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1
Introduction
In this contribution, we propose to further update Option 2-1 based on NR protocol. TP is also provided for the TR 38.801 [1] in [2]. 
2
Discussion
The current functional split Option 2-1 between central and distributed unit is described in [1] as follows:

Option 2-1 Split U-plane only (3C like split)
Description:  In this split option, RRC, PDCP are in the central unit. RLC, MAC, physical layer and RF are in the distributed unit.  
Benefits and Justification: This option will allow traffic aggregation from NR and E-UTRA transmission points to be centralized.  Additionally, it can facilitate the management of traffic load between NR and E-UTRA transmission points.   Fundamentals for achieving a PDCP-RLC split have already been standardized for LTE Dual Connectivity, alternative 3C. Therefore this split option should be the most straightforward option to standardize and the incremental effort required to standardize it should be relatively small. The alignment between LTE-NR tight interworking and functional split may be beneficial at least in user-plane, considering migration.
However, RAN2 made some agreements which are different from LTE UP protocol stack such as no concatenation function in NR RLC, reordering function in NR PDCP to make NR UP protocol better than that of LTE. In addition, CU-DU split is different from Dual Connectivity, especially for the C-Plane. This implies also that standardization effort is different from Dual Connectivity case. Even if there are some similarities in U-plane, it would be subject to further study whether the DC solution fulfills the 5G requirements. Therefore, the sentences “Fundamentals for achieving a PDCP-RLC split have already been standardized for LTE Dual Connectivity, alternative 3C. Therefore this split option should be the most straightforward option to standardize and the incremental effort required to standardize it should be relatively small.” are too general and should be removed, i.e. not justified in NR protocol.

Proposal 1:
It is proposed to remove “Fundamentals for achieving a PDCP-RLC split have already been standardized for LTE Dual Connectivity, alternative 3C. Therefore this split option should be the most straightforward option to standardize and the incremental effort required to standardize it should be relatively small.” from the benefits and justification for Option 2-1.
Proposal 2:
It is proposed to agree on the TP provided for TR 38.801 in [2].
3
Conclusions
Proposal 1:
It is proposed to remove “Fundamentals for achieving a PDCP-RLC split have already been standardized for LTE Dual Connectivity, alternative 3C. Therefore this split option should be the most straightforward option to standardize and the incremental effort required to standardize it should be relatively small.” from the benefits and justification for Option 2-1.
Proposal 2:
It is proposed to agree on the TP provided for TR 38.801 in [2].
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