCellGroups>
-

-

<Skip the irrelevance>
-

>>RAT Type

O

ENUMERATED (E-UTRA, NR, …)

Indicates the RAT.

-

-




In the moderator’s understanding, there are two potential options to address this issue. 
· Option 1: Update the Tabular as proposed in R3-231666/ R3-231667 as follows (note that the semantic description is updated to “in this version of the specification”)

	> RAT Type
	M
	
	ENUMERATED (E-UTRA, NR, …)
	The value E-UTRA is not used in this version of the specification. 


	-
	-


· Option 2: Update the rAT-Type in ASN.1 by referring to a new RAT type. The example is given as follows. 

	Data-Usage-Report-Item
::= SEQUENCE {


dRB-ID





DRB-ID,


rAT-Type




 ENUMERATED {nR, ...},

dRB-Usage-Report-List

DRB-Usage-Report-List,


iE-Extensions
ProtocolExtensionContainer { { Data-Usage-Report-ItemExtIEs } }
OPTIONAL,


...

}




The moderator understands option 1 is simple and BC, while option 2 is NBC change. The moderator intends to propose the following proposal: 

Proposal 1: Take option 1 as the solution to address the RAT type issue for Rel-15/16.  
Question 1: Is the proposal agreeable, or any other views?

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Agree to have BC change. 

	Samsung
	Agree to have BC change (option 1)

	Nokia
	Yes, as proposed in opt. 1

If the CRs are to be revised, it would be good to explain in the cover page why the IE was included, if it supports “NR” only.

	Huawei2
	To reply Nokia: Sure, the cover page of the CR will be updated as commented. 

	CATT
	Yes

	NEC
	Agree to have BC change i.e. option 1.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Agree to Option 1 as BC solution.

	ZTE
	Option 1.

	Ericsson
	Option 1 is ok


Moderator summary: 

All companies are fine to go with option 1. The CRs need to be updated to use the “NR_CPUP_Split-Core” WI code, and add explanations on the cover page. See the proposal in section 2. 
4.2 Rel-17 Cat. F CR
The reason of change in Rel-17 CR is copied below. 

	Starting from Rel-17, in order to support the CP-UP separation for eNB and ng-eNB, in the 9.3.1.44 Data Usage Report List IE, the RAT type IE is extended to include the E-UTRA codepoint in an extensible way as ENUMERATED (NR, …, E-UTRA) (see the agreed R3-221121). 

However, in ASN.1, it is erroneously referring to the RAT-Type as shown below. 

RAT-Type
::=
ENUMERATED
{


e-UTRA,


nR,


...

}




Similar to Section 3.1, there are two potential solutions as follows. 

· Option 1: Update the IE type of the RAT Type IE to be the same as the definition in ASN.1 (as proposed in R3-231668). 
	> RAT Type
	M
	
	ENUMERATED (E-UTRA, NR, …)
	
	-
	-


· Option 2: Update the rAT-Type in ASN.1 by referring to a new RAT type. The example is given as follows. 

	Data-Usage-Report-Item
::= SEQUENCE {


dRB-ID





DRB-ID,


rAT-Type




 ENUMERATED {nR, ..., e-UTRA},

dRB-Usage-Report-List

DRB-Usage-Report-List,


iE-Extensions
ProtocolExtensionContainer { { Data-Usage-Report-ItemExtIEs } }
OPTIONAL,


...

}




For the same reason as section 3.1., the moderator intends to have the following proposal:  
Proposal 2: Take option 1 as the solution to address the RAT type issue for Rel-17.  
Question 2: Is the proposal agreeable, or any other views?

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Agree to have BC change. 

	Samsung
	Agree to have BC change (option 1)
One question. ‘e-UTRA’ RAT-type value would be required to support only NE-DC. But NE-DC could be supported with the MR-DC Data Usage Report. Why should ‘E-UTRA’ value be supported from Rel.17? What is the usage?

	Nokia
	Yes, as proposed in opt. 1

	Huawei2
	Reply to Samsung’s question: 

Samsung raises a good point. Now we think “E-UTRA” value actually is not needed. 

· For EN-DC, if the eNB (the MN node) is CU/DU split, the eNB-CU-CP should send the “NR” value to the eNB-CU-UP for data usage report. 

· For NE-DC, the MR-DC Data Usage Report procedure should be used instead. 

So, we can add “The value E-UTRA is not used in this version of the specification.” in the semantic descriptions on top of option 1. Note that this is still Cat F. CR, since we need to correct it introduce by the LTE_NR_arch_evo_enh-Core WI. 

	CATT
	Ok with the option1 together with the additional description provided by Huawei

	NEC
	It is good point from Samsung and also correct analysis from Huawei2. 

Still, need to have BC change. 

Then following the Huawei2 analysis, since Rel-17 CR will be same as rel-15 CR for the same reason, then it can be Cat. A. Then in Rel-17 37.483 CR cover page “Other comments:” need to have the magic wording: 

“This Cat. A CR to TS 37.483 is a mirror CR of previous release of TS 38.463.

No Rel-17 CR to TS 38.463 is needed as TS 38.463 Rel-17 is an empty pointer specification to TS 37.483.”



	Huawei3
	Reply to NEC:

Thanks for the comments. I would like to say this should be Cat. F CR for R17, if my understanding is correct. 

· For Rel-15/16, its IE type is changed from ENUMERATED (NR, …) to ENUMERATED (E-UTRA, NR, …)
· For Rel-17, its IE type is changed from ENUMERATED (NR, …, E-UTRA) to ENUMERATED (E-UTRA, NR, …)

Another reason is that the WI code for this IE is different for Rel-17 compared with R15/16. 

	Deutsche Telekom
	We are fine with the CR incorporating the changes on Option 1 proposed by NEC and Huawei in their feedback.

	ZTE
	We also prefer to have a BC change.



	NEC2
	Reply to Huawei3, thanks for further clarification. It is then OK to have Cat. F for Rel-17 37.483 with Work Item code as “LTE_NR_arch_evo_enh-Core”.

But see below other comment that the Rel-15 / Rel-16 need to have work item code as “NR_newRAT-Core”. 

	Ericsson
	Option 1 is ok  


 Moderator summary: 

All companies are fine to go with option 1. According to the comments received, the Rel-17 Cat. F CR needs to be updated to add semantics descriptions to say that “The value E-UTRA is not used in this version of the specification.”. 
If there is anything not covered by the above aspects, please input your comments below. 
	Company
	Comment

	NEC
	At least the Rel-15, Rel-16 and probably the Rel-17 CR should have the Work Item code as “NR_CPUP_Split” not “NR_newRAT-Core”.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Moderator summary: 

The Rel-15/16 CRs should be updated with the correct Work Item Code. 
5 Conclusion, Recommendations

TBD
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