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1. Introduction

The issue of packet dropping for MBMS is still open in LTE R9, and 2 alternatives were mainly discussed during the last meeting:
· Alt1: MCE (QoS Aware) based on List

· Alt2: Uniform dropping per bearer service

The following gives our perspectives on this issue.
2. Discussion
We believe that both solutions are feasible in R9 and R10. There is no compatibility problem for both alternatives because if a uniform method is used, eNBs of different release can drop the same packets at the same time.
As far as the complexities of both alternatives are concerned, alt1, dropping based on the service list, is obviously much simpler than alt2. The algorithm runs in a mass of eNBs, so the more complexity means the less stability. Uniform dropping would not be achieved if any exception happens in one eNB.
The key point of introducing alt2 is its fair dropping scheme for different services. If, for example, the total dropping probability for whole multiplexed MCH is 10E-6, alt2 can distribute it into 5 services. Then dropping probability for each service is 2*10E-7. For alt1, one service will take 10E-6 packet dropping and no dropping exists for the other 4 services.
Firstly, to drop one service may be more reasonable. If there are different type of services i.e. file-pushing and video program, a general way is to drop a little of video while keep the integrity of pushed files, because a little drop may destroy the whole pushed file but take negligible impact on video programs. Alt1 may be more suitable for cases like this, while alt2 would do harm to multiple of services.
Secondly, one benefit of alt2 is it can divide a totally high dropping probability of the multiplexed MCH into smaller probabilities for each service, but this optimization is so limited. For the example above, if dropping unavoidably occurs, the probability of 10E-6 and 2*10E-7 would make no difference for a service because they are both very low and acceptable for a service. So alt1 is ok. Alt2 can only benefit more while the probability is high.
In R9, we can come to the conclusion that the dropping probability should be very low, because there would be no non-GBR bearer and MBR=GBR. In R10, dropping probability may be higher, but it should be kept in a small order such as 10E-6. Some probabilities of packet waste while consecutive packet loss occurs were given in [1], it’s of the order 10E-7. [2] and [3] show that operaters and users are pursuing even better experience. How can we accept a high dropping probability such as 10E-4? If the dropping probability really goes higher in R10, the first thing we should solve is not how to drop, but how to avoid large numbers of dropping, probably by buffering or/and flow shaping. Then alt1 is enough while the dropping probability is decreased.
In brief:
	
	Alt1
	Alt2
	Notes

	Feasibility in R10
	OK
	OK
	

	Compatibility
	OK
	OK
	

	Complexity
	Low
	high
	

	Stability
	High
	Low
	

	Requirement
	Satisfied
	No need
	Alt1 is ok for low dropping probability. Alt2 possibly makes sense for high dropping probability, but anti-dropping solutions should be considered firstly for such a case.

	
	Proposed
	
	


So we propose to drop packets based on the service list. The list could be made by MCE depending on its implementation.
3. Conclusion
We suggest RAN3 to discuss this proposal. In this contribution we propose:
To drop packages based on the service list.
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