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1. Introduction
The descriptions and justifications for Options 1~3 and Option 5~8 were captured in current TR [1]. Now, RAN3 should discuss and decide on how to proceed with the CU-DU split/ interface study. This contribution addresses this aspect reflecting co-sourcing companies’ view

2. Discussion
2.1. CU-DU split option selection
In current TR[1], following  description is captured.

“6.1.2.3.1
Number of split options to be specified and supported by open interface

There are transport networks with performances that vary from high transport latency to low transport latency in the real deployment. 3GPP specifications should try to cater for these types of transport networks. For transport network with higher transport latency, higher layer splits may be applicable. For transport network with lower transport latency, lower layer splits can also be applicable and preferable to realize enhanced performance (e.g. centralized scheduling). Thus, preferable option would be different between different types of transport networks (ranging from lower layer split for transport networks with lower transport latency to 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 efficient scheduling and advanced receivers.”
The following observation can be made.

Observation 1: There are transport networks with performances that vary from high transport latency to low transport latency in the real deployment, and it is necessary to cater for these various types of transport networks.  (as already captured in TR[1])

In that sense, split options currently on the table (i.e. Options 1~8) can be grouped into Options 1~3 and 5, and Options 6~8, where the former group can cater to transport network with higher transport latency, and the latter group can be applied to transport network with lower transport latency.  This is also captured in the table provided in [2]. (Transport network latency requirement is stated as FFS for Option 5 in [2], but here it is assumed that the latency requirement will be reduced as mentioned in the justification of option 5[1].)
This is because none of the functions in the HARQ loop (which has tight delay budget) reside in the CU for Options 1~3 and 5, and some of the functions in the HARQ loop reside in the CU for Options 6~8. 

Observation 2: Options 1~3 and 5 have looser Transport network latency requirements and can be applicable for transport networks with higher transport latency. 

Observation 3:Options 6~8 , which may realize enhanced performance with centralized scheduling, have tighter Transport network latency requirements and would require  transport networks with lower transport latency. 

Thus, the following is proposed.
Proposal1: RAN3 should select by the end of SI, one higher layer split option (from Options 1~3 and 5) and one lower layer split option (from Options 6~8 ) for which RAN3 will work to create CU-DU interface specifications in the WI phase which will follow .

2.2. CU-DU interface specification
RAN3 also needs to outline the required work related to CU-DU split for the selected options. 

Firstly, the co-sourcing companies’ intention for studying and selecting CU-DU split options is to create standard CU-DU interface specifications in the end. The purpose of creating standard CU-DU interface specifications is to enable multi-vendor CU-DU operation, where some of the motivations are described in [3].
Observation 4: The intention of studying and selecting CU-DU split option is to create standard CU-DU interface specifications in order to realize multi-vendor CU-DU operation. 
To realize multi-vendor CU-DU operation, required functions and procedures over the CU-DU interface need to be specified not only for data transport aspects (i.e. U-plane) but also for Signalling and Management aspects (i.e. C&M-planes). Some initial consideration was provided in [4].

Observation 5: To realize multi-vendor CU-DU operation, required functions and procedures for (a) Data transport aspects (i.e. U-plane), (b) Signalling aspects (i.e. C-plane), and (c) Management aspects (i.e. M-plane) over the CU-DU interface need to be specified.

Thus, RAN3 should start identifying basic functions and procedures over the CU-DU interface required for multi-vendor CU-DU operation. 
Proposal2: RAN3 should start identifying within SI, basic functions and procedures for (a) Data transport aspects (i.e. U-plane), (b) Signalling aspects (i.e. C-plane), and (c) Management aspects (i.e. M-plane) over the CU-DU interface required for multi-vendor CU-DU operation.
3. Conclusion

This contribution addressed how the work on CU-DU split/interface should be proceeded. Following observations and proposals are made.
Observation 1: There are transport networks with performances that vary from high transport latency to low transport latency in the real deployment, and it is necessary to cater for these various types of transport networks.  (as already captured in TR[1])

Observation 2: Options 1~3 and 5 have looser Transport network latency requirements and can be applicable for transport networks with higher transport latency. 

Observation 3:Options 6~8 , which may realize enhanced performance with centralized scheduling, have tighter Transport network latency requirements and would require  transport networks with lower transport latency. 

Proposal1: RAN3 should select by the end of SI, one higher layer split option (from Options 1~3 and 5) and one lower layer split option (from Options 6~8 ) for which RAN3 will work to create CU-DU interface specifications in the WI phase which will follow .

Observation 4: The intention of studying and selecting CU-DU split option is to create standard CU-DU interface specifications in order to realize multi-vendor CU-DU operation. 
Observation 5: To realize multi-vendor CU-DU operation, required functions and procedures for (a) Data transport aspects (i.e. U-plane), (b) Signalling aspects (i.e. C-plane), and (c) Management aspects (i.e. M-plane) over the CU-DU interface need to be specified.

Proposal2: RAN3 should start identifying within SI, basic functions and procedures for (a) Data transport aspects (i.e. U-plane), (b) Signalling aspects (i.e. C-plane), and (c) Management aspects (i.e. M-plane) over the CU-DU interface required for multi-vendor CU-DU operation.
Corresponding TP for [1] is appended.
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11.1.3
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? (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?.

11.1.3.1
Number of split options to be specified and supported by open interface
There are transport networks with performances that vary from high transport latency to low transport latency in the real deployment. 3GPP specifications should try to cater for these types of transport networks. For transport network with higher transport latency, higher layer splits may be applicable. For transport network with lower transport latency, lower layer splits can also be applicable and preferable to realize enhanced performance (e.g. centralized scheduling). Thus, preferable option would be different between different types of transport networks (ranging from lower layer split for transport networks with lower transport latency to 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 efficient scheduling and advanced receivers. 
Options 1~3 and 5 have looser Transport network latency requirements and can be applicable for transport networks with higher transport latency. Options 6~8, which may realize enhanced performance with centralized scheduling, have tighter Transport network latency requirements and would require  transport networks with lower transport latency. 
Editor’s note: RAN3 should select by the end of SI, one higher layer split option (from Options 1~3 and 5) and one lower layer split option (from Options 6~8 ) for which RAN3 will work to create CU-DU interface specifications in the WI phase which will follow .The decision for the number of specified options should be made before moving to the WI phase based on the study results.
11.1.3.X
Basic functions and procedures
The motivation to create CU-DU interface specifications is to realize multi-vendor CU-DU operation. To realize multi-vendor CU-DU operation, required functions and procedures for (a) Data transport aspects (i.e. U-plane), (b) Signalling aspects (i.e. C-plane), and (c) Management aspects (i.e. M-plane) over the CU-DU interface need to be specified. 
Editor’s note: RAN3 should start identifying within SI, basic functions and procedures for (a) Data transport aspects (i.e. U-plane), (b) Signalling aspects (i.e. C-plane), and (c) Management aspects (i.e. M-plane) over the CU-DU interface required for multi-vendor CU-DU operation.
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