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1 Introduction

CB: # 19_MBS_PTP-PTM_DynChange

- HW

Prefer L2 architecture with shared PDCP entity and separate RLC entities for PTM and PTP, subject to RAN2 decision.

Further discuss whether gNB-CU or gNB-DU makes the decision on the dynamic switch between PTP and PTM.

- QC

Support dynamic switching between MRB and DRB for service continuity and efficiency; both high layer PTP/PTM switching option and low layer switching option are needed to efficiently achieve high reliability; different PTP/PTM switch option is decided by different gNB entities

- Nok

agree on the four operating modes to deliver MBS data to the UE. agree to support network driven switching between mode 2 and mode 3. further discuss support of switching between mode 1 and modes 2, 3 with SA2.

switching decision point between modes 2 and 3 is the NG-RAN node and the decision point from modes 2, 3 to mode 1, if agreed, should also be in the NG-RAN node.

progress the work assuming that mode 2 and mode 3 are exclusive in a given cell until further input is received from RAN1/RAN2.

wait for the evaluation of RAN1/RAN2 on measurements definition and performance of SC-PtM (especially regarding UL feedback) before deciding which node between DU an CU is the decision point.

discuss the need for receiving switching assistance information over NG.

- Vv

whether to support lossless mobility when the source CN is PTP/PTM, and the target CN is PTM/PTP?

discuss which of the following mobility scenarios are supported for the switching between PTP and PTM:

- Handover (i.e. source MN (PTP/PTM) and target MN (PTM/PTP))

- SN change (i.e. source SN(PTP/PTM) and target SN (PTM/PTP))

- SN addition (i.e. source MN(PTP/PTM) and target SN (PTM/PTP))

- SN modification (i.e. source/target MN(PTP/PTM) and target/source SN (PTM/PTP))

- Len,Moto

PTM and PTP Switching function resides in gNB-DU to enable more dynamic switching between PTM and PTP mode.

A shared GTP-U tunnel is used between gNB-CU/CU-UP and gNB-DU for both PTM and PTP modes corresponding to a 5G MBS radio bearer.

gNB-CU decides on which modes are configured to the UE i.e. PTP mode only, SC-PTM mode only, MC-PTM mode only, or both PTP and SC-PTM/MC-PTM modes.

gNB-CU decides on the broadcast area of a 5G MBS session.

- E///

neither F1 nor E1 or NG or Xn protocol functions are directly affected by the requirement to support dynamic change between PTP and PTM.

F1 functions are needed to reflect configuration of the NR MBS radio bearer. Note, that details on F1 functions depend on discussions in other WGs (protocol stack etc.)

further discuss F1-U options for NR MBS.

further discuss gNB-CU-UP resource models for NR MBS and the related required E1AP signaling.

- CATT (5121)

gNB-DU triggers the Uu mode switch procedure between PTP and PTM, if the PTM (MB-)N3 tunnel already exists

- CATT (5367)

In case PTP mode over Uu interface is applied, a F1 individual MBS transport tunnel should be established for each MBS session of UE between CU and DU.

In case PTM mode over Uu interface is applied, a F1 shared MBS transport mode should be established for each MBS session between CU and DU.

Individual and shared MBS transport mode can exist over F1 interface simultaneously.

- ZTE (5244)

Define the delivery mode of point to point (PTP) in RAN as: the mode that is used to deliver the signalling or data to one individual UE.

Define the delivery mode of point to multi-point (PTM) as: the mode that is used to deliver the signalling or data to at least one UE.

Use PTP instead of unicast or lower layer unicast when describing the mode or action that is used to deliver the signalling or data to one individual UE.

Use PTM instead of broadcast/multicast or lower layer broadcast/multicast when describing the mode or action that is used to deliver the signalling or data to at least one UE.

Delivery mode switching between PTP and PTM is only applicable for 5GC shared MBS traffic delivery.

Delivery mode switch should be studied for Multicast communication service and Multicast session. FFS for Broadcast communication service and Broadcast sessions.

Network may configure the UE to receive the MBS data for a given MBS service via PTP mode, PTM mode or both. 

The requirements of the delivery mode switching function should include reducing the switching latency and data loss. FFS for data lossless requirement.

- ZTE (5245)

same QoS information shall be applied to both PTP and PTM scheduling for the same Multicast session.

protocol stacks for PTP and PTM delivery mode share the PDCP entity.

For PTM delivery mode, the corresponding RLC entity is of UM mode; for PTP delivery mode, the corresponding RLC entity can be of both modes.

For one data bearer associated with one specific MBS session, there is only one F1-U tunnel for this bearer.

- LG

gNB-CU should determine change of the MBS delivery between PTM and PTP.

discuss what information can be considered so that the gNB-CU determines change of MBS delivery between PTM and PTP.

- SS

The options for dynamic control for PTP and PTM within RAN should not be restricted. 

CU to make decision of PTP and PTM switch should be considered.

++ Suggested guidelines/topics for discussion from Chair (looking at possible consensus):

+ PTP/PTM switching decision in a single node or distributed? If in a single node, CU or DU? (possible agreement/WA?)

+ No “assistance information” needed to drive such a decision? (possible agreement/WA?)

+ Same QoS info applies to both PTP and PTM scheduling for the same multicast session? (possible agreement)

+ Same PDCP entity used for PTP and PTM delivery mode? (possible agreement)

+ Assumption on RLC entity for PTP/PTM? (possible agreement/WA)

+ F1-U configuration for PTP/PTM delivery? (possible agreement/WA)

+ Whether to consider DC aspects?

+ Attempt st2/st3 TPs? (lots of FFSs)

(SS - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-205500
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose to capture the following:
1. Agreement: For multicast, NG-RAN node makes PTP/PTM switching decision for 5GC shared MBS traffic delivery.
2. Agreement: A concrete PTP/PTM definition is needed. Detail is FFS.

3. Further discussion is needed on how PTP/PTM decision process would impact intra-gNB communication in case of disaggregated gNBs.
4. Whether assistance information is needed for the PTP/PTM decision from 5GC is FFS
5. WA: For multicast, same QoS information shall be applied regardless the PtP/PtM transmission mechanism applied by NG-RAN. [Input from SA2 is needed]
6. Further discussion on F1-U options is needed after RAN2 decision on the PTP/PTM radio bearer module.

7. Agreement: First focus on standalone (i.e. non-MR-DC) scenarios. 
8. It is RAN2 decision on shared PDCP or shared RLC/MAC.

9. RAN3 should revisit radio protocol stack discussions once respective agreements have been made by RAN2 (.e.g shared PDCP, shared RLC/MAC.)
3 Discussion [if needed]
3.1 Issue 1: PTP/PTM switching 
Two delivery modes from CN to NG-RAN were discussed in SA2: 5GC individual MBS traffic delivery and 5GC shared MBS traffic delivery. From NG-RAN to UE, delivery mode could be PTP or PTM. 

In [3], it is proposed the switching between mode 2 (radio PTP and shared NG) and mode 3 (radio PTM and shared NG) could potentially only involve NG-RAN. In [11], it is proposed that NG-RAN make dynamic decision on PTP and PTM. In [6], [8] it is proposed PTP and PTM switching is within NG-RAN for 5GC shared MBS traffic delivery. It is also proposed in [8] the delivery mode switch should be studied for Multicast communication service and Multicast session. It is FFS for Broadcast communication service and Broadcast sessions. It seems there is consensus for the NG-RAN making the PTP/PTM switching decision. So the rapporteur proposes to agree:  

Proposal 1 It is proposed NG-RAN makes PTP/PTM switching decision for 5GC shared MBS traffic delivery for multicast service.

The next question is PTP/PTM switching decision made in a single node, or in distributed nodes? In case the decision is made in a single node, the single node is CU or DU? Different options are proposed in the contributions and the options are summarized in below:

Option 1) CU decides PTP/PTM switching

Option 2) DU triggers PTP/PTM switching

Option 3) Different PTP/PTM switch option is decided by different gNB entities
If a company has different view on the proposal 1 above, input in the following is appreciated. And about PTP/PTM switching, companies are invited to give your views on which entity in NG-RAN making PTP/PTM switching decision.  

	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	We agree with proposal 1. 

1) It is up to gNB-CU decides to configure whether PTP only, PTM only or both to UE;

2) If both PTP and PTM are configured to a UE, it is up to gNB-DU decides the switching.

	Qualcomm
	We prefer option 3. 

MRB/DRB switching is needed and should be decided by CU.

For reliability/retransmission purpose, one high layer PTP/PTM switching option (either common PDCP or common RLC) and one low layer option would be needed. We should wait for RAN1/RAN2 decision on option selection.

If common PDCP option is selected, CU makes the PTP/PTM decision. Otherwise, DU makes the decision.

In low layer switching option, PTP/PTM is decided by DU.  

	LGE
	We prefer Option 1.

Considering an assumption that the necessary coordination function resides in the gNB-CU as described in the objectives at WID, the gNB-CU can perform the admission control and the allocation of the radio resource used by gNB-DU(s) in the MBS area based on radio resource situation. Also, it may decide the further details of the radio configuration and know how many UEs are using the MBS.

	Huawei
	Agree proposal1, the discussion is also covered by CB#15.

For the three options, we prefer option 2, DU to make the decision is preferable due to switching latency for cases that the mode switching is determined based on layer 1 related information (e.g. beam or channel conditions). 

For example, if several UEs in a MBS group can be covered by one wide beam, PTM transmission is possible and more efficient, otherwise, PTP transmission with narrow beam may be used. 

	Samsung
	Agree proposal1, the discussion is also covered by CB#15.

For the decision entity, we prefer option 1.

	ZTE
	Agree with Proposal 1 with one suggestion as below. Since it is the session level that is only visible to RAN node, we'd like it to be rephrased as: 

It is proposed NG-RAN makes PTP/PTM switching decision for 5GC shared MBS traffic delivery for Multicast session.

In the options above, it is quite confusing that different terms are being used, e.g., "decide", "trigger". It would be better if the definition to the terms also the "Different PTP/PTM switch option" could be given.

In our understanding, there should be only one logic entity which determines the delivery mode for one specific UE that associated with one specific MBS session. The input or the trigger or the configuration, however might be from different entities, i.e., CU and DU. The final decision shall be determined by either CU or DU. A more clean and straight forward expression can be:

Option 1) CU decides the PTP/PTM switching

Option 2) DU decides the PTP/PTM switching

In this case, we prefer option 2.
The procedure related issue (like trigger or switching condition) can be FFS.

	CATT
	For us, both option 1 and option 2 are possible. Furthermore it depends on more discussions, e.g, MBS L2 architecture and counting mechanism from RAN2, so it should be FFS in current stage.

	Intel
	We agree with proposal 1 and option 1.

	Nokia
	Proposal 1 is OK. For the options it is urgent to wait RAN1/RAN2 because this depends on the measurements they will decide, and on the protocol stack (common PDCP or not), etc..

	Ericsson
	Before we haven’t got any idea what PTP/PTM means in the context of NR MBS I don’t think we can state anything on switching.

The “PTP/PTM” thing might refer to modes of the NR MBS radio resources, in which case the switch is rather done in the DU, of “PTP” refers to an - in our view - implementation dependent option - to “feed” UEs with legacy DRB means (not sure that is possible, but lets assume it is), then it would be the CU, and in that case I would assume that standard doesn’t say anything.

For now, we should rather concentrate on “PTM” and basic functionality and look into special playgrounds for “enthusiastic engineers” later.


Moderator’s summary:
No one object the proposal 1. So proposal 1 is agreeable. It is proposed to agree:
1. Agreement: For multicast, NG-RAN node makes PTP/PTM switching decision for 5GC shared MBS traffic delivery.
For which entity decides PTP/PTM switching, the preference is quite scattered. 5 companies prefer CU, 3 companies prefer DU and 1 company prefer both. Other companies preferred to make decision later. Since we may have different assumption about what PTP/PTM means, the preference would be changed if we have a concrete PTP/PTM definition. Therefore it is suggested to keep it open and discuss it later.

2. Agreement: A concrete PTP/PTM definition is needed. Detail is FFS.
3. Further discussion is needed on how PTP/PTM decision process would impact intra-gNB communication in case of disaggregated gNBs. 
3.2 Issue 2: assistance information
In order to support NG-RAN make the decision on PTP or PTM, should the “assistance information” be transmitted to the decision entity? In [3] it is proposed the CN provides application requirements, UE capabilities derived from PCC policy in PCF, UE subscription from the UDM, input from NWDAF, etc. to the NG-RAN. In [3], [10] it is proposed number for connected UE joining the MBS service, measurement information related for bearer and UE layer 1 and 2 feedback information could be provided to the decision entity. 
Companies are invited to give your views on whether assistance information is needed and comments to the above mentioned assistance information. If there is more assistance information, it is appreciated to input in the following table.
	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	We do not see the assistance information from CN is necessary. The QoS parameters should be enough already. 

UE layer 1/2 and/or measurement information may be helpful, which should be pending to RAN1/2 discussion. 

	Qualcomm
	Don’t see clear use case for assistance information.

	LGE
	Because the UE/gNB-DU can monitor the resource used by unicast/multicast for the MBS, the UE layer 1/2 and/or measurement information provided based on this monitoring can help the gNB-CU decide switching between PTP and PTM.

	Huawei
	In order to utilize the radio resources in an efficient way, the gNB needs to get some assistance information to make the decision on PTP or PTM, besides the information from CN (listed in TR 23.757 section 6.18.1), the information from UEs (e.g. the radio condition, measurement report, the UL feedback, beam information) are also needed to be considered.

	Samsung
	We think the assistance information from UE side is needed. No strong view on the assistance information from CN. 

	ZTE
	QoS parameter, more specifically, the reliability requirements in QoS parameter shall be good enough.

Whether measurement information related for bearer and UE layer 1 and 2 feedback information or its enhancement is needed, can be of RAN2 decision.

	CATT
	The “assistance information” is needed for the decision entity to make PTP/PTM mode switching which could from both CN and UE side.

	Intel
	We should not preclude some kind of CN assistance information at this point. 

	Nokia
	Same view as Huawei. CN assistance information may be considered as described in SA2 TR; however, still, the main criteria is in NG-RAN from number of UEs, measurement report, the UL feedback, etc.

	Ericsson
	don’t think that any assistance information is needed from the CN. The “assistance” CN provides to NG-RAN is that it has decided to provide MBS user data on a shared NG-U bearer to the NG-RAN and started the whole MBS machinery (joining, distribution tree build up etc), what NG-RAN decides on how to optimize usage of radio resources is completely up to NG-RAN.


Moderator’s summary:
There is no consensus on the CN assistance information. 4 companies think CN assistance information is needed, 4 companies think CN assistance information is not needed.
For the assistance information from UE, most companies think layer 1/2 and/or measurement information is beneficial. The detail should be pending to RAN2 discussion.
4. Whether assistance information is needed for the PTP/PTM decision from 5GC is FFS.
3.3 Issue 3: same QoS info for PTP and PTM scheduling
In [10] it is discussed for a specific multicast session, the QoS profile shall be common to follow the same policy from the application server. The RAN decision on PTP or PTM should be based on the common QoS information. Therefore it is proposed the same QoS information shall be applied to both PTP and PTM scheduling for the same multicast session.

Proposal 2 The same QoS information shall be applied to both PTP and PTM scheduling for the same Multicast session.

Companies are invited to give your views on proposal 2 in the following table.

	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree.

But we are not sure whether there the proposal 2 has impact on RAN3 or not 

	Qualcomm
	Agree.

	LGE
	Agree.

	Huawei
	Agree.

	Samsung
	Agree.

	ZTE
	Agree with the proposal.

No separated QoS info transferred in NG-C or F1-C for the same MBS service data is needed.

	CATT
	It depends on SA2, but we share same point as the proposal.

	Intel
	Agree

	Nokia
	Agree in the sense that the difference should not be noticeable by UE.

	Ericsson
	not sure whether this is relevant. it should be expected that RAN is responsible to follow QoS requirements as indicated by 5GC. How RAN realizes those requirements is up to RAN. From an end-user perspective, QoS requirements should be fulfilled regardless the transport mechanism applied by RAN.


Moderator’s summary:
The proposal is fine. No company proposed a different way. But it is SA2 decision. NG-RAN just follows the QoS information indicated by 5GC. From UE perspective, there is no difference regardless the transmission mechanism applied in RAN. So propose to change the proposal into WA:
5. WA: For multicast, same QoS information shall be applied regardless the PtP/PtM transmission mechanism applied by NG-RAN. [Input from SA2 is needed]
3.4 Issue 4: co-existence of PTP and PTM in a same cell

In [3] it is proposed RAN3 agrees to progress the work assuming that mode 2 (radio PTP and shared NG) and mode 3 (radio PTM and shared NG) are exclusive in a given cell until further input is received from RAN1/RAN2.
Companies are invited to give your views about the co-existence of PTP and PTM in the following table.

	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree, if PTP means DRB and PTM means MRB for one MB QoS flow.

Otherwise, disagree. For example, one MRB may have two legs, one for PTP and one for PTM.

	LGE
	Agree.

	Huawei
	Agree.

For a MBS session, it is preferred to use shared PDCP, and the gNB will make decision to use PTP or PTM or both over the radio.

	Samsung
	It is too early to say the mode 2 and mode 3 are exclusive in a given cell. It is related to the PTP and PTM radio bearer design. So we don’t support the proposal. 

	ZTE
	Agree. Co-existence of both mode in the same cell might be of network configuration. That being said, such network configuration can be allowed at least for different UEs in the same cell, and might not be ruled out in current stage.

	CATT
	The PTP/PTM mode switching is per UE, so co-existence of PTP and PTM in a same cell could be allowed.

	Intel
	Need more visibility on RAN2’s design on PTM mode

	Nokia
	Postpone. The need to have co-existence of PTP when PTM is in use in the same cell depends on performance simulation results of PTM mode. We should wait RAN1/2 feedback.

	Ericsson
	In the end, I would expect RAN WGs to specify a set of functions/mechanisms that enable scalable provision of MBS user data. In which way those mechanisms are applied is up to implementation. If it is essential to e.g. restrict the possibility mentioned in this item (which can be doubted) then such will be specified.


Moderator’s summary:
Majority companies think co-existence of PTP and PTM is allowed. e.g. in implementation way. Two companies prefer to wait RAN2 feedback. It is proposed to allow the co-existence of PTP and PTM in a cell, unless RAN2 decides there is no co-existence in a cell. During the email discussion, one company object to state the co-existence of PTP and PTM, so leave it open and further discussion based on contribution driven.
3.5 Issue 5: Terminology

In [3], it is proposed the below four operating mode.

· Unicast MBS payload delivered over 5GC individual PDU session (mode 0)

· Multicast MBS payload delivered over 5GC individual PDU session (mode 1) - also called individual MBS traffic delivery in TR 23.757 [4].

· Multicast MBS payload delivered over MBS N3 (shared) path and radio PtP (mode 2)

· Multicast MBS payload delivered over MBS N3 (shared) path and radio PtM (mode 3)

In [8], it is proposed to define the delivery mode as below:

· Define the delivery mode of point to point (PTP) in RAN as: the mode that is used to deliver the signalling or data to one individual UE.

· Define the delivery mode of point to multi-point (PTM) as: the mode that is used to deliver the signalling or data to at least one UE.

The terminology issue is discussed in another email discussion. The rapporteur proposes not to discuss terminology in this email discussion.

Proposal 3 It is proposed to discuss the terminology in email discussion #15.

	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree

	LGE
	Agree.

	Huawei
	Agree to discuss the terminologies in CB#15.

	Samsung
	Agree

	ZTE
	Agree with the proposal.

Good consensus on the terminology will save us time in future discussion.

	CATT
	Agree

	Intel
	Agree

	Nokia
	Agree.


Moderator’s summary:
No discussion on the terminology in this email discussion.
3.6 Issue 6: F1-U
In [12] it is proposed a F1 individual MBS transport tunnel should be established for PTP mode in Uu, a F1 shared MBS transport tunnel should be established for PTM mode in Uu. Individual and shared MBS transport mode can exist over F1 interface simultaneously. In [4], [9], it is proposed for one data bearer associated with one specific MBS session, only one shared F1 tunnel for this bearer. In [6], it is proposed to further discuss F1-U options for NR MBS since it related to RAN2 decision. The rapporteur proposes to wait for RAN2 decision on the PTP/PTM radio bearer module.

Proposal 4 It is proposed to further discuss F1-U options after RAN2 decision on the PTP/PTM radio bearer module.

Companies are invited to give your views on the proposal in the following table.

	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Disagree. 

It is up to RAN3 to decide whether F1 individual MBS transport tunnel or F1 shared MBS transport tunnel.

We prefer to have F1 shared MBS GTP-U tunnel. 

	Qualcomm
	No strong opinion. It may be useful to wait for RAN1/RAN2 on the PTP/PTM switch option selection.

	LGE
	Agree.

We think this issue is related to Issue 8. For example, if RAN2 decides to use the shared PDCP, F1 shared MBS transport tunnel can be established for PTM bearer.

	Huawei
	It should be RAN3 decision on the F1 tunnel aspects, but we agree that it is related to L2 architecture pending to RAN2 decision.

In order to improve the F1 delivery efficiency, we prefer to use a shared F1-U tunnel for PTM transmission for multiple UEs for the same MBS service. With that, we also see the benefit to use shared F1-U tunnel for PTM and PTP for multiple UEs for the same MBS service.

	Samsung
	For the PTM transmission in radio, it is no problem to use a shared tunnel in F1. But it is not clear for the PTP transmssion, whether to use shared tunnel with PTM or use a dedicated tunnel. So it is better to wait for RAN2 conclusion on L2 design.

	ZTE
	Agree with the proposal.

Although we prefer to have shared F1-U tunnel per radio bearer per MBS Session (i.e., no separated F1-U tunnels for different modes for initial transmission. It would be beneficial for CU-DU split scenarios), we can wait till the bearer architecture/protocol stack design for mode switching discussion is done in RAN2.

	CATT
	From our point of view, even for shared PDCP, gNB-CU-UP could delivery separate PDCP PDU copies to the corresponding DU for each individual PTP, while use shared tunnel for PTM. So, both F1 individual tunnel and F1 shared tunnel should be supported in R17.

	Intel
	Agree with the proposal

	Nokia
	Need to wait RAN2 decision on e.g. shared PDCP.

	Ericsson
	very much agree


Moderator’s summary:
One company prefers RAN3 to make decision. The majority companies prefer to wait for RAN2 further discussion. Whether both individual tunnel and shared tunnel or only one shared tunnel is related to the L2 design, it is proposed:
6. Further discussion on F1-U options is needed after RAN2 decision on the PTP/PTM radio bearer module.

3.7 Issue 7: MR-DC
In [4], the MR-DC is taken into consideration and it is proposed to discuss which of the following mobility scenarios are supported for the switching between PTP and PTM:

· Handover (i.e. source MN (PTP/PTM) and target MN (PTM/PTP))

· SN change (i.e. source SN(PTP/PTM) and target SN (PTM/PTP))

· SN addition (i.e. source MN(PTP/PTM) and target SN (PTM/PTP))

· SN modification (i.e. source/target MN(PTP/PTM) and target/source SN (PTM/PTP))

· SN release (i.e. change to MN MBS receiving)

Consider the work load and the standalone scenario should be discussed first. So the rapporteur proposes to de-priority the MR-DC discussion. 

Proposal 5 It is proposed to de-prioritize the supporting of MR-DC scenarios.

Companies are invited to give your views on the proposal and provide your view on which of the above scenarios are supported for the PTP/PTM switching if needed.

	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree. The MBS over SCG should be de-prioritized.

	Qualcomm
	Agree

	LGE
	Agree.

	Huawei
	Agree to de-prioritize MR-DC scenario.

	Samsung
	Agree

	ZTE
	Disagree with the proposal.
With MRDC, it enables flexible scheduling according to the available and proper radio resources, also, if allowed to receive MBS via SCG, unnecessary handover from one RAN node to another RAN node can be avoided. 

Meanwhile, legacy MRDC operation can be reused, and little spec impacts are expected.

	CATT
	Agree

	Intel
	Agree 

	Nokia 
	Disagree. We see no reason to deprioritize DC scenarios as it is a relevant use case for MBS to bear the high bit rate MBS flows on different frequency on SN. The support can leverage the basic DC operation and should not add much. Can be left contribution driven.

	Ericsson
	agree with Nokia, at this point in time no reason to focus on DC but only no reason to make any premature decision on things that may turn out later to be an easy thing ...


Moderator’s summary:
7 companies agree to deprioritize DC scenarios, i.e. MBS transmission in SCG, 3 companies disagree. The reason is supporting MBS transmission in DC scenario may not add too much to the basic DC function. It is premature to deprioritize DC scenarios at this point. So it is proposed to first focus on standalone scenario and further discuss what DC scenarios can be supported.  
7. Agreement: First focus on standalone (i.e. non-MR-DC) scenarios.. 
3.8 Issue 8: Pure RAN2 issues

Some proposed issues are RAN2 issues. In [1], [2], [5], [9], it is proposed to use a shared PDCP for PTP and PTM bearer. In [2] it is proposed to use shared lower layer for PTP and PTM bearer. The L2 design may impact our decision on which entity performs switching and the F1-U tunnel, but L2 protocol is pure RAN2 issue. Therefore, the rapporteur proposes to wait for RAN2 decision.

Proposal 6 It is proposed to wait for RAN2 decision on shared PDCP or shared RLC/MAC.

 If a company has different view on the proposal above, input in the following is appreciated.
	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Taking inter-DU  mobility into account, common PDCP is preferred from RAN3 point of view. 

	Qualcomm
	Agree.

	LGE
	Agree.

	Huawei
	Although the L2 architecture is up to RAN2 final decision, but similar to the view as Lenovo, the common PDCP is preferred by us. If possible, can we propose to have a working assumption on the preference of shared PDCP?

	Samsung
	Agree. We don’t think we have common understanding on the shared PDCP benefit. RAN2 should decide L2 architecture. 

	ZTE
	RAN3 is able to provide its own input on the protocol stack design. As Lenovo suggested, service continuity in mobility already poses a requirement on a common PDCP design.

Discussion and any output from RAN3 can be valuable on this issue and can be helpful to the progress on other WGs.

	CATT
	Agree

	Intel
	RAN3 can provide input to RAN2. But RAN2 makes the final decision on their protocol stack.

	Nokia
	Agree. 

	Ericsson
	This is RAN2 first, agree


Moderator’s summary:
All companies agree RAN2 should make decision. Four companies commented RAN3 can provide input to RAN2 on the L2 protocol decision from RAN3 perspective. There is no common understanding whether to the input is necessary and what input should be provided.  
8. It is RAN2 decision on shared PDCP or shared RLC/MAC.

9. RAN3 should revisit radio protocol stack discussions once respective agreements have been made by RAN2 (.e.g shared PDCP, shared RLC/MAC.)
4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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