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1. Introduction
In RAN3#93, Text proposals on justification for Option 2, 3 and 7 were agreed. Furthermore, there are text proposals on justification for other options in this meeting. So, actually there are justifications for all options except for Option 4. Under this situation, it is considered beneficial to capture these justifications simply in the form of a comparison table.  So, we provide such a comparison table where the contents are based on TR38.801 ver0.4.0[1] and contributions for this meeting under agenda 10.6.1.and 10.6.1.1 [2]~[20].
2. Proposal
Proposal: Agree on capturing the comparison table below in TR38.801[1] .
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Baseline available No Yes (LTE DC) Yes (CPRI)

Traffic aggregation No

Better (if MEC)

But why separate

RRC??

ARQ robustness

Lowest Highest

RRC only RRC + L2 RRC + L2 + PHY

Maximum Minimum

RF + PHY + L2 RF + PHY RF only

FH latency requirement

N/A

No FH for UP Quantized IQ (t)

-

Inter-cell corrdination

UL Advanced Rx

Need to consult R2

Complexity due to

separation of

Scheduler & HARQ

No

Numbering based on ZTE

in between (higher on the right)

But how much pooling benefit really exists for PHY is ??

Yes

Higher (in CU)

Worse (fronthaul link delay introduced)

Worse (distributed scheduling) Better (centralized scheduling)

Low Higher Highest

baseband bits Quantized IQ (f)

URLLC support

-

Less (in DU)

-

Scales with antenna ports Scales with MIMO layers

Peak FH BW requirement

Resource pooling in CU

in between (less on the right)

RF + PHY + L2 (partial) RF + PHY (partial)

Functions in DU

Loose Tight

RRC + L2 + PHY (partial) RRC + L2 (partial)

Yes No FFS

Complexity due to separation of Scheduler & PHY processing

Concerns/Issues
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