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Discussion and Decision
1. Introduction
In RAN#61, it was agreed to continue the study in next meeting cycle until RAN#62. In RAN2#83bis, it should be concluded which UP architecture would be focused on as indicated in the way forward [1]. However, it may be difficult to conclude even with further discussions on each UP architecture without additional aspects, e.g. security from SA3 point of view. It seems that the most divergence among companies is the necessity of bearer split. In this contribution, we discuss how to conclude the UP architecture selection with considering the possibility of selecting two UP architectures and propose a way forward on the UP architecture selection to close the SI.
2. Discussion
Current situation in RAN2: 

In the past RAN2 meetings, there were many arguments on the UP architecture already and the comparison table has been captured in the TR [2], but unfortunately RAN2 could not conclude on the UP architecture. In our understanding, there is a different opinion to support bearer split option and this is the most divergence among companies. 
Operator requirements: 

Actually, there seems to be different operator requirements for the bearer split aspect. For instance, operators who do not see big problem to deploy the good (i.e. low latency and high capacity) backhaul will be able to support bearer split with UP architecture alternative 3C or 3D, if they want. While, if operators see some or big problems to deploy the good backhaul, it will be difficult to support the bearer split. In the latter case, there will be no need for complex UP architecture supporting the bearer split. 
We try to consider if one possible way to conclude the UP architecture is to select two types of UP architecture, i.e. one for non-bearer split (1A, 2A, or 2C) and the other one is for bearer split (3C or 3D) [3]. This would leave to an operator to select which UP architecture depending on its own policy (e.g. supporting of enough backhaul) regarding the network architecture. Of course, we prefer RAN2 to conclude on only one UP architecture. However, as said above, it seems a bit difficult to conclude at RAN2#83bis, since at least the security concern which RAN2 asked SA3 is not answered from SA3 yet. Hence, we would like to propose to discuss and have an explicit consensus for the policy of UP architecture selection.

Proposal 1: RAN2 to discuss which way to go between two options below:


- Option 1: one UP architecture 


- Option 2: two UP architectures, i.e. one for non- bearer split and the other for bearer split
Possible way forward: 

In the following, we assume that RAN2 discuss the possibility to take the Option 2 (i.e. two UP architectures). At first, there are 5 UP alternatives now, i.e. 1A, 2A, 2C, 3C and 3D. 1A, 2A, and 2C are for non-bearer split, while 3C and 3D are for bearer split.
a) bearer split
3C has gained more support than 3D based on the voting in RAN2#83. We also think that 3C will be suitable for bearer split rather than 3D, because it could be simpler not to have master-slave approach in one sub-layer (i.e. one RLC layer). 
b) non-bearer split
2C also got some supports in RAN2#83, but 2C may be considered as a sub-option of 3C, if anyway 3C (not 3D) would be supported for bearer split. Also, we think 2C is not suitable for backhaul with less capacity. On the other hand, someone may consider that the singaling load due to frequent handover can be reduced with 2C than 1A/2A. However, we expect that 1A/2A can also reduce the signaling load due to frequent handover with mobility anchor solution. Therefore, we think 1A/2A which is simpler network architecture than 2C is preferable for non-bearer split, if SA3 sees no security concern. Further, 1A and 2A will be (almost) the same from RAN2 point of view, while they are different from RAN3 point of view. Hence, RAN3 should make a decision, if either of 1A and 2A needs to be selected. On the other hand, if SA3 sees any security concern on 1A/2A, then 2C is more suitable. However, in this case only 3C should be selected as UP architecture, since 2C could be sub-option of 3C as said. Thus, we would like to propose the following way forward to close the SI. 

Proposal 2: If SA3 sees the security concern for 1A/2A, 3C is selected as only one UP architecture; Otherwise, 1A/2A is selected for non-bearer split and 3C is selected for bearer split. The final selection of 1A or 2A should be up to RAN3.
Regarding the SA3 guidance on security, it will be possible for RAN2 to receive the reply after RAN2#83bis due to the meeting date of SA3 (i.e. one week after RAN2#83bis). Final decision could be done at RAN2#84 on November.

3. Conclusion

In this contribution we discussed the UP architecture selection. Since there seems to be divergence among operators with respect to the requirements, i.e. what they want to support in their network, it is proposed to share the companies view on how to conclude the UP architecture selection. 

Proposal 1: RAN2 to discuss which way to go between two options below:


- Option 1: one UP architecture 


- Option 2: two UP architectures, i.e. one for non- bearer split and the other for bearer split

We also discussed the possible way forward in assuming RAN2 agrees to discuss the possibility of Option 2 above. Finally, it is further proposed to agree the followings as a way forward to close the SI, only when RAN2 agrees on the possibility to select two UP architectures.

Proposal 2: If SA3 sees the security concern for 1A/2A, 3C is selected as only one UP architecture; Otherwise, 1A/2A is selected for non-bearer split and 3C is selected for bearer split. The final selection of 1A or 2A should be up to RAN3.
Regarding the SA3 guidance on security, it will be possible for RAN2 to receive the reply after RAN2#83bis due to the meeting date of SA3 (i.e. one week after RAN2#83bis). Final decision could be done at RAN2#84 on November.
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