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Information about a delayed SA4 LS 

1. Introduction

During the last TSG SA4 meeting the GERAN Liaison statement GP-030423 was discussed. The SA4 protocol states:

“Mr. F. Gabin presented TD S4-030200 Draft Reply to LS on <Meaning of the ‘transfer delay’ QoS attribute for packet-switched streaming bearers> (To: GERAN2, Cc: SA2). Some time was requested to consider the LS. It was revised in TD S4-030247.

TD S4-030247 Reply to LS on <Meaning of the ‘transfer delay’ QoS attribute for packet-switched streaming bearers> (To: GERAN2, Cc: SA2) was POSTPONED”

The next SA4 meeting is scheduled in the first week of May. In order to avoid an additional unnecessary round trip Siemens would like to make the state of the ongoing discussions available to the GERAN(2) community.

2. Text of the draft answer to the GERAN LS

The text of the above mentioned TD S4-030247 is as follow: 

------------------------Beginning of the abstract-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

1. Overall Description:

SA4 thanks GERAN2 for their reply LS on <Meaning of the ‘transfer delay’ QoS attribute for packet-switched streaming bearers>. SA4 has considered the 2 requests from GERAN2:

1) TSG GERAN WG2 would appreciate further feedback from TSG SA WG4 regarding the above considerations and in particular whether they could confirm that it is the preferred/assumed behaviour of the network to drop the packets whose delay variation would exceed the negotiated “transfer delay” for all Streaming QoS Class services.
TS 26.234 recommends that UEs request a 2s “transfer delay” for the establishment of a streaming RAB. The network may then grant a streaming RAB that offers the requested “transfer delay” or a higher transfer delay. Assuming that the UE accepts this granted “transfer delay”, the network should make sure under normal conditions that this “transfer delay” is guaranteed to a level described in TS 23.107: 

“[transfer delay] Indicates maximum delay for 95th percentile of the distribution of delay for all delivered SDUs during the lifetime of a bearer service, where delay for an SDU is defined as the time from a request to transfer an SDU at one SAP to its delivery at the other SAP.”
SA4 opinion is that some applications can take advantage of the reception of late packets. SA4 recommends that the practice would be for the network not to drop packets that are late in normal conditions. 

In non normal cases, where the RAN can not ensure the transfer delay, e.g. during GERAN cell reselections, if dropping a few packets would help maintaining the QoS for following packets and thereby maintaining the service then packet dropping is acceptable to the application.

The question is then what would be the correct delay criteria for the RAN to drop the packets. SA4 opinion is that packets that are delayed by more than 3 times the negotiated “transfer delay” may be dropped if required.

3 times seem to be quite a lot, if GERAN for example asks us to use 4 s as delay, it would mean 12 s in the RLC (during that time this packet could have been sent quite a few number of times), does it make sense?

2) TSG GERAN WG2 would like SA 4 to update the section 6.2.3 of the TR 26.937 to better reflect the differences between IP fragmentation and SNDCP segmentation as commented in section 2 above.

The text in the TR 26.937 has been updated, as the fragmentation in question is at SNDCP layer, rather than at IP layer.

2. Actions:

To GERAN2 group.

- GERAN2 to approve the above suggested behaviour as recommended practice.

3. Date of Next TSG-SA4 Meetings:

TSG-SA 4 Meeting #26 
                     5th – 9th May 2003
                              tbd.

TSG- SA 4 Meeting #27
7th–11th July 2003
Munich, Germany
----------------------------------- End of the abstract--------------------------------------------------------------------------

3. Discussion

It is proposed that GERAN2 discusses whether the text offers a satisfying answer for GERAN2. Also the answer from SA2 in Tdoc S2-030983 should be considered if available. If additional information or clarification is still needed then appropriate measures should be agreed like opening an e-mail discussion with SA4 before its next meeting or any other meaningful activity. 
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