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1 Introduction

In the GERAN R00 stage 2 decription, there is a section on GERAN identifiers. However, as indicated by the large number of FFSs in that section, many issues in this area are not yet settled. Since these issues tend to implicitly affect many other GERAN design issues, we believe that they must be resolved quickly in order not to slow down the general GERAN progress. In particular, for the Munich workshop, a reasonable ambition should be to resolve the relation between Radio access bearer services, Radio bearer services, RLC entities, TFIs, logical channels and physical subchannels. 

This is an attempt to form a basis for discussion of these issues by using a simple figure. The contribution is not a statement of AT&T’s position regarding the technical design details, nor a request to modify any requirements already agreed.

2 Overview of outstanding issues
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The figure illustrates five exemplary parallel Radio access bearer services over Iups for one MS. Some of the issues open for discussion are highlighted with numbers in the figure and briefly commented below.

(1) In the stage 2 description, the relation between RABs and RBs are said to be FFS. However, currently we see no reason for another relationship than one-to-one. In the RAB QoS profile, there is support for multiple RBs belonging to the same RAB SDU but having different error rate requirements, but this is only to support the special case of unequal error protection (UEP) for AMR speech frames, since UTRAN does not support UEP for one transport channel. GERAN, however, handles UEP within a logical channel for speech, and all other RABs are said to be EEP in the stage 2 description, Tables 2-5.

(2) PDCP is said to be able to multiplex multiple RBs onto one RLC entity to save RLC entities. Our ounderstanding is that this should only occur when RBs have identical QoS requirements. Moroever, we assume that UTRAN’s PDCP specification will be reused, but we are not sure about the status of the PDCP multiplexing functionality in UTRAN for ‘R00’.
(3) We need to understand how identifiers are used to distinguish between RLC entities, if there is not a one-to-one mapping to TBF (see (4)).

(4) It seems reasonable to allow MAC to multiplex multiple RLC entities for one MS onto one TBF, to save TBF setup signalling in the shared MAC mode. However, we would like to have the potential consequences of this fully explored. 

(5) A real-time RAB carried on a TCH logical channel and an interactive or background RAB can be multiplexed on one physical subchannel. The following list is our understanding of the cases under discussion, based on the information in the stage 2 specification, Tables 2-3 etc. 

A 
Optimized speech with SIP signalling 




B 
Optimized speech with SIP signalling for legacy transceiver

C 
Generic conversational with SIP signalling

D 
Streaming with SIP signalling

E 
Optimized speech with ‘best effort data’ (‘OS2’)

(Stage 2, Table 2)

F 
Generic Conversational with ‘best effort data’ (‘OS2’)
(Stage 2, Table 2)

G 
Streaming with ‘best effort data’



(Stage 2, Table 3, note (2))

It needs to be understood which multiplexing solutions are available, and for each solution it needs to be understood to which subset of the cases the solution applies. By clever design, a solution aimed for one of these cases may actually solve other cases as well. 

(Also, it seems that the definition of OS2, “Permanent allocation of a physical subchannel to a conversational class call and multiplexing of best effort data from the same mobile station.” causes some confusion, since OS2 covers a somewhat arbitrary subset of the cases A-G.

3 Suggestions

It is suggested that: 

· Working assumption for RAB to RB mapping should be one-to-one for ‘R00’, until adequate gains of a one-to-many approach can be shown. 

· Effort is spent during the Munich workshop to resolve the relation between RLC entitity and TBF, and if it is found not to be one-to-one, how the RLC entitiy identifier shall be designed.

· In discussion of ‘OS2’-like multiplexing, the list of cases A-G is used as an overview of the cases under discussion.
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