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1.
Introduction
According to the summary of email discussion #05 on “Coordination of UE-AMBR” [1], the conclusion was not reached on the following issue:  

· Should we allow SeNB to propose a different split of UE AMBR or SeNB to report the assistant information?
The issue above will be investigated in this paper again and the corresponding proposals are also given. 
2.
Discussion
2.1 Question 1: Should we allow SeNB to propose a different split of UE AMBR or SeNB to report the assistant information?
Basically, the reasons to support the coordination were summarized in [1] and also given as follows: 
· The MeNB decides of the initial split and indicate the decided SCG UE AMBR at time of SeNB Addition Request message. But this initial split may not be the most suitable in the time based on changing radio and load conditions with two possible consequences: 

· If the current SCG UE AMBR cannot be met in SeNB, the MeNB may unnecessary limit itself at the MCG UE AMBR resulting in an overall suboptimal bit rate delivered to the end user
· If instead the SeNB could serve a higher bit rate than the SCG UE AMBR, the MeNB doesn’t know it which either result in a suboptimal bit rate delivered to the UE or simply to unnecessary loading the MeNB.
There were several negative views not to support it. We try to review them again in the following sections. 

Firstly, a negative view was mentioned that the split of UE-AMBR is regarded as a rather static decision made by the MeNB, having an overview of the QoS parameters of the E-RABs established for the UE. It seems that the split of UE-AMBR is decided only based on the overview of the QoS parameters of the E-RABs. It could be one important factor, but not the only one. Load status, buffer status of SeNB is also very important for the decision. For example, in case that two E-RABs with relatively higher QoS are offloaded to SeNB, a relatively higher SeNB UE-AMBR should be decided and sent to SeNB. However, if the SeNB’s load  is high and buffer status is also not good, then a situation that overall suboptimal bit rate delivered to the end user would happen. 
Secondly, another negative view was mentioned that the UE-AMBR represents a rather theoretical upper limit and the split is done in a generous way, i.e. a situation where the SeNB runs out of “UE-AMBR resources” should be regarded as a corner case.  It is true that it is an upper limit. The question is how a node can decide exactly another upper limit for another node based on only very limited information?  Especially for SCG bearer, the data packets are transmitted from the SGW directly, the MeNB has no idea about the data volume and buffer size of the bearer in the SeNB. The upper limit value assigned by the MeNB may not be appropriate. If the upper limit is decided based on insufficient information, it is not accurate. Thus a situation that the SeNB runs out of “UE-AMBR resources” can not be regarded as a corner case. It could happen normally. On the hand, we have introduce a very good flow control mechanism for split bearer option, which helps the MeNB to decide how many data packets should be offloaded to SeNB based on the good feedback scheme, i.e., the buffer size of SeNB and whether the data packets are transmitted successfully to UE or not. The MeNB can adjust the flow portion for SeNB. However, for SCG bearer option, we don’t have the mechanism. 
Thirdly, some companies think that SeNB does not need to propose a different one. This could be discussed again. SeNB may just provide the assistant information such as arriving data rate, buffer size and load status. Whether the SeNB UE-AMBR should be changed or not can be decided by MeNB. 
In summary, the following information should be considered:

· MeNB should decide the SeNB UE AMBR not only based on the overview of the QoS parameters of the E-RABs established for the UE, other parameters matter

· Especially for SCG bearer option, MeNB has no information about data volume and buffer size of the bearer on the SeNB side, the load and radio status of SeNB

· Good flow control mechanism has been introduced for split bearer option to assist the MeNB to decide the portion of data packets for SeNB

Proposal 1): It is beneficial to allow the coordination for deciding the new SeNB UE-AMBR from UE throughput point of view. 
2.2 Question 2: Which node, MeNB or SeNB, should propose the new SeNB UE-AMBR?
For this question, we prefer to let MeNB propose the new SeNB UE-AMBR. The following reasons are given. 
Firstly, MeNB is in charge of overall bearers for the UE and it is a master node. From legacy point of view, only MME can provide the new UE-AMBR to eNB. So MeNB should take the master role to decide it. 
Secondly, if we allow SeNB to provide new UE-AMBR freely, it may induce the improper responsibility shirking between two nodes. SeNB  can only provide information to assist the MeNB for making decision The MeNB shall decide how to change it.
Thirdly, for option 1 if SeNB provides a new UE-AMBR, it limits MeNB to accept it or pick up an intermediate value. Basically MeNB can decide any value depending on the situation of its E-RABs, load status and other factors. 
Proposal 2): A scheme, that SeNB provides assistant information and then MeNB decides the new SeNB UE-AMBR, should be considered as the solution. 
3. Conclusions
This paper investigated the open issues on coordination of UE-AMBR based on the summary of email discussion #05. The following proposals are suggested to RAN3: 
Proposal 1): It is beneficial to allow the coordination for deciding the new SeNB UE-AMBR from UE throughput point of view.
Proposal 2): A scheme, that SeNB provides assistant information and then MeNB decides the new SeNB UE-AMBR, should be considered as the solution.
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