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1. Introduction

This contribution aims the point that related to the padding of subflow in the  Iu-UP PDU Type 0 and PDU Type 1 payload field.

It has been a discussion during the last meeting with regards to this point based on two proposals from Ericsson and DoCoMo proposed CR. There was no decision taken but instead, the Ericsson proposal was taken as a working assumption. The Ericsson and DoCoMo proposals are shown below.

Ericsson proposal (R3-001781): The padding field is added at the end of the last SDU and the next SDU starts from where the previous end, if needed. OCTET ALIGN for WHOLE PAYLOAD.

DoCoMo proposal(R3-001858): The padding field is added at the end of each SDU and the next SDU starts from the beginning of the next octet, if needed. OCTET ALIGN for EACH SUBFLOW.

These two different proposals are shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2.

This contribution tries to clarify which proposal is the best solution.

2. Padding after the last SDU of after each SDU

Figure 1 and Figure 2 show the proposal from Ericsson and DoCoMo respectively.

	Bits
	Number of Octets

	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0
	

	Subflow 1 SDU
	1

	Subflow 1 SDU cont.
	Subflow 2 SDU
	1

	Subflow 2 SDU cont.
	Padding 
(Not part of ‘Payload fields’)
	1



Figure1
 : Ericsson Proposal (Example of ‘Payload fields’ with two Subflow SDUs

\

	Bits
	Number of Octets

	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0
	

	Subflow 1 SDU
	1

	Subflow 1 SDU cont.
	Padding
	1

	Subflow 2 SDU
	

	Subflow 2 SDU cont.
	Padding 
(Not part of ‘Payload fields’)
	1



Figure2
 : DoCoMo Proposal (Example of ‘Payload fields’ with two Subflow SDUs

2.1 Summary of the discussion in the last meeting

The diference between these two proposal is very small, but only the possition of the padding field is different. Some companies support DoCoMo proposal and some companies suopport Ericsson proposal. 


The discussion are summaried below:

· The DoCoMo delegate claims that their proposal would be in line with Iur and Iub UP protocol, and the Ericsson delegate claims that their proposal would be in line with Codec specificaions. 

· DoCoMo also pointed out that it would have a small  processing load when the RNC transform the user data from the Iu-UP to Iur/Iub UP compare to the Ericsson proposal. 

· However Eroicsson pointed out that if the DoCoMo proposal is taken, the padding field in each end of Subflow would lead the incressing of length of the payload.

· Also, the Ericsson proposal seems to be a clarification and DoCoMos seems to be a correction. 

2.2 Consider again impact on other specification

It has been pointed out that the DoCoMo proposal is in line with Iur/Iub UP protocol. The Iur/Iub UP has the padding field after each TB (Figure 3). This DoCoMo proposal wold let the Subflows + Padding  received in the Iu-UP just transfer to the DHT and the DHT tranparently transfer to the Iur/Iub-UP without adding any process regarding this padding field. This point has been already pointed out during the discussion.

However, considering the Iu-UP receives the Sublows from the Non Access Stratum (Codec), it was also pointed out in the last meeting that the Subflows from the Non Access Stratum (Codec) are without padding and it would be eaiser for the Iu-UP to transfer the subflow to the DHT.

The Codec specifications (26.101 etc.), it specifies the format of the codec for voice but might not consider the format for the access strumtum. Since we have a very important agreement that that the access stratum specification and non access stratum.should develop their specifications indenpently, it is not possible for the Code specification consider the format of the transport layer when specifies the codec format. Therefore it is nature that there are something not in line with the Iu-UP. Especially regarding this padding field, it is the Radio Network layer business and nothing the Codec specifications should care about.

The Iu-UP and Iur/Iub-UP are both the access stratum, and both are the specifications of the Radio Network Layer, therefore it is nature that these specificaution should keep in line as possible as they can.


Conclusion: The Padding field should keep in line with both Iu-UP and Iur/Iub-UP.
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Figure 3  Downlink data frame structure of Iur/Iub-UP (25.427)

Note: The frame structure of Uplink is not shown because the structure of the relevant part (TB of DCH) is the same.

2.3 Whether each proposal is correction or clarification

Since there were two different understanding of the current Iu-UP, it means that the Iu-UP is not clear. Instead of  distinguishing the proposal as a correction or a clarification, it is better to handle all proposal as a CLARIFICATION.

3. How to keep in line with Iu-UP and Iur/Iub-UP

In  above chapter 2.2, the conclusion shows that the two UPs should be kept in line, it is a question on how to find a best solution. Two possible solutions are shown below:

· Take DoCoMo proposal, that is all. (Figure 2)

· Take Ericsson proposal and also change the Iur/Iub-UP structure, i.e. remove the padding field at the end of each TB of each DCH, and add the padding field only at the end of the last TB of last DCH. (Figure 4)
It is not a good idea to change the Iur/Iub-UP structure in this late stage, and also other unseen impact would come up when changing the Iur/Iub-UP structure. On the other hand, DoCoMo solution is better because it is simple and not affecting other Radio Network Layer specifications.

     Conclusion: Take DoCoMo solution to keep in line with Iu-UP and Iur/Iub-UP.
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 Figure 4  Changing the Iur/Iub-UP to keep consitensy with Ericsson proposal (Padding at the end of the payload in Iu-UP) plus

4. Proposal 

It is proposed to take the DoCoMo solution (R3-001858) in order to keep in line with Iu-UP and Iur/Iub-UP.

[1]: 25.415 UTRAN Iu Interface User Plane Protocols (version 3.3.0)
[2]: 25.427 UTRAN Iub/Iur Interface User Plane Protocol for DCH Data Streams (version 3.3.0)
[3]: 26.101 AMR Speech Codec Frame Structure (version 3.1.0)
[4]: R3-001781 Subflow SDUs in Payload fields (Source: Ericsson)
[5]: R3-001858 Padding for each subflow in support mode (Source: DoCoMo)
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