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SA4 would like to thank RAN2 for your response in the discussions on optimizing IP packet sizes for MBMS.  We discussed the subject once more.  Our conclusions are appended.

1.
SA4 position:

We agree that link layer and physical layer optimizations are desirable.  However, at the present time, and without further study (which appears to require a significant effort on our side and perhaps a new SA4 Rel. 7 WI), we feel it would be premature to suggest our media codecs could restrict themselves to a small set of RTP packet sizes.  If RAN2 considers it beneficial to operate primarily or exclusively on certain packet sizes, we suggest it nevertheless to be in the responsibility of RAN2 to expose a service interface that allows for IP packet sizes up to the MTU size, at single octet granularities.  Any necessary padding would have to be implemented on the link layer by RAN2.
For higher bit rates, it appears possible that the probability of packets matching the MTU size is higher than other packet sizes, as both MBMS FEC packets and fragmented video packets can utilize exactly this size.  However, the number of packets of this size is perhaps in the 50% range; almost certainly not as high as 90%.
2.
Responses

RAN2 Request: RAN2 request that SA4 take this information into account in their work on MBMS.

We considered your input, but are unable to address your suggestion in our Rel. 6 specifications.  We encourage further discussions between the two groups.
RAN2 Request: RAN2 request SA4’s view on whether the fragmentation of a small proportion of packets could be acceptable from the codec perspective, especially if compensated by increased opportunities for the physical layer to improve the transmission reliability. 

Some RTP payload formats allow for application layer fragmentation, but usually doing so undesirable.  We would prefer not to encourage a system design that relies on such mechanisms.  
Link layer fragmentation is normally transparent to higher protocol layers, perhaps except the increased loss probability of an IP packet that is conveyed fragmented.  Hence, on our layer, we do not “see” this form of fragmentation.  However, we suggest to account for the increased loss probability when using fragmentation.
IP packets are handled as a unit by the specifications under SA4 control.  Therefore, a loss of a packet fragment implies, on our layer, the loss of a packet.  Mechanisms supporting the use of IP packet fragments are known to exist (e.g. UDP-lite), but currently we do not support those mechanisms.

