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1. Introduction
This paper provides the TP on evaluation criteria for LLS proposed in [1].
NOTE: The TP is based on TR38.801 and should be adopted to the new TR. 
2. Text proposal for the new 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.
The table below provides a comparative analysis of the different CU-DU split options identified among Option 6 and Option 7 family (i.e. for those split options which were narrowed down for the study of CU-DU lower layer functional split). 

Table 11.1.3.1 Comparison table for lower layer split options
	Evaluation Criterion
	Option 6
	Option 7

	
	
	7-3
	7-2
	7-2a
	7-1

	Fronthaul bandwidth
	Required bandwidth
	Low
	Higher than Option6 (similar among 3 options)
	Higher than others

	
	
	baseband bits
	Quantized IQ (f)

	
	scaling based on layer/stream/antenna
	Scales with MIMO layers
	Scales with antenna ports

	
	traffic dependent or not
	Yes
	No

	Performance
	Multi-cell/freq. coordination
	centralized scheduler  (can be common per CU)

	
	UL advanced receiver aspect
	FFS
	N/A
	FFS
	Yes

	Fronthaul interface complexity
	Specification complexity
	Higher on the right

	
	Multi-vendor inte-operability
	Easier on the right

	DU impact
	DU complexity
	Lower on the right

	
	Future proofness
	More on the right
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