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Description
At RAN3#97bis meeting, RAN3 agreed that the content of the NG-U encapsulation header for the user plane (currently QFI, RQI, Etc..) will be sent in a container specified by RAN3 which will be embedded within a GTP extension header. LS was sent in [3] to CT4 to inform CT4 of RAN3 decision: 
RAN3 has decided to specify a 5GS container which includes the Radio Network Layer user plane information elements which need to be exchanged over NG-U e.g. QFI (QoS Flow ID).

Besides, at the following RAN3#98 meeting, RAN3 decided to have a common protocol for X2U/F1U/XnU:
The same GTP-U extension header shall be used over X2, Xn and F1; we shall specify F1-only enhancements (if any) e.g. by defining additional frame format PDU types, IEs, or appropriate extensions, which only apply to F1.

In order to enable this common protocol, the name has been decided as a generic name: NR User Plane Protocol. This new protocol was specified as TS 38.425 in R3-174957.

As a consequence, RAN3 now needs to decide between two possible solutions for the 5GS container:

· Solution 1: the NG-U content is sent within the same container as the X2-U/F1-U/Xn-U i.e. specified as an additional “Frame Type” of that common container (and then specified in TS 38.425 and sent in same GTP extension header).
· Solution 2: the NG-U content is sent as a separate container i.e. specified in a different new RAN3 specification and then sent in a separate GTP extension header.
At their last CT4 meetings, CT4 first acknowledged RAN3#97bis decision on 5GS container. Then CT4 was also further notified at RAN3#98 of the unified NR user plane protocol for which they were asked to create a specific GTP-U extension header called NR RAN Container in the LSout [4]. However, CT4 is now waiting the decision from RAN3 between the solution 1 and solution 2 here-above in order to determine whether or not an additional GTP extension header is needed.
This paper investigates whether to select solution 1 or solution 2 and proposes the corresponding Text Proposals, way forward and LS out to CT4.
Advantages of solution 1
· Only one specification to maintain for RAN3 i.e. TS 38.425,
· No additional container to be defined in GTP-U definition of Extension Header Type for CT4,

· With the same GTP extension header, NG-U information can be also sent over Xn-U for Xn handover data forwarding (however for solution 2, nothing prevents also to use the 5GS container for Xn-U data forwarding).

Advantages of solution 2
· NG-U information elements are meant to be sent over N9 interface as well and therefore this NG-U container can rather be seen as a 5GS container. This is what RAN3 has communicated to CT4 already:
RAN3 has decided to specify a 5GS container which includes the Radio Network Layer user plane information elements which need to be exchanged over NG-U e.g. QFI (QoS Flow ID).

· It is cleaner and more future proof to have a separate container: NG-U content could evolve in the future with additional 5GC QoS elements whereas the Xn-U/X2-U/F1-U container was already commented last time to already have the difficulty that it will need to evolve with detailed radio related information specific of F1-U (see last meeting “how to deal with F1-U enhancements”). 
Considering the handling of enhancements to come in the future, we think cleaner to start with a separate container for NG-U and N9 and therefore separate specification.
Proposal 1: decide that 5GS container is specified in a separate specification and therefore sent as a separate GTP extension header container (solution 2 here-above). 
If RAN3 follows proposal 1, the NR WID rapporteur will propose to add TS 38.415 to the NR WID [1]. Nokia is OK to be rapporteur. An initial draft of a complete TS 38.415 has also been provided in [5] to see how the new RAN3 specification would look like.

In particular, discussion on Tdoc [5] can start to see whether the specification can be made generic enough to apply to any interface which needs it. In that case, such interface would simply reference the new RAN3 specification.
Proposal 2: open tdoc [5] to have a first discussion on an attempt to have a generic protocol specification applying to any interface referencing it.

An LS to CT4 is also provided in [6] to inform CT4 of the selection of solution 2 and the need to define yet an additional GTP Extension Header Type codepoint.  
Proposal 3: agree on the above way forward and send the corresponding LS to CT4 in [6].

2
Summary and Proposals
This paper proposes the following way forward on the 5GS container:

Proposal 1: decide that the 5GS container is specified in a separate specification and therefore sent as a separate GTP extension header container (solution 2 here-above). 
Proposal 2: open tdoc [5] to have a first discussion on an attempt to have a generic protocol specification applying to any interface referencing it.

Proposal 3: agree on the above way forward and send the corresponding LS to CT4 in [6].
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