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1   Introduction
In RAN2#95bis, the comparison on user plan architectures was discussed in [1]. The results were captured in the TR based on email discussion [2]. 
The applicable and beneficial scenarios should be stated among all the NR architecture options in [3]. In this contribution we address the above issue and try to do further down selection.
2   Discussion 
Architecture options for the first release:
As confirmed in RAN#73 [3], architecture Option 3/3a, option 2, option 4/4a/5/7/7a should be finished in the first release, SCG split bearer is not treated as one option.
Observation 1: SCG split bearer is not considered when we discuss the architecture options for the first release.
Applicable scenario:
For gNB as the master node:
Since the NR gNBs is new deployed node, there should be no capacity limitation problem for such new deployed node NR gNB to support MCG split bearer (3C).
Observation 2: there is no need to support SCG-split bearer for NR gNB as the master node scenario.
For eLTE eNB as the master node:
In this scenario, the eLTE eNB is evolved to connect to the NextGen Core.  It could be foreseen that the LTE PDCP needs update to support new functions from NextGen Core. The processing capability of PDCP in eLTE eNB can be updated accordingly, therefore, we do not see the need to support SCG- split bearer in this scenario.
Observation 3: there is no need to support SCG-split bearer for eLTE eNB as the master node scenario.
According to [2],
	Alternative
	SCG bearer (1A)
	Split bearer via MCG (3C)
	Split bearer via SCG

	Use case 
	When ANY of the following holds:

- Limited backhaul provisioning

- NR bit rate is much higher than LTE bit rate
- UE has limited buffering capabilities

- MeNB and SeNB have limited buffering capabilities
	When ALL of the following hold:

- Ample backhaul provisioning

- NR bit rate is comparable to LTE bit rate

- MeNB has sufficient processing power
- MeNB and UE have sufficient buffering capabilities
	When ALL of the following hold:

- Ample backhaul provisioning

- NR bit rate is comparable to LTE bit rate

- MeNB does not have sufficient processing power
- SeNB and UE have sufficient buffering capabilities


The only possible use case for SCG-split bearer is:

· Backhaul is good;

· MeNB does not have sufficient PDCP processing power; and

· NR bit rate is comparable to LTE bit rate

If NR bit rate is comparable to LTE bit rate, from throughput’s perspective, there is no difference between NR cell and LTE cell. Therefore the scenario is as same as what we have for the existing LTE DC scenario. If LTE eNB can act as MeNB for DC, then there should be no problem to act as MeNB for LTE NR DC.
Observation 4: the scenario for LTE NR tight interworking SCG split bearer is the same as what we have for the existing LTE DC scenario. If LTE eNB can act as MeNB for DC, then there should be no problem to act as MeNB for LTE NR DC.
In addition:
· Introduction of SCG-split DRB will lead additional complexity, since SeNB needs to manage the SCG split bearer at the MeNB side, and corresponding flow control mechanism is needed; 
· The original main benefit for 1A is for limited backhaul scenario, i.e. operator’s backhaul deployment may lead 3 times transmission of the data for 3C, and operator’s backhaul is not good enough. SCG-split DRB will have same problem as 3C, we do not see the motivation to have this new 3C mechanism.
Observation 5: additional complexity is foreseen to support SCG split bearer;
Based on the analysis above, we do not see the motivation to introduce a new DRB type (i.e. the SCG split DRB) for LTE-NR tight interworking, and hence propose:
Proposal: It is proposed to consider whether it is needed to support SCG split bearer or not when taking the above into account. 
3   Conclusion
In this contribution we discuss the open issue for comparison table in the TR, and try to do further down selection, and have following proposals:

Observation 1: SCG split bearer is not considered when we discuss the architecture options for the first release.
Observation 2: there is no need to support SCG-split bearer for NR gNB as the master node scenario.

Observation 3: there is no need to support SCG-split bearer for eLTE eNB as the master node scenario.
Observation 4: the scenario for LTE NR tight interworking SCG split bearer is the same as what we have for the existing LTE DC scenario. If LTE eNB can act as MeNB for DC, then there should be no problem to act as MeNB for LTE NR DC.
Observation 5: additional complexity is foreseen to support SCG split bearer;

Proposal: It is proposed to consider whether it is needed to support SCG split bearer or not when taking the above into account. 
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