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1 Introduction

This contribution provides the analysis of the differences between option 2 and option 3-1 in the specification point of view.

Also it provides the text proposal for the conclusion. 

2 Analysis of option 2 and option 3-1 in specification point of view 
This section provides the difference between option 2 and option 3-1 in specification point of view. The analysis focuses on main and basic functions because the full design can’t be identified at this time. Other difference and further enhancements can be possible, but they might not provide big difference between for option 2 and option 3-1.
[Control Plane]
Only the difference between option 2 and option 3-1 is the location of RLC ARQ functions. CU shall configure RLC context in DU for option 2, but CU manages RLC context for option 3-1. So, most of the functions/procedures/messages can be commonly used for both option 2 and option 3-1.

	Functions
	Option 2
	Option 3-1
	Difference

	CU-DU Interface

Management
	Register/Unregister/Modification
	Register/Unregister/Modification
	-

	Cell Configuration

Management
	Setup/Reset/Modification
	Setup/Reset/Modification
	-

	Common Control 

Channel Transfer
	Transfer CCCH through new I/F
	Transfer CCCH through new I/F
	-

	UE/Bearer Context

Management
	Setup RLC/MAC/PHY

context
	Setup MAC/PHY context
	Small


[User Plane]

Owing to the difference of the RLC ARQ function in option 2 and option 3-1, some packet handling function is different. However, the additional design to support the different function will be small and some or all of X2 UP protocol can be reused for CU-DU UP interface.
	Functions
	Option 2
	Option 3-1
	Difference

	User Data Transfer 
	In-order delivery
	In-order delivery

(or out-of-order delivery)
	-

	Packet Prioritization
	RRC Message
	RRC Message
RLC STATUS

ReTx RLC PDU
	Small

	RRC Message 

Transfer
	Reliable delivery
	Reliable
(or non-reliable delivery)
	-

	Flow Control
	Credit Based Flow Control
or other
	Credit Based Flow Control

or other
	-


[Management Plane]

Similar to the analysis for Control Plane, the difference for Management Plane is also small. So most of the functions/procedures/messages can be commonly used.
Observation: The difference between option 2 and option 3-1 in specification point of view is small. 

3 Conclusion
This contribution
Observation: The difference between option 2 and option 3-1 in specification point of view is small.
Proposal 1: For higher layer split options, RAN3 agrees to specify stage 2 and stage 3 for both CU-DU split options: option 2 and option 3-1. 
Proposal 2: It is proposed to agree on the TP provided for TR 38.801 in Annex.
Annex:

--------------------Text Proposal for TR--------------------
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.

The Option 8 has been available in today deployment based on a de facto standard from a forum other than 3GPP, 3GPP should not attempt to specify this option 8.
For higher layer split options, RAN3 concluded to specify Stage 2 and Stage 3 specification for Option 2 and Option 3-1 for the normative work.
