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1 Introduction

CB: # 48_eNBarchEvo_General

- (HW,CMCC,CU)

Capture the definition of ng-eNB-CU-CP and ng-eNB-CU-UP in TS 38.401.

In order to align with NG-RAN architecture, there is no need to introduce logical entity as ng-eNB-CP and ng-eNB-UP, but a note could be used for clarification in case ng-eNB-DU is co-located with ng-eNB-CU-CP.

Capture the architecture and definition of eNB-CP and eNB-UP separation in TS 36.401.

Capture the interface management function, bearer context management function, TEIDs allocation function and the related procedures for CP-UP separation for ng-eNB and eNB in TS 38.460.

Reuse the existing IEs of UE AP IDs (gNB-CU-CP UE E1AP ID and gNB-CU-UP UE E1AP ID) and node IDs (gNB-CU-UP ID and gNB-CU-CP ID) with some clarifications.

allow E-UTRAN to use NR PDCP configured, based on existing E1 tabular architecture

- (E///)

Use TS 38.425 as UP specification for LTE CP-UP split in E-UTRAN

Capture architecture and definitions of eNB CP-UP separation in TS 36.401 and take TS 38.401 CP-UP separation sections as baseline

Further discuss if NR PDCP or NR PDCP + LTE PDCP are to be supported for eNBs connected to EPC

Use NR PDCP for ng-eNBs connected to 5GC

- Chair: revise as needed, check details and agree 2023, 2024 and 2196

(HW - moderator)

Summary of offline disc
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
To be agreed:
Agreement: Use TS 38.425 as the UP specification for LTE CP-UP split in E-UTRAN.
Agreement: Use eNB-CP for naming the logical node hosting the RRC/RLC/MAC/PHY and the control plane part of the PDCP protocol for an eNB. Use eNB-UP for naming the node hosting the user plane part of the PDCP protocol for an eNB. Clear explanation is needed in stage 2.
If better naming can be figured out, we can revert the proposal and use it.
Agreement: There is no need to introduce explicit definition for logical entity as ng-eNB-CP and ne-eNB-UP. 
Agreement: Capture the definition of ng-eNB CP-UP separation in TS 38.401 and capture the architecture and definitions of eNB CP-UP separation in TS 36.401.
WA: NR PDCP should be used for ng-eNBs connected to 5GC. NR PDCP and LTE PDCP can both be used for legacy eNB.
Agree that R3-212836 endorsed as BL CR to TS 38.401
Agree that R3-212835 endorsed as BL CR to TS 36.401

Agree that TP in R3-212526 to be revised in R3-212825 and endorsed as BL CR to TS 38.460
To be continued:

Discuss how to support LTE PDCP if only TS 38.425 is used
Whether add a note for clarification in case ng-eNB-DU is co-located with ng-eNB-CU-CP is FFS.

FFS whether to reuse the existing UE AP IDs and refer them to the new logical entities or adding new identifiers.
3 Discussion 
3.1 UP specification for LTE CP-UP split in E-UTRAN
In [5], to simplify the handling of the PDCP packets and the load balancing between MCG and SCG, it was proposed to use TS 38.425 as the UP specification between the two new entities in E-UTRAN. 

Here the main discussion is about whether to agree to use TS 38.425 as the UP specification for LTE CP-UP split in E-UTRAN.
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	It is agreeable to utilize 38.425.

	Samsung
	We agree on using TS 38.425 as the UP specification.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Agree to use TS 38.425.

	BT
	Agree to use TS38.425

	Ericsson
	TS 38.425 should be used

	Vodafone
	Agree to use 38.425

	Huawei
	TS 38.425 can be used. But it is mentionable that we may support both LTE PDCP and NR PDCP for legacy eNB. If only TS 38.425 is used, we should figure out how to support LTE PDCP.


3.2 Naming of the new entities for legacy eNB
In [5], it was proposed to use eNB* for naming the logical node hosting the RRC/RLC/MAC/PHY and the control plane part of the PDCP protocol for an eNB.
In [1], it was pointed out that putting a symbol “*” as part of name is bit unformal, and eNB-CP was proposed for better reading.

It is therefore proposed to discuss the following：
Whether we should use eNB* or eNB-CP? Other suggestions for the naming are also welcome.
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	eNB-CP and eNB-UP terms are agreeable for legacy eNB case. 
However, these need to be clearly indicated in the Stage 2 text proposals and figures, as well as how both C-Plane and U-Plane data traverses between these units. Clarification which interface is utilized for the user plane in particular, e.g., “E1’-U” (or something else) needs to be stated and included in the figures for stage 2.

	Samsung
	We don’t have strong preference, but eNB-CP and eNB-UP terms are slightly preferable.

	Deutsche Telekom
	We don’t prefer the use of eNB-CP and eNB-UP as this could lead to a misinterpretation of the split performed for a legacy eNB, but we can live with it as a compromise, if clear explanations are given in Stage 2 description. For that we strongly support Nokia’s view.

	BT
	Preference to use eNB-CP and eNB-UP, as per Nokia comment it should be clearly defined in stage 2.

	Ericsson
	eNB* was kind of a placeholder, so eNB-CP and eNB-UP are fine

	Vodafone
	eNB-CP could lead to misinterpretation but for lack of a better name we could live with it (eNB* would be worse). Clear explanation need to be given in stage 2.

	Huawei
	Currently, we prefer eNB-CP and eNB-UP to avoid the bit unformal “*” mark. If a better naming can be given, we can agree with that. As per other companies’ view, clear definition and explanation should be given.


3.3 Necessity to introduce logical entity as ng-eNB-CP and ng-eNB-UP
It was proposed in [1] that there is no need to introduce explicit definition for logical entity as ng-eNB-CP and ng-eNB-UP in order to align with NG-RAN architecture. Instead, a note could be used for clarification in case ng-eNB-DU is co-located with ng-eNB-CU-CP. 
Here the main discussion is whether agree the above statement. The answer could be yes/no, and comments/reasoning of the answer is welcome.
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Not needed.

	Samsung
	Additional logical entity for ng-eNB is not needed.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Addition of a note as stated above is fine with us.

	BT
	The addition of a note would be okay.

	Ericsson
	No need for a new entity. But do we really need a note for deployment scenarios? Co-located nodes are already possible for gNBs and we do not capture this in our specification. And many options are possible so we cannot cover everything (e.g. UPF could be co-located with CU-UP). These are implementation/deployment options

	Huawei
	No need to introduce explicit definition for logical entity as ng-eNB-CP and ng-eNB-UP.


3.4 Capturing the new architecture and definitions in TS 38.401 and TS 36.401

According to [1] and [5] there seems to be a common understanding to capture the definition of ng-eNB-CU-CP and ng-eNB-CU-UP in TS 38.401, and to capture architecture and definitions of eNB CP-UP separation in TS 36.401. 

Hence, despite the naming issue described in 3.2, it is proposed to agree the following:

Capture the definition of ng-eNB CP-UP separation in TS 38.401 and capture the architecture and definitions of eNB CP-UP separation in TS 36.401.
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Agree as long as both Control and User plane interfaces used between the nodes are clearly defined in the proposals for Stage 2. 
That is, also in legacy eNB case, eNB-CP and eNB-UP need to be clearly indicated in the Stage 2 text proposals and figures, as well as how both C-Plane and U-Plane data traverses between these units. Clarification which interface is utilized for the user plane in particular, e.g., “E1’-U” (or something else) needs to be stated and included in the figures.

	Samsung
	Agree.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Agree, but only under conditions raised by Nokia.

	BT
	Agree, Similar views as Nokia/DT

	Ericsson
	Agree

	Vodafone
	Agree, similar view as Nokia

	Huawei
	Agree


3.5 Reuse the existing IEs of UE AP IDs and node IDs with some clarifications.

In [1], it was suggested to reuse the existing UE AP IDs and refer them to the new logical entities instead of adding new optional IEs for each new logical entity for easy implementation.

Here the discussion is about whether agree to reuse the existing IEs of UE AP IDs (gNB-CU-CP UE E1AP ID and gNB-CU-UP UE E1AP ID) and node IDs (gNB-CU-UP ID and gNB-CU-CP ID) with some clarifications.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	New identifiers are needed.

In our view, the legacy eNB support case (eNB-CP, eNB-UP) utilizes entities that differ from that of existing E1 interface in NG-RAN and hence new identifiers should be introduced.

	Samsung
	We agree on reusing the existing UE AP IDs with some clarifications.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Ideally, we would support the use of existing IDs with related clarifications, but we see the need for further discussion based on Nokia’s feedback.

	BT
	Same view as Deutsche Telekom

	Ericsson
	I understand Nokia comment regarding the naming of these IEs. This could be clarified in E1AP. But as the relationship between the nodes are peer to peer, and the identifiers not communicated outside this UE-associated logical connection. Using different UE AP IDs might cause some issues regarding the already existing mandatory IEs. Maybe this needs further discussion. No need to conclude at this meeting or at 1st round 

	Vodafone
	Same view as Deutsche Telekom

	Huawei
	We prefer to reuse the existing UE AP IDs with some clarifications for easy implementation. Note that adding new optional IEs will greatly increase the complexity. Though the entities for legacy eNB case differs from existing E1 interface, the functions are similar. It’s better to consider the scenario as a particular case of E1 interface and reuse the existing IEs.


3.6 PDCP for legacy case and NG-RAN case 

In both [4] and [5], it reaches a common understanding that NR PDCP should be used for ng-eNBs connected to 5GC. In [5], it was proposed to discuss if NR PDCP or NR PDCP + LTE PDCP are to be supported for eNBs connected to EPC. In [4], it was also observed that the current E1 AP signalling already support PDCP configuration to be shared by E-UTRAN and NG-RAN, so [4] suggests to agree to allow E-UTRAN to use NR PDCP configured, based on existing E1 tabular architecture.
First, it is proposed to agree the following:

· Agree NR PDCP should be used for ng-eNBs connected to 5GC.

Then, we want to collect comments about PDCP configuration for legacy eNB. Specifically, whether agree that NR PDCP and LTE PDCP can both be used for legacy eNB based on existing E1 tabular architecture?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	For legacy eNB case, both NR PDCP and LTE PDCP should be supported.

	Samsung
	Agree on supporting both NR PDCP and LTE PDCP for legacy eNB.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Agree to use both PDCP types for legacy eNB.

	BT
	Our preference is that NR PDCP and LTE PDCP is supported for the legacy eNB case.

	Ericsson
	For eUTRAN, at least LTE PDCP should be used to not impact legacy eNBs. NR PDCP can be FFS

	Vodafone
	Both NR PDCP and LTE PDCP need to be supported for legacy eNB

	Huawei
	For legacy eNB, agree to use both PDCP types.


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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