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1 Introduction
An extensive analysis has been done and 7 alternatives for UP architecture were listed in [1]. Since the study phase is going to end, this paper discussed the down-selection of UP architecture. The goal is that R2 can agree 1 or 2 as the baseline for further WI.
2 Discussion
2.1 Non bearer splitting option

Non-ideal backhaul is one prominent restriction for the small cell study and Alternative 1A seems to be the only alternative that can address long latency. And, it is also the only option to support local break. So, Alternative 1A should be the default architecture if the network would like to support dual connectivity on backhaul with unknown performance or local break.
Proposal 1:
Alternative 1A is agreed as a baseline for UP architecture.

However, whenever UE changes the cell (handover) in a local area, the path switching in the core network should be involved, where the objective to reduce the core network signalling load can’t be achieved. Besides, with independent PDCP entities located in both MeNB and SeNB, dual set of security keys should be handled at UE. SA3 should be involved to study how security is applied.    

Proposal 2:
UE handling on dual set of security key should be FFS. 

2.2 Bearer splitting option

In order to hide the path switching to core network whenever changing small cells in the local area, S1-U terminates in MeNB and bearer splitting in MeNB should be considered. 
Alternative 3D, S1-U terminates in MeNB + bearer split in MeNB + master-slave RLCs for split bearers, should be taken into account as a baseline for anchored based solution. 
When SeNB has much more frequency resource than MeNB, a UE can have much higher throughput under SeNB and the benefit for bearer split is limited. However, if SeNB and MeNB have similar frequency resource, the benefit for bearer split can be seen. Since the gain depends on deployment, operator’s opinion should be taken into consideration.
Furthermore, with Alternative 3D, current Layer 2 functionalities can be largely reused. For example, the whole PDCP functions can be reused; RLC reordering can also be reused. Since PDCP is located in MeNB, centralized security mechanism can be applied so that there is no need to re-establish PDCP/security when UE moves in the local area. In addition, AM retransmission can be used for lossless mobility when UE changes cells in the local area. 

Although specification impact is foreseen, as compared with other alternatives, Alternative 3D does not have much impact in the UE side but can provide good mobility characteristics for free. 

Proposal 3:
Alternative 3D is agreed as a baseline for anchor based solution.
If R2 agrees, RLC and MAC function enhancement can be further studied in WI.

3 Conclusion
In this paper, we further share our views on user plane architecture. The proposals are made as follows.

Proposal 1:
Alternative 1A is agreed as a baseline for UP architecture.

Proposal 2:
UE handling on dual set of security key should be FFS. 

Proposal 3:
Alternative 3D is agreed as a baseline for anchor based solution.
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