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Introduction
In the present contribution we propose some general principles for the Study on Architecture Evolution for E-UTRAN which we believe can save RAN3 considerable time and effort.
The high level idea behind these proposals is to stick to NR agreements for the CU/DU split to the extent possible, avoid introducing new solutions for the E-UTRAN CU/DU split which are not part of NR and focus the study on differences between CU/DU split in NR and E-UTRAN. As the functionality is largely similar and in some cases identical, these potential differences should be technically justified.
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Discussion
The objectives of the SI are:
	Starting from NR CU and DU in higher layer split, the goal of this SI is to target a unified architecture for E-UTRAN and NR, in light of functional split and enabling easy CU/DU deployment, while identify the impacts on legacy functionality. The detailed objectives of the study item are:

Study the deployment topology and feasibility of CU/DU functional split for eNB, based on the selected option for gNB, for a network deployed with both eNB and gNB;

Identify, evaluate, and recommend the functions and procedures required in the interface(s) to support the above functional split, harmonizing with NR as much as possible (CP/UP separation should also be aligned).
Note: LTE high layer split should be consistent with high layer split defined for NR.


With this in mind, we would like to re-iterate these SID objectives as the following agreement:

Proposal 1: E-UTRAN high level CU/DU split follows the same architecture as the NR high level CU/DU split; in particular, all NR CU/DU split agreements (where applicable) are valid for the E-UTRAN high level CU/DU split.
Moreover, we believe that in order to streamline the work on this SI and, taking into account a) limited time for the SI and b) limited time in RAN3 in general, due to strict NR timelines, no new solutions shall be introduced in this SI. This is in line with the SID requirements and objectives, would allow RAN3 to complete the SI in time and would free up time for NR WI discussions, which are higher priority.
Proposal 2: no new (i.e. not discussed in NR CU/DU split) solutions shall be introduced in the E-UTRAN high level CU/DU split SI; in other words, the study should focus only on the parts of NR CU/DU split which cannot be trivially mapped to E-UTRAN.
NOTE: we do not anticipate many such differences.

Naturally, first we need to confirm that the protocol split for E-UTRAN follows NR CU/DU split, specifically: RRC and PDCP are in the CU, while RLC, MAC and PHY are in the DU.
Proposal 3: for high level CU/DU split in E-UTRAN, RRC and PDCP are in the CU, while RLC, MAC and PHY are in the DU.

Furthermore, as the work on NR CU/DU split has progressed, we can already take some of the more detailed agreements reached in NR into the present SI. For example, we propose to define the E-UTRAN split architecture with eNB-CU and eNB-DU. The eNB-CU and the eNB-DU definitions should mimic these of the gNB-CU and the gNB-DU. The interface connecting the eNB-CU and the eNB-DU should follow the F1 interface design as much as possible, in particular, the user plane protocol stack and the control plane protocol stack, as well as functional split of the interface shall be the same as these for the F1 interface.

Proposal 4: to define the high level E-UTRAN split architecture with eNB-CU and eNB-DU.

Proposal 5: the eNB-CU and the eNB-DU definitions as well as the interface connecting the eNB-CU and the eNB-DU design follows the F1 user plane protocol stack, control plane protocol stack, and functional split.
If the above proposals are agreeable, it is worthwhile to consider how to capture these (and in general, how to capture the agreements for this SI). Normally, a TR needs to be created to capture the solutions and the conclusions of the SI. Alternatively, we could consider re-using the TR 38.801 [1] or using “running TPs”, however using a separate TR seems cleaner. 

Additionally, in light of the considerations above we propose to not capture multiple solutions in the TR, but rather capture agreement to follow the NR CU/DU split (in sufficient level of detail) and some (likely minor) differences, when these are applied to the E-UTRAN.
Proposal 6: the SI TR captures agreements of the high level E-UTRAN CU/DU split and differences (when applicable), compared to NR high level CU/DU split; the TR does not contain multiple solutions.
If the proposals above are agreeable, one of the next issues to discuss is whether to re-use the F1 interface and the F1 Application Protocol for E-UTRAN functional split. It is certainly appealing to use the same protocol (and the same set of technical specifications) for both, as this can reduce the specification work and will certainly help to maximize commonalities between these interfaces. However, this goes against the principle that the same interface shall not terminate in different logical nodes. Having said that, we have seen some cases where this principle was not strictly followed and there are other similar cases being discussed in the NR WI. Moreover, it is also possible to consider less extreme re-use options, for example we can consider to define a new interface which re-uses some of F1-AP procedures. Other options can be possible as well. Given the considerations above and also the fact that the conclusion on this issue may depend on the differences between NR and E-UTRAN CU/DU split (which are to be determined during the present study), this topic probably requires further discussions.
Observation 1: the issue of re-using F1 for the high level E-UTRAN CU/DU split vs. defining a new interface requires further discussions.
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Conclusions and proposals

Proposal 1: E-UTRAN high level CU/DU split follows the same architecture as the NR high level CU/DU split; in particular, all NR CU/DU split agreements (where applicable) are valid for the E-UTRAN high level CU/DU split.

Proposal 2: no new (i.e. not discussed in NR CU/DU split) solutions shall be introduced in the E-UTRAN high level CU/DU split SI; in other words, the study should focus only on the parts of NR CU/DU split which cannot be trivially mapped to E-UTRAN.

Proposal 3: for high level CU/DU split in E-UTRAN, RRC and PDCP are in the CU, while RLC, MAC and PHY are in the DU.

Proposal 4: to define the high level E-UTRAN split architecture with eNB-CU and eNB-DU.

Proposal 5: the eNB-CU and the eNB-DU definitions as well as the interface connecting the eNB-CU and the eNB-DU design follows the F1 user plane protocol stack, control plane protocol stack, and functional split.
Proposal 6: the SI TR captures agreements of the high level E-UTRAN CU/DU split and differences (when applicable), compared to NR high level CU/DU split; the TR does not contain multiple solutions.
Observation 1: the issue of re-using F1 for the high level E-UTRAN CU/DU split vs. defining a new interface requires further discussions.

A text proposal for the (to be allocated) SI TR based on the above is provided in [2].
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