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1
Introduction

At the last RAN3 meeting #31 in Stockholm (Suede), Nortel got the task to kick off an e-mail discussion on the problem of RAB Subflow mapping information. This paper presents the problem, the comments made on the reflector and the solution that via outlined via this email discussion.

2
Background

The issue was presented by Nortel at last meeting in Tdoc R3-021883: 
In case of UE not involved in relocation, the source RNC "shall include the mapping between each RAB subflow and transport channel identifier(s)" in the RANAP container.

However, this mapping seem to be already provided, and in a different manner in RRC. 
The following conclusion was reached at the end of the discussion: 

“Decision: First the issue on RRC/Iurb level needs to be clarified, then the problem on RANAP level has to be solved. It was agreed that Philipp starts an e-mail discussion starting asap (target next RAN3 meeting).”

3
Description

Nortel launched the email discussion on 12.09.02 by splitting the problem in two parts, as suggested in the “decision”: 

Issue on RRC/Iurb level 
Nortel supported the asumption made at last meeting that what the RANAP container should provide is the mapping between the "RAB subflow" and the "Transport Channel Identifiers of the Iur”.

RANAP text is ambiguous because RRC also provides the mapping between the "RAB subflow" and the "Transport Channel Identifiers".

Nortel saw this as a correction for R99 and asked for the opinion of others since it had been requested at last meeting that each company check at home.

2. Problem of RANAP 
Provided the correct infomation (Transport bearer identities) is given in the container, then there is no indication of the CN domain involved in the mapping information.

Practically this means that if target RNC receives the following information: 

RAB1 Subflow 1          TBid3 

It is not possible to know if this is the mapping for the CS RAB1 or the PS RAB1 . 

Two solutions were suggested by Nortel to sort this out: 

2.1 solution 1 
In the case of "UE not involved" relocation, we include the additional  IE : "CN Domain Indicator" together with this mapping information needed.

2.2 solution 2 
We change the basic principle to have the same container sent twice in case of multidomain. Therefore, when the container is received from the RELOCATION REQUEST of Iu-CS, it deals only with the RABs of MSC, and when it is received from the RELOCATION REQUEST message of Iu-PS, it deals only with the RABs of PS domain.

2
Other positions

Ericsson gave their position on 13th September:

· on the first issue“Issue on RRC/Iurb level” they commented that it was rather as a clarification for them than a correction for release 99. 

· On second issue“problem of RANAP”, They indicated that they were supporting solution 1

NEC gave their position on 17th September :

· on the first issue“Issue on RRC/Iurb level”  they saw it also rather as a clarification than a correction for release 99 because the wording “transport channel identifier” is already used for exemple in TS25.401 . 

· On second issue“problem of RANAP”, They asked for the benefit of having the CN domain identifier in the container in addition of the RELOCATION REQUEST message and also they have the feeling that both solution 1 and 2 break the principle of having the same container for both domains. Finally, they brought up that also another information would be useful which is the mapping of SRBs onto DCHs.

On the second issue, Nortel answered on 17th September that the benefit of having the CN domain indicator in the container is to avoid breaking the principle of the same container used by the two domains which was confirmed by consensus three meetings ago. Then the SRBs mapping need was felt as very relevant and the opportunity should be taken to add it. 

Nortel further clarified that they finally agree that correction on the issue number one could be seen  as a clarification but still, since the second issue and the third added by NEC need a correction, we should take the opportunity to make the clarification at same time.

Nortel sent a CR aligned with these first conclusions as contribution R3-022239 on Thursday 19 September with a solution that is as much backwards compatible as possible in which the SRB mapping is not provided in the container when all SRBs are mapped onto the same DCH which is apparently the case in current 34.108. However, it can be provided if it happens not to be the case. 

4
Conclusion & Proposal

It is proposed to further discuss this topic at RAN3#32 in Plenary together with the proposed CR in R3-022239. 
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