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Introduction
Following discussions in past meetings, a number of functional split options between a central unit (CU) and a distributed unit (DU) were captured as baseline input to TR 38.801.


Also documented are a number of overall questions about the scope of the splits that are part of an editorial note in 6.1.2.3 of the TR. One of those is whether tight interworking would have an effect on the number of split options agreed.
Discussion
The baseline for the user plane for dual connectivity in LTE is below:

If you look at the above splits possibilities in the TR and how it would look in deployment option 7 (NextGen Core connected to LTE pcell and NR scell), having a split between the Centralized and distributed units based on split option 2 would interwork well.

This is particularly clear when you look at the case with NR/NR dual connectivity. In this case the Distributed unit has the same protocol stack handling in both the Pcell and the Scell

As a contrast look at a deployment of split option 3 or split option 7 in this case, in both the protocol stack handling in the centralized unit is different because of the lack of PDCP in the scell.

While this discussion so far covers the “3C” dual connectivity, the same discussion can be had with split option 1 in the NR/NR dual connectivity case.

Of course all of this is contingent on RAN2 having the same basic protocol splits in NR as they do in LTE. And thus is ultimately in their domain. However for the TR we can answer the question posed as follows:

6.1.2.3.x Tight Interworking
It is possible that the one or more functional split options would make sense to be included based on how dual connectivity between logical nodes is done between LTE/NR and NR/NR. For example if the dual connectivity framework is unchanged in RAN2 then split options 1 would make sense for “1A” dual connectivity, and option 2 would make sense for “3C” dual connectivity. This can be addressed in the work item phase based on RAN2 decisions. 
Conclusion
This paper puts a discussion to resolve an architecture question posed previously. 
Proposal: 	Include section 6.1.2.3.x above in an appropriate section of the TR.
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