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1   Introduction
This is a response paper to R3-186846 [1] and R3-186397 [2].  
2   Discussion

R3-186846 continues proposing to keep the DL UP termination point on the RAN-CN interface at inter-RAN node bearer mobility, to avoid the need for changing the NG-U tunnel and data forwarding in case of UP change, i.e., mobility, the claimed benefits are mainly two points:

· avoiding the need for changing the NG-U tunnel toward the core network;
· avoiding the need for data forwarding from source to target UP entity. 
However, we should investigate this issue in details from other aspects:
· The procedures defined in the 3GPP specifications are from the logical point of view. That is, the procedures defined in the specifications based the logical nodes, and how to be performed in the physical nodes is not defined, i.e., left to implementation.  It is not a desirable behaviour to confuse logical node and physical node, i.e. spec texts should not specifically serve a certain deployment scenario but rather to cover all possible deployment scenario in a generic way. For example, in case of handover, data forwarding shall be performed from the (logical) source gNB-CU-UP to the (logical) target gNB-CU-UP from the specification point of view, regardless of the (logical) source gNB-CU-UP and the (logical) target gNB-CU-UP implementing in the same physical node or in the separate physical nodes; and from implementation point of view, logical target entity could decide if data forwarding is needed or not.
Observation 1: It is not a desirable behaviour to mix up the logical node in standard and physical node in real deployment.

Observation 2: logical target entity could decide if data forwarding is needed or not pending on network implementation if gNB-CU-UP is shared.

· Meaning while, even if the NG-U tunnels keeps unchanged due to physically co-located deployment scenario, the control plane signalling exchange of control plane cannot be avoided in the most cases. For example, in the case of handover, the path switch procedures anyway cannot be avoided, as the gNB-CU-CP and the served cell information (e.g., cell ID, TAI) is changed and the core network should be informed via the path switch procedures.
Observation 3: Even for the gNB-CU-UP physically co-located deployment scenario, NG-C procedure are still needed.

· Take a further step, if we really want to save some user plane handling effort, in order to take advantage of physically co-located deployment, some implementation means could be adopted since both source and target user plane entities for sure come from the same vendor which would lead no interoperability issues, and it was also clarified that UPF will not be involved.
Observation 4: some implementations could be adopted to achieve the intention without interoperability issues, if it is really deserved to be pursued. 
Since this issue was raised and discussed more than half a year, some guidance was also achieved that stage 2 will not be touched, and then a compromised solution was also suggested in [2]. However, for both the mechanisms suggested in [1] and compromised way in [2], both of the two are based on a pre-condition that source CP should know that whether source UP and target UP are physically co-located or not. If physically co-located, the source CP would then include the IE in corresponding messages, e.g. handover request. But this would actually introduce additional complexities and un-necessities, since a logical node should be aware of the physical deployment situation.
Observation 5: The suggested mechanisms so far require logical node should be aware of the physical deployment situation which would actually introduce additional complexities
Nevertheless, following the approach that no additional user plane action is needed if TEID is not changed, we would like to propose to have a simpler way to conclude this issue, i.e. to have some clarification texts on node behaviour, e.g. to let the target node to detect whether the user plane instance was already existed for the concerned UE, i.e. to judge if the TEID is not changed or not. 
So we would have the following proposal:

Proposal 1: RAN3 to agree the following proposed compromise:

·   To agree to introduce some clarification texts about node behaviour if TEID is not changed.
Corresponding stage 3 CRs could be seen in [3][4][5].
3   Conclusion

In this paper, we have some further investigations to the issue raised in [1], and have the following observation and proposals:

Observation 1: It is not a desirable behaviour to mix up the logical node in standard and physical node in real deployment.

Observation 2: logical target entity could decide if data forwarding is needed or not pending on network implementation if gNB-CU-UP is shared.

Observation 3: Even for the gNB-CU-UP physically co-located deployment scenario, NG-C procedure are still needed.

Observation 4: some implementations could be adopted to achieve the intention without interoperability issues, if it is really deserved to be pursued. 
Observation 5: The suggested mechanisms so far require a logical node to be aware of the physical deployment situation which would actually introduce additional complexities and un-necessities.
Proposal 2: RAN3 to agree the following proposed compromise:

·   To agree to introduce some clarification texts about node behaviour if TEID is not changed.
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