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1. Introduction
TR38.801 ver0.6.0[1] captures  justifications for Option 1~3 and Option5~8. Under this situation, it is considered beneficial to capture these justifications simply in the form of a summarize table.  In RAN3#93bis, the table [2] was discussed and email discussion was performed to review this table. We provide a summary table which was updated according to email discussion.
2. TR
-----------------------------------------------Unchanged sections are omitted-----------------------------------------------------------

11.1.2
Detailed Description of Candidate Split Options and Justification

-----------------------------------------------Unchanged sections are omitted-----------------------------------------------------------

11.1.2.8
Option 8 (PHY-RF split)

Option 8 allows to separate the RF and the PHY layer. This split permits centralisation of processes at all protocol layer levels, resulting in very tight coordination of the RAN. This allows efficient support of functions such as CoMP, MIMO, load balancing, mobility.
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.

-
High levels of centralization and coordination across the whole protocol stack, which may enable a more efficient resource management and radio performance
-
Separation between RF and PHY enables to isolate the RF components from updates to PHY, which may improve RF/PHY scalability
-
Separation of RF and PHY allows reuse of the RF components to serve PHY layers of different radio access technologies (e.g. GSM, 3G, LTE)
-
Separation of RF and PHY allows pooling of PHY resources, which may enable a more cost efficient dimensioning of the PHY layer
-
Separation of RF and PHY allows operators to share RF components, which may reduce system and site costs
Cons: 
-
High requirements on fronthaul latency, which may cause constraints on network deployments with respect to network topology and available transport options
-
High requirements on fronthaul bandwidth, which may imply higher resource consumption and costs in transport dimensioning (link capacity, equipment, etc)
11.1.2.9
Summary Table
Summary on characteristics of different CU-DU split options is shown in Table 11.1.2.9-1.

Table 11.1.2.9-1 Summary on characteristics of different CU-DU split option
	
	Opt.

1
	Opt.

2
	Opt.

3-2
	Opt.

3-1
	Opt.

5
	Opt.

6
	Opt.

7-3
(only for DL)
	Opt.

7-2
	Opt.

7-1
	Opt.

8

	Baseline available
	No
	Yes (LTE DC)
	No
	Yes (CPRI)

	Traffic aggregation
	No
	Yes

	ARQ location
	DU
	CU
May be more robust under non-ideal transport conditions

	Resource pooling in CU
	Lowest
	in between (higher on the right)
	Highest

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

	Transport NW
latency requirement
	Loose
	FFS
	Tight

	Transport NW Peak BW requirement
	N/A
	Lowest
	in between (higher on the right)
	Highest

	
	No UP req.
	baseband bits
	Quantized IQ (f)
	Quant. IQ (t)

	
	-
	Scales with MIMO layers
	Scales with antenna ports

	Multi-cell/freq. coordination
	multiple schedulers
 (independent per DU)
	centralized scheduler
 (can be common per CU)

	UL Adv. Rx
	FFS
	NA
	FFS
	Yes

	Remarks
	Remark 1
	
	
	
	Remark 2/3
	Remark 2
	Remark 2
	Remark 2
	
	


Note: This summary is based on LTE protocol stack and is to be updated if necessary based on NR protocol stack.

Note: The table is intended to provide a high-level summary on the characteristics of the different CU-DU split options. Therefore, the items listed are non-exhaustive (but rather limited to some of the main items), and the descriptions are abstractive (rather than being accurate but too detailed).
Remark 1: Beneficial for URLLC/MEC(FFS)
Remark 2: Complexity due to separation of Scheduler & PHY processing
Remark 3: Complexity due to separation of Scheduler & HARQ
-----------------------------------------------Unchanged sections are omitted-----------------------------------------------------------
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