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1 Introduction

In the last RAN2 meeting, it has been agreed that: 

· We do not support UL bearer split in Rel-12 assuming that it causes less complexity and helps the progress of the WI. 
· For split bearers, the network configures via RRC over which link the UE transmits UL PDCP data. 
The agreement has further been captured in RAN2 running stage-2 CR [1]:

7.X
Dual Connectivity

… …

For split bearer, UE is configured over which link the UE transmits UL PDCP PDU.

In this paper, we discuss the potential impacts on RAN3 and propose alternative solutions for consideration. 
2 Discussion
Based on the agreement, it seems obvious that MeNB should make the decision for UL path of a split bearer, whether in MeNB link or SeNB link. A follow-up further question is how a MeNB informs the SeNB the UL path decision, which falls well in RAN3’s scope to provide suitable solutions. There are a couple of alternative approaches to implement this:

1)
Implicit UL path indication

In this approach, when the MeNB decides to use SeNB link as UL data path, the MeNB can include an MeNB GTP Tunnel Endpoint in an X2 message, which is used for SeNB to deliver to the MeNB the UL data received from UE. In this case, the X2 GTP tunnel endpoint can be used to indicate that the UL data path is in SeNB link. Such implicit indication can be the MeNB GTP Tunnel Endpoint in, for example, SeNB Addition Preparation procedure or SeNB Reconfiguration Completion procedure.
Note that based on current RAN3 agreement the feedback for DL flow control is to be transmitted from SeNB to MeNB on X2 user plane, which suggests that the MeNB would have to include a X2 GTP tunnel Endpoint in corresponding X2AP message for SeNB to deliver feedback information for flow control. In this case, this MeNB GTP Tunnel Endpoint indication becomes ambiguous, whether it is for UL data path in SeNB or flow control feedback from SeNB.
2)
Explicit UL path indication

Alternatively, an explicit UL path indication is needed for the MeNB to inform SeNB to setup GTP tunnel for UL data transmission. Again, such explicit indication can be included in, for example, SeNB Addition Preparation procedure or SeNB Reconfiguration Completion procedure.

Considering the pros and cons of both approaches, using explicit UL path indication is preferred. Therefore, we propose:

Proposal 1: RAN3 kindly agree to use explicit UL path indication for a MeNB to inform the SeNB the UL path decision.

As to the Stage-3 signalling implementation for this indication, both SeNB Addition Preparation procedure and SeNB Reconfiguration Completion procedure can be candidate. Furthermore, the SeNB’s feedback on the UL performance of a UE would be useful, if not critical, for an MeNB to decide whether or not to use the SeNB link as UL data path for the UE. So it seems more preferable to use SeNB Reconfiguration Completion procedure or MeNB initiated SeNB Modification procedure for the UL path indication.
Proposal 2: RAN3 kindly take into account the above discussion when implementation stage-3 signalling for the UL path indication.

3 Conclusion
In this paper, we have discussed the potential impacts of RAN2’s agreement on RAN3 and proposed alternative solutions for consideration.
It is proposed that 

Proposal 1: RAN3 kindly agree to use explicit UL path indication for a MeNB to inform the SeNB the UL path decision.

Proposal 2: RAN3 kindly take into account the above discussion when implementing stage-3 signalling for the UL path indication.
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