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1  Introduction
After RAN3 #85bis meeting and post-RAN3#85bis email discussion, in aspect of flow control, some remaining issues still need to be continued to discuss as below:

· Flow control buffer size & periodicity – Email#02

· X2-U SN: optional or mandatory – Offline -FFS in 36.425 (not implement Transfer of Downlink User Data procedure) 

· Data Forwarding from SeNB to MeNB – Email#03, if needed 

· UL Final Frame Indication for split bearer released from the SeNB need further discussion - Offline, if needed
In this contribution, we focus on the Data Forwarding from SeNB to MeNB issue and UL Final Frame Indication for split bearer released from the SeNB issue. Correspondingly some proposals are provided for further discussion .
2  Discussion 
Issue 1：Whether UL Final Frame Indication for split bearer released from the SeNB should be specified？
For legacy inter-eNB handover, the purpose of the SN Status Transfer procedure is to transfer the uplink PDCP SN and HFN receiver status and the downlink PDCP SN and HFN transmitter status from the source to the target eNB.  Based on these informations, the source eNB may build a Status Report message sent to the UE over the radio.  However, the UL Final Frame Indication for split bearer transmits only 1bit information, apparently it is not enough to build a entire Status Report message possibly with bitmap fields.
Additionally, based on latest RAN2 running PDCP CR, in case of split bearer release, UE shall perform retransmission of all the PDCP PDUs previously submitted to SCG RLC entity from the first PDCP PDU for which the successful delivery has not been confirmed by lower layers. Then a Status Report message sent from network seems not to be helpful.

On the other hand, from the release of UL user plane resource point of view. It seems more simple to apply same option as legacy inter-eNB handover as described in[1]: “the release of the data forwarding resource is implementation dependent and could also be based on other mechanisms (e.g. timer-based mechanism).”
Therefore we prefer not to introduce the final indication of UL data transmission when split bearers are released from SeNB 
Proposal 1: It is proposed not to introduce the final indication of UL data transmission when split bearers are released from SeNB.
Issue 2：Whether Data Forwarding from SeNB to MeNB should be supported?
In Email discussion 85b#03, some companies have commented that Data forwarding may lead to unnecessary delay in case of the change from split bearer to MCG bearer due to reordering function at receiver[2]. So in SI stage, data forwarding between SeNBs required at SeNB change is regarded as an expected drawback of 1A architecture. Additionally even though the packet loss over X2 is rare event, but once it occurs, which probably results in a HFN de-sync issue at UE side. Therefore we slightly prefer to not introduce data forwarding function from SeNB to MeNB for split bearer
Proposal 2: It is proposed not to introduce data forwarding function from SeNB to MeNB for split bearer
3  Conclusion
In this contribution, we analyze some issues in aspect of flow control, and our proposals have been summarized as follows:
Proposal 1: It is proposed not to introduce the final indication of UL data transmission when split bearers are released from SeNB.
Proposal 2: It is proposed not to introduce data forwarding function from SeNB to MeNB for split bearer.
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