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1. Background:

While transitioning its specifications for MTSI to support NR, SA4 found the usage of SDAP in MTSI and the re-usability of delay and error profiles derived for HSPA and LTE need to be clarified.
2. Questions:

In LTE, the RTP/UDP/IP stack used in MTSI client specifies the profile identifier of ROHC in PDCP, and the delay constraint and necessity of packet re-ordering chooses the unacknowledged mode (UM) of RLC. Likewise the configuration of SDAP needs to be clarified as in NR the MTSI client shown in Fig. 4.3 of TS 26.114 is directly connected to this new protocol.
	WG
	Question

	RAN2
	1. Will SDAP be configured without headers or configured with headers for a direction or both directions in (1) point-to-point communication or (2) many-to-one communication such as Multi-party Multimedia Conference?

	SA2
	2. Do you see the need to use SDAP in IMS-based conversational services such as MTSI? Also, are the definitions of QFI and RQI parameters in TS 23.501 applicable to MTSI?  


Clause 8.2.3.3 of TS 26.114 specifies a set of delay and error profiles that can be used to simulate the impact on speech frames from transmission over packet-switched radio access. The profiles, derived for HSPA, can be used for various applications including the testing of jitter buffer and UE delay.
	WG
	Question

	RAN1
	3. The traces of error-delay profiles for the support of the conversational voice services were developed for HSPA by RAN1. SA4 used them also for LTE. Can RAN1 confirm the profiles can be applicable in NR?


Annex E of TS 26.132 specifies a set of delay and error profiles for LTE, which was generated assuming 20ms, 40ms DRX with 0.1 BLER, 40 ms DRX with 0.22 BLER, and a semi-persistent scheduling scheme. The profiles are used for measuring the UE delay as required in clause 5.12.1 of TS 26.131.
	WG
	Question

	RAN1
	4. The radio parameters in Table E.2 of TS 26.132 for constructing the profiles were used for LTE. Can RAN1 confirm that the same set of parameters can be applicable in NR? If not, can RAN1 confirm that the delay statistics of NR are not worse than in the LTE?

	SA2
	5. In Table 8bis of TS 26.131, +/- 3ms jitter from EPC is assumed in the construction of the profiles. Can the same or less amount of jitter be assumed in the 5GC?


Stemming from dedicated 2G and 3G voice bearers, even LTE caters for certain preferred Transport Block Sizes (TBS) for efficient PS transmission of voice data packets (TBSs defined in TS 36.213), such as 144, 160, 192, 264, 328, 488 octets. SA4 is of the understanding that these preferred TBSs correspond to the IP packet sizes of certain AMR/AMR-WB voice codec modes. The more recent EVS codec was accordingly standardised under the constraint to offer modes with the corresponding IP packet sizes.  It appears to SA4 that Table 5.1.3.2-1 in TS 38.214 lists the TBSs for the NR downlink only.
	WG
	Question

	RAN1/

RAN2
	6. SA4 wonders if even in NR, there will be preferred uplink TBSs designed to offer optimized transmissions.   If so, SA4 would like to be informed of these preferred TBSs. SA4 would also like to understand the potential penalty, e.g., in transmission efficiency, latency, etc., if the preferred TBSs cannot be matched.


3. Actions:

To 3GPP RAN WG1, WG2, SA WG2:
ACTION: SA4 asks the WGs to kindly clarify the issues.
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