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1. Introduction
In current TR[1], following four questions are captured.
“Editor’s note: This chapter should at least handle the following questions: (1) How many splits will be specified and supported by open interfaces? (2) Will the tight LTE/NR interworking case effect the number of functional split options? (3) What is the granularity of the Centralized Unit – Distributed Unit functional split? (4) What is the reconfiguration dynamicity of the network functional split?”
In this contribution, we address these questions and provide a TP.
2. Discussion
2.1 Number of split options to be specified and supported by open IF

In current TR[1], following question was captured.

“(1)How many splits will be specified and supported by open interfaces?”
There are transport networks with higher transport latency and lower transport latency in the real deployment. 3GPP specifications should try to cater for both types of transport network. For transport network with higher transport latency, only higher layer splits (Options 1-3) which have all of the functions in the HARQ loop (which has tight delay budget) in the DU may be applicable. For transport network with lower transport latency, lower layer splits (Options 4-8) can also be applicable and preferable to realize enhanced performance via centralized scheduling. Thus, preferable option would be different between them (lower layer split for transport networks with lower transport latency and higher layer split for transport networks with higher transport latency). Furthermore, within lower layer split discussion, there are both demands to reduce transport bandwidth [2][3][4] [5] and demands to support advanced receiver[4][5]. 

So currently, we see that there could be demand for one higher layer split and at most two lower layer splits.

However, whether they all need to be specified, and if so, whether they can all be specified in Rel-15 should be decided based on the study results (e.g. regarding benefits and specification aspects of each split option) before moving to the WI phase 
Thus we propose as follows.

Proposal1: The decision for the number of specified options should be made before moving to the WI phase based on the study results. 
2.2 Effect of tight interworking
In current TR[1], following questions was captured.

“ (2) Will the tight LTE/NR interworking case effect the number of functional split options?”
It has been agreed that LTE/NR tight interworking is realized based on dual connectivity. From this we can assume that there will be a common PDCP entity for LTE and NR, but separate entities will exist for LTE and NR. So it could be possible that RRC and PDCP only exist in the eNB, and in this case, Option 1 (RRC-PDCP) split will not be applicable for NR. However other split options can still be applicable. Thus, the only functional split option which may not be relevant for LTE/NR interworking is Option 1 (other options are all relevant). 

Observation 1: The only functional split option which may not be relevant for LTE/NR interworking is Option 1 (RRC-PDCP split). Other options are all relevant.
However, currently no justification for option 1 was captured in TR[1]. Thus, there may be no supporter for Option 1.

Thus, we propose as follows.
Proposal2: question (2) should be deleted until justification for option 1 is provided.

2.3 Granularity of the functional split
In current TR[1], following questions was captured.

“(3) What is the granularity of the Centralized Unit – Distributed Unit functional split?
If the granularity is CU based or DU based, the IF specification will not be influenced largely  as the IF will be specified between one CU and one DU. If the granularity is UE based or bearer based, there will be impact on complexity of IF. Thus, the base line should be CU based or DU based. If there are demands to have granularity of UE based or bearer based, justification should be made clear first.

Proposal3: The base line of granularity should be CU based or DU based.
2.4 Reconfiguration dynamicity of the functional split
In current TR[1], following question was captured.

“ (4) What is the reconfiguration dynamicity of the network functional split?.”
The dynamicity means when the IF will be switched within some split options. If the switching only occur in CU-DU setup procedure, the IF specification will not be influenced largely as the split option will not be changed during operation. If the switching occurs during operation, there will be impact on complexity of IF. Thus, the base line should be that the configuration is static. If there are demands to reconfigure after CU-DU setup, justification should be made clear first.
Proposal4: The base line should be that the configuration is static.
3. Conclusion

In this contribution, we provide the answers for four questions and the following observations were made:

Proposal1: The decision for the number of specified options should be made before moving to the WI phase based on the study results. 
Observation 1: The only functional split option which may not be relevant for LTE/NR interworking is Option 1 (RRC-PDCP split). Other options are all relevant.
Proposal2: question (2) should be deleted until justification for option 1 is provided.
Proposal3: The base line of granularity should be CU based or DU based.
Proposal4: The base line should be that the configuration is static.
Corresponding TP is as follows.
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6.1.2.2
Architectural and specification aspects
Editor’s note: This chapter should at least handle the following questions: (1) How many splits will be specified and supported by open interfaces? (3) What is the granularity of the Centralized Unit – Distributed Unit functional split? (4) What is the reconfiguration dynamicity of the network functional split?
6.1.2.2.1 Number of split options to be specified and supported by open IF
There are transport networks with higher transport latency and lower transport latency in the real deployment. 3GPP specifications should try to cater for both types of transport network. For transport network with higher transport latency, only higher layer splits (Options 1-3) which have all of the functions in the HARQ loop (which has tight delay budget) in the DU may be applicable. For transport network with lower transport latency, lower layer splits (Options 4-8) can also be applicable and preferable to realize enhanced performance via centralized scheduling. Thus, preferable option would be different between them (lower layer split for transport networks with lower transport latency and higher layer split for transport networks with higher transport latency). Furthermore, within lower layer split discussion, there are both demands to reduce transport bandwidth and demands to support advanced receiver.

Editor’s note: The decision for the number of specified options should be made before moving to the WI phase based on the study results.
6.1.2.2.2 Granularity of the functional split
If the granularity is CU based or DU based, the IF specification will not be influenced largely  as the IF will be specified between one CU and one DU. If the granularity is UE based or bearer based, there will be impact on complexity of IF. 

Editor’s note: the base line is CU based or DU based. If there are demands to have granularity of UE based or bearer based, justification should be made clear first.
6.1.2.2.3 Reconfiguration dynamicity of the functional split
The dynamicity means when the IF will be switched within some split options. If the switching only occur in CU-DU setup procedure, the IF specification will not be influenced largely as the split option will not be changed during operation. If the switching occurs during operation, there will be impact on complexity of IF. Thus, the base line should be that the configuration is static. If there are demands to reconfigure after CU-DU setup, justification should be made clear first.

Editor’s note: the base line should be that the configuration is static. If there are demands to reconfigure after CU-DU setup, justification should be made clear first.
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