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1 Introduction

We have made significant progress on flow control for split bearer in Dual Connectivity operation in the last RAN3 meeting, for which the agreements and identified open issues have been captured in [1]. In this paper, we provide our opinions on the current agreements and identified issues for flow control.
2 Discussion
2.1 Current agreements for flow control  
The following agreements were reached at last meeting for flow control: 
· To introduce new GTP-U extension header for the RAN container to transfer flow control information;
· To create a new TS to specify the flow control function (baseline is endorsed in [2]). 

· SeNB decides the periodicity regardless of the existence of MeNB’s request.
· For the feedback of the buffer size whether it is per UE or per bearer, a working assumption is made that both kinds of buffer size indication i.e. per UE and per bearer are introduced. 

· If RAN3 agree the final indication it will be supported by the same protocol as flow control. This issue should be considered together with the release of UL bearer during SeNB release.

· The indication of highest successfully delivered PDCP PDU sequence number is based on PDCP SN.

· The gap based indication with X2-U SN is used in case of X2 packet loss.

· X2-U SN is placed in RAN container.

2.2 Identified open issues for flow control
Meanwhile several issues remain FFS:
· It is still FFS whether MeNB is allowed to indicate the periodicity and its detailed mechanism.
It may be beneficial to also enable MeNB to indicate the periodicity for flow control although it is SeNB that makes the decision. Meanwhile it may be useful to let MeNB also indicate its detailed mechanism, such as flow control related feedback, to align with SeNB.
Proposal 1: It is proposed to agree that MeNB is allowed to indicate the periodicity and its detailed mechanism. It is FFS on the parameters than can be used to indicate MeNB’s detailed mechanism for flow control.
· It is FFS whether the way to calculate the available buffer size will be specified.
The current working assumption for the feedback of the buffer size is to introduce both kinds of buffer size indication i.e. per UE and per bearer. It is the most efficient way in terms of specification, and may make implementation more difficult. To avoid any potential ambiguity, it is preferred to use one kind of buffer size indication only, either per UE or per bearer. As to the details of how to calculate the available buffer size, we cannot see such need to specify it since it is implementation dependent. 
Proposal 2: It is proposed to decide on one way of indicating buffer size i.e. per UE and per bearer. It is no need to specify the details of how to calculate the available buffer size.
· If is FFS whether the possibility to not implement the Transfer of Downlink User Data procedure should be reflected in the new TS.
It seems more appropriate to state the possibility of not implementing the Transfer of Downlink User Data procedure in the Stage-2 spec not in the new TS.
3 Conclusion
In this paper, we have provided our views on the current agreements and identified issues for flow control.
It is therefore proposed that 

Proposal 1: It is proposed to agree that MeNB is allowed to indicate the periodicity and its detailed mechanism. It is FFS on the parameters than can be used to indicate MeNB’s detailed mechanism for flow control.
Proposal 2: It is proposed to decide on one way of indicating buffer size i.e. per UE and per bearer. It is no need to specify the details of how to calculate the available buffer size.
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