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1. Introduction

At the previous CN4#20 meeting in Sophia Antipolis ‘3’ highlighted a problem related to the current error handling mechanism in GTP and the effects of this when introducing the new MBMS specific messages in GTP (see Discussion paper on “Introduction of MBMS GTP messages” N4-030972).

To solve the problem (without incrementing the GTP version) 3 proposes that a new MBMS activation timer, along with the new error handling procedure, shall be introduced which will allow the new MBMS GTP message to be introduced.

As being a late contribution, the discussion paper was only discussed briefly.

2. Excerpts from the standards are of particular relevance to this discussion

According to TS 23.426, sub clause 8.2 ‘MBMS Multicast Service Activation’ bullet 4):

The GGSN receives the IGMP/MLD Join request and sends an MBMS Notification Request (IP multicast address, APN, Linked NSAPI) to the SGSN. Linked NSAPI is set equal to the NSAPI of the PDP context over which the Join request was received. The IP multicast address is the one requested by the UE in the Join request. The APN may be different from the APN to which the default PDP context has been activated. In any case, the APN may resolve to a GGSN that is different from the GGSN receiving the IGMP/MLD Join request. The GGSN starts a MBMS Activation Timer as GGSN may receive no response, e.g. in case SGSN or UE does not support MBMS.
3. Problem description

Introducing a MBMS specific timer will open up for the possibility to introduce a new application-specific timer each time a new feature is introduced which require specific GTP messages. 

Furthermore, timers tend to be resource consuming and may therefore have a negative affect on the overall performance. Hence, introducing new timers should be avoided.

4. Recommendation

Ericsson is of the opinion that the following can be required from the new solution:

1) The solution shall be general, i.e. application specific timers should not be introduced in a common transport protocol

2) Introducing mechanisms that are resource consuming should be avoided.

Therefore Ericsson would like to recommend CN4 to allow more time to investigate alternative solutions that could fulfil these requirements. Furthermore, Ericsson proposes to collect and evaluate alternatives prior to the next meeting, with the aim of having a solution approved at CN#23 (March 2004). This should not hinder the progress on the rest of the protocol design.
