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1. Introduction

TSG GERAN thanks TSG SA4 on their LS S4-020694 and the attached TR 26.937 "RTP usage model" for Packet Switched Streaming (PSS) version 1.2.0. 

TSG GERAN has reviewed the TR in relation to the sections discussing GERAN specific issues, in particular the section 6.3.2 as requested by TSG SA4, and has provided an attached draft CR with corrections. The motivation for these corrections is covered in chapter 2 below. Since TSG CN1 handles the SNDCP and LLC protocols, TSG GERAN has included them in the discussion in order to confirm the assumptions stated in this LS. In chapter 3 below also some general question from GERAN WG2 regarding the assumptions TR 26.937 are listed. 

TSG GERAN would also like to inform TSG SA4 that we have started a WI on Seamless Support of Streaming service in GERAN A/Gb mode and are looking forward to further discussion about requirements for Streaming service with SA4. 

2. Corrections

Section 6.2.3:

In the TR section 6.2.3 it is easy to get the impression that there are limitations of the maximum RTP payload size that can be transferred over the Gb interface compared to the maximum RTP payload size that can be transferred over Iu-ps interface. TSG GERAN would like to inform SA4 that there is no such limitation and that Gb can support the same maximum RTP payload size as the Iu-ps interface. 

The LLC protocol can support packet sizes up to at least 1500 octets. Even if a smaller value is used in some system the SNDCP protocol will segment the RTP payload packets in a flexible way, completely transparent to the Application or IP layer. 

Reading this section is also easy to get the impression that SNDCP segmentation should be avoided or that the application should be SNDCP aware. TSG GERAN sees no reason to introduce this kind of thinking. In many cases SNDCP segmentation is more efficient than IP or Application controlled fragmentation. The reason for this is that SNDCP segmentation only introduces additional SNDCP/LLC overhead while IP fragmentation introduce both IP and SNDCP/LLC overhead. 

The attached draft CR contains corrections to the TR as understood by TSG GERAN with regards to these assumptions. TSG GERAN kindly asks CN1 to confirm this understanding.

Section 6.4.2.1:

The attached draft CR updates the TR with the latest status of the work in TSG GERAN and corrects some statements. TSG GERAN is willing to provide further assistance to TSG SA4 with regards to these matters if needed.

3. Streaming questions

· The tables in chapter 7.4 of the TR 26.937 provides requirements on Residual BER, SDU error ratio and Transfer delay for the 5 example use case. Would it be possible to elaborate more on how strong those requirements are and how the perceived QoS of the Streaming service would be affected if the requirement were reduced?

· In the same tables the Guaranteed bit rate values are listed for the case of 1 frame/packet and 10 frames/packet. Why is this only done for the first 3 use cases? Is there any way for the RAN to control the number of frames/packets or should we design Streaming enhancements for all cases?

4. Actions to SA4:

· Update the TR 26.937 according to the attached draft CR. 

· Provide answer to the questions in chapter 3 above.

5. Actions to CN1:

· Confirm the assumptions in chapter 2 on the behavior of SNDCP and LLC.
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