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Discussion 
1 Introduction

RAN2 has worked on SCE SI for 3 meetings. Analysis on the challenges is almost done, 7 U-plane architectures were identified and analyzed.

SCE WI would start soon. It is important to build consensus on which architecture is brought to the work item phase. Considering that there would be only 5 or 6 WG meetings until the completion of REL-12, we believe down-selection of the architecture is highly required. 
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7 alternatives are analyzed in high level and way-forwards on down-selection are proposed.
2 Discussion
Relying on the analysis made so far, alternatives could be evaluated as below.
<Table 1>

	
	1A
	2A
	2C
	2D
	3A
	3C
	3D

	UE impact
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NW impact
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	UE impact: Security, PDCP, RLC, MAC, PHY etc
NW impact: Xn interface, Security, PDCP, RLC, MAC, PHY etc
Performance: SeNB mobility, utilization of radio resource across eNBs, Dynamic offload, Backhaul requirement etc
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The evaluation above is mainly based on the number of pros and cons, where the importance of each item is not carefully considered. Hence, it may not be suitable to make decision just based on the colours. Roughly speaking, 1A is considered to have less backhaul requirement. 2-family (2A, 2C, 2D) and 3-family (3A, 3C, 3D) could be considered as less feasible due to its backhaul requirement which would significantly increase with the number of deployed small cells. Utilization of radio resource across eNBs would be another important criterion where 3-family has benefit. However, it seems not clear whether 3-family provides significant performance gain. Impacts to the specification also need to be considered. Given the limited time until the completion of release 12, architecture with less impact would be more acceptable. Considering above, we believe 1A should be the one to be transferred to the Work Item phase. In addition, there are other benefits that were not taken into account in the current evaluation.
· Support of useful features like local IP breakout
· Easy to migrate to 2-family or 3-family: In UE point of view, 2A and 1A are same. So 2A can be applied without change in UE implementation; 3A and 1A are very similar, so 3A can be applied with minimal change in UE implementation. In network point of view, migrating from 1A to 2A or 3A would be easier than other cases.

One concern for 1A would be that SeNB needs to keep security key. In our view, it shouldn’t be a showstopper;
· SeNB needs anyway to keep security keys for non-CA UEs

· Managing security stuff in arguably insecure place has been discussed in HeNB issue. There may be no significant difference between HeNB and small ENB. 
3 Conclusion
In the light of above discussion, we propose;
1A is taken as one of baseline UP-architectures for the relevant work item.  
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