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1.
Overall Description
SA4 thanks RAN2 for their liaison on IP packet sizes for MBMS and the possibilities optimise UTRAN layer 2 parameterisation, so that one RLC SDU (PDCP header and IP packet) is transmitted in single TTI in the nominal case.
SA4 agrees that such an optimisation would be of value.

SA4’s view is that as a default, the RAN should be able to support all IP packet sizes up to the maximum SDU size for the bearer. Thus, an optimisation of the kind considered should be an optional feature that can be requested by those MBMS applications which are adapted to that mode of operation.

SA4 responds as follows to RAN2’s requests:

RAN2 Request: Provide information on different IP packet sizes utilised in MBMS streaming and download and play services

SA4 response:
Download: A large majority of IP packets within an MBMS download session for a given file will have the same size, this size being derived from the maximum FLUTE payload size, which can be configured. However, there will in general be a small number of packets of different sizes, specifically for transport of the File Delivery Table and for the last packet of a file.

Streaming: Packet sizes in streaming sessions are more variable than in download sessions. The packets found in streaming sessions are:

· a relatively small number of RTCP and MIKEY packets which have specific fixed sizes (100-200 bytes)
· RTP audio packets with sizes from a small set of fixed sizes depending on the audio codec

· RTP video packets with sizes that can be arranged in general to be close to a given maximum packet size, with a significant proportion being exactly that given maximum size
· FEC repair packets, the majority of which will be the same size (which can be configured within a limited set based on the FEC symbol size)

RAN2 request: Consider the possibility of providing only a limited set of the different IP packet sizes from the application layer.

SA4 response: As noted above, in general the majority of packets in a session (but not all) will be one of a limited set of fixed sizes, or at least close to a configured maximum size as in the case of video.
SA4 did not see value in configuring MBMS applications to generate fixed size packets by ‘padding’ smaller packets to a fixed length. If such padding were the only way to adapt the packets to the size supported by the RAN then this padding should be done by the RAN.

SA4 would also like to note that it has now selected an application layer Forward Error Correction code, support of which is mandatory at the UE. Use of this FEC code has the implication that every packet sent is of equal value - the objective for the Radio Access Network should be only to delivery as many complete packets as possible to the UEs but it is unimportant which packets are delivered and which are lost or discarded.
For example, if the reception probability of many complete packets can be increased by deliberate RLC SDU/PDU alignment by the RAN, at a cost of deliberately discarding a few packets, then this would be desirable, so long as the total number of packets delivered was increased.
Finally, since as noted above there is a certain amount of configurability in the packet sizes which can be produced by MBMS applications, SA4 would like to request guidance from RAN2 on the set of those packet sizes which could be handled more efficiently by the RAN if optimisations such as those considered were provided. 
2. Actions:

To RAN2:
To comment on the packet sizes that they can most efficiently handle if optimisations of the mapping of RLC SDUs to PDUs are provided.

3. Date of Next TSG-SA4 WG4 Meetings:

TSG-SA WG4 #36
5th –   9th  September, 2005
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