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Introduction
The CU-DU interface was agreed to be specified for NR. While the basis for the decision for a higher layer split was included in the TR, only a basic diagram on the interface itself was decided or documented in the TR 38.801. 
Discussion
The first basic decision is what to call the new interface, the diagram in 38.801 section 11.1.3.8 shows and Fs interface, that is a valid but possibly a temporary name. My proposal is the Xr interface, another alternative is the Xg interface.

Proposal 1: 
Agree on Xr for the name of the CU-DU interface.

The Xr interface for the higher layer split will be highly similar to Xn interface and of course to the related LTE X2 interface. Given that there is a study in the work plan to study a similar interface for LTE it would be best when assigning specification numbers in a number space that is free in LTE also so a number series like 38.47x, or 38.48x or 38.49x would be best. This works in both directions in case we want to do an NR version of other LTE specs it would be good that same number can be carried over.

Proposal 2:
Agreed to request that MCC assign the Xr series of specification in area that doesn’t contain LTE specifications already such as 38.470, 471, 472, 473, 474, 475, or 38.48x, or 38.49x

The Xr-AP procedures will probably be highly similar to those proposed for Xn-AP but given we may need more time to figure out what if any is missing I won’t try to propose anything quickly. However a couple of areas where we can probably make quick decisions are the control plane transport and the user plane transport, the proposal being that we follow the same decision as for Xn.

Proposal 3:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Agree that the decisions make for the control plane and user plane transport for the Xn interface carry over to the Xr interface, namely the control plane transport is SCTP/IP and the user plane transport is GTP/UDP/IP as per sections 7.4.1.5 and 7.4.1.6 in TR 38.801. 

Given where we are in the process, whether we go back and document this in 38.801 is open. My proposal is to not go back and put details of the Xr interface in the study TR. However, if the group agrees to document it in the TR. I will be glad to contribute text to the CR for the above issues.

Proposal 4:
Decide whether or not to document the Xr interface in TR 38.801.
Decision
The following are proposed for agreement:

Proposal 1: 
Agree on Xr for the name of the CU-DU interface.

Proposal 2:
Agreed to request that MCC assign the Xr series of specification in area that doesn’t contain LTE specifications already such as 38.470, 471, 472, 473, 474, 475, or 38.48x, or 38.49x

Proposal 3:
Agree that the decisions make for the control plane and user plane transport for the Xn interface carry over to the Xr interface, namely the control plane transport is SCTP/IP and the user plane transport is GTP/UDP/IP as per sections 7.4.1.5 and 7.4.1.6 in TR 38.801. 

Proposal 4:
Decide whether or not to document the Xr interface in TR 38.801
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