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1
Introduction

Offline discussion was taken place to resolve the following open issues. This paper proposes to agree on the solutions discussed offline.
· Open issue #1: Whether indication of feedback frequency is SeNB’s implementation matter or configurable by MeNB
· Open issue #2: Whether buffer size indication is per UE or per bearer
· Open issue #3: Whether final indication during split bearer released from the SeNB is the same protocol as flow control or an X2AP
· Open issue #4: Whether indication of successful delivery is based on PDCP SN or X2-U SN
· Open issue #5: Whether indication of X2 packet loss is based on gap or list, and PDCP SN or X2-U SN
· Open issue #6: Whether X2-U SN is placed in existing GTP-U SN or RAN Container
2
Discussion
Open issue #1: Whether indication of feedback frequency is SeNB’s implementation matter or configurable by MeNB

Some companies identified the need for the mechanism that MeNB may request the feedback frequency. In order to achieve this, protocol (RAN Container or X2AP) and the need for feedback from SeNB were also discussed. In addition, what kind of information should be indicated by MeNB was also discussed, periodicity per certain time or per the number of packets. 
Majority thinks SeNB should decide the periodicity regardless of the existence of MeNB’s request.

Proposal 1: It is proposed to agree on “SeNB decides the periodicity regardless of the existence of MeNB’s request.” It is still FFS whether MeNB is allowed to indicate the periodicity and its detailed mechanism.

Open issue #2: Whether buffer size indication is per UE or per bearer
It was recognized that each camp uses the similar arguments but reached a different conclusion. As a way forward companies were asked to check whether the compromise to include both, per UE and per bearer buffer size would be acceptable. 
Proposal 2: It is proposed to agree on “Working Assumption: Both kinds of buffer size indications are introduced.”
Open issue #3: Whether final indication during split bearer released from the SeNB is the same protocol as flow control or an X2AP

Some companies indentified the final indication is optimal solution. Therefore, it should not be a mandatory feature. Majority thinks the same protocol as flow control should be used. Companies were requested to check the necessity of final indication from RAN2 point of view. In addition, some companies think this issue should be considered together with the release of UL bearer during SeNB release.
Proposal 3: It is proposed to agree on “Final indication is supported by optional parameter over the same protocol as flow control if necessity is given from RAN2 point of view. This issue should be considered together with the release of UL bearer during SeNB release.”
Open issue #4: Whether indication of highest successfully delivered PDCP PDU sequence number is based on PDCP SN or X2-U SN
After the discussion, it was agreed to use PDCP SN as indication of successful delivery.

Proposal 4: It is proposed to agree on “Indication of highest successfully delivered PDCP PDU sequence number is based on PDCP SN.”
Open issue #5: Whether indication of X2 packet loss is based on gap or list, and PDCP SN or X2-U SN
After the discussion, it was agreed to use gap based indication with X2-U SN in case of X2 packet loss.

Proposal 5: It is proposed to agree on “Gap based indication with X2-U SN is used in case of X2 packet loss”
Open issue #6: Whether X2-U SN is placed in existing GTP-U SN or RAN Container
Some companies raised the question about why another new field needs to be introduced in RAN Container for the same purpose. Some other companies had also concern to use GTP-U SN specified for transport layer. As conclusion, it was agreed to introduce X2-U SN in RAN Container. 

Proposal 6: It is proposed to agree on “X2-U SN is placed in RAN Container”.
3
Conclusions
Proposal 1: It is proposed to agree on “SeNB decides the periodicity regardless of the existence of MeNB’s request.” It is still FFS whether MeNB is allowed to indicate the periodicity and its detailed mechanism.

Proposal 2: It is proposed to agree on “Working Assumption: Both kinds of buffer size indications (UE and bearer) are introduced.”
Proposal 3: It is proposed to agree on “Final indication is supported by optional parameter over the same protocol as flow control if necessity is given from RAN2 point of view. This issue should be considered together with the release of UL bearer during SeNB release.”
Proposal 4: It is proposed to agree on “Indication of highest successfully delivered PDCP PDU sequence number is based on PDCP SN.”
Proposal 5: It is proposed to agree on “Gap based indication with X2-U SN is used in case of X2 packet loss”
Proposal 6: It is proposed to agree on “X2-U SN is placed in RAN Container”.
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