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1
Introduction

This document responds to R3-150981 [1].

2
Discussion

R3-150981 [1] discusses the case where the MeNB decides to apply the SCG bearer option for the default bearer and the MCG bearer option for another bearer (both bearers would be dedicated bearers, btw.).

As in pre-Rel-12 – before the introduction of dual connectivity – the E-UTRAN is not aware of the nature of the E-RAB, i.e. whether an E-RAB carries the default bearer.

[1] claims that there would be an issue if the SeNB decides to release the E-RAB carrying the default bearer and therefore proposes to introduce a “default bearer” indication in S1AP.

While introducing new features (like dual connectivity in Rel-12) other legacy features might be impacted. In case interoperability issues between the features actually exist, it would be fully legitimate to introduce means to handle those issues.

Now, for handling the default bearer, we were wondering whether the E-UTRAN would behave differently in case of dual connectivity as compared to single connectivity. In both cases, the E-UTRAN is entitled to allocate resources according to the E-RAB level QoS Parameters indicated per E-RAB. The only difference between single- and dual connectivity is that the eNB handling the S1-MME connection can request resources for that E-RAB from another eNB (the SeNB), but the principle stays the same.

If an eNB decides that it cannot provide resources for an E-RAB anymore, it has the right to remove respective radio resources. From Rel-8 onwards, the E-UTRAN is able to operate in this way without an explicit indication for the E-RAB carrying the default bearer.

In Rel-12, with dual connectivity, it is still the ultimate responsibility of the eNB handling the S1-MME connection (the MeNB) to decide whether a certain E-RAB will be finally released or taken over from the SeNB, so there is no difference between single- and dual connectivity, hence there is no issue.

Proposal 1 Do not follow proposal from R3-150981 [1]. Do not agree on the accompanied CR in R3-150982 [2], as there is no issue to solve.
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