
Note: Within nine months of the publication of the mention of the grant of the European patent in the European Patent
Bulletin, any person may give notice to the European Patent Office of opposition to that patent, in accordance with the
Implementing Regulations. Notice of opposition shall not be deemed to have been filed until the opposition fee has been
paid. (Art. 99(1) European Patent Convention).

Printed by Jouve, 75001 PARIS (FR)

(19)
E

P
1 

75
5 

24
8

B
1

��&�����������
(11) EP 1 755 248 B1

(12) EUROPEAN PATENT SPECIFICATION

(45) Date of publication and mention 
of the grant of the patent: 
22.06.2011 Bulletin 2011/25

(21) Application number: 05425601.1

(22) Date of filing: 19.08.2005

(51) Int Cl.:
H04L 1/00 (2006.01) H04L 1/16 (2006.01)

(54) Indication of lost segments across layer boundaries

Andeutung von verlorenen Segmenten über Schichtgrenzen

Indication de segments perdus à travers des délimitations de couches de transfert

(84) Designated Contracting States: 
AT BE BG CH CY CZ DE DK EE ES FI FR GB GR 
HU IE IS IT LI LT LU LV MC NL PL PT RO SE SI 
SK TR

(43) Date of publication of application: 
21.02.2007 Bulletin 2007/08

(73) Proprietor: Hewlett-Packard Development 
Company, L.P.
Houston, TX 77707 (US)

(72) Inventors:  
• Parolari, Sergio

20133 Milano (IT)

• Provvedi, Leonardo
Eastleigh 
Hampshire SO53 4LT (GB)

• Stockhammer, Thomas
83346 Bergen (DE)

(74) Representative: W.P. Thompson & Co.
55 Drury Lane
London
WC2B 5SQ (GB)

(56) References cited:  
US-A- 5 677 918 US-B1- 6 697 331



EP 1 755 248 B1

2

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

Description

[0001] One object of the invention is to make data
processing within a transmitting or receiving layer of a
protocol layer more efficient. This is achieved by the fea-
tures of claim 1. Thus, the indication of a loss or other
errors of a segment or a part or parts of it across layer
boundaries within a transmitting or receiving layer proto-
col is accomplished. As in the case of a detected erro-
neous segment by e.g. missing sequence numbers or as
the CRC (cyclic redundancy check) indicates an errone-
ous segment, the lower layer of the protocol inserts a
well-known sequence of symbols e.g. zeros or 1s along
the erroneous length part of the respective segment, and
passes the aggregated packet to the upper layer of the
protocol. There, it is possible to extract the incorrect data
part of the respective segment as it is indicated by the
inserted, predetermined symbol sequence. Thus the re-
maining part of the respective segment can be used for
further processing in the upper layer.
[0002] US 6,697,331 relates to a mobile telecommu-
nications system comprising a mobile user equipment
unit and at least one node through which a packet
switched data session is established between the user
equipment unit and a data network. One of the node and
the user equipment unit serves as a transmitter of seg-
ments of data packets and the other of the node and the
user equipment unit serves as a receiver of the segments
of data packets.
[0003] The present invention and its further embodi-
ment are hereinafter described with reference to the ac-
companying drawings, in which:

Figure 1 illustrates a simplified protocol stack within
a transmitting entity or receiving entity com-
municating over at least one channel,

Figure 2 schematically shows an example of a plural-
ity of processing steps executed between an
application encoder and an application re-
ceiver,

Figure 3 illustrates the processing scheme of figure 2
in the case of a segment loss,

Figure 4 schematically illustrates partly segment re-
covery according to the invention within the
chain of processing steps of figure 3, and

Figure 5 as a further embodiment of the invention pro-
viding a permeable cross-layer error or loss
indication from a lower to a higher layer or
vice-versa for a wireless system.

Like reference signs refer to corresponding parts and el-
ements throughout the figures 1 to 5.

[0004] Assume the simplified RTP protocol stack of

Figure 1. In this case multimedia data packetized in a
Real-time Transport Protocol (RTP) packet R1 is protect-
ed during transport over a noisy channel CH using a sim-
ple Forward Error Correction FEC at the transmitter TP
on the User Datagram Protocol (UDP) layer UDPL by
duplicating the packet R1. Thus two RTP packets R11,
R12 accompanied by forward error correction elements
ER11, ER12 in their respective header field H11, H12
result. The user datagram Protocol UDP adds for exam-
ple some kind of a block-check sequence (BCS), e.g. a
cyclic redundancy check (CRC), to the entire payload
PA11, PA12 in the header H11, H12 of each RTP packet
R11, R12. This allows detecting a possible corruption of
the payload of the packet R1. Then the packet R1 or its
duplicated and error protected packets R11, R12 is or
are transmitted over a radio access network (RAN). In
Figure 1 for simplicity only one radio channel CH of this
radio access network is illustrated by a chain dotted line.
[0005] The protocol stack is in the following simplified.
The operations presented namely segmentation and/or
adding BCS might happen repeatedly on different layers.
For ease of presentation assume that each IP packet is
segmented into fixed size segments S1 whereby each
segment is in general protected by a sequence number
SN, a block-check sequence (BCS), e.g. a cyclic redun-
dancy check CRC and additional FEC, e.g. some con-
volutional code. Note that the generation of the media
packet and the segmentation and transport of the seg-
ments might expediently happen at different locations or
different functional entities, e.g. processors, which are
connected only by defined protocols or primitives ex-
changed between protocol layers. This is indicated by a
bold-dashed line in figure 1, respectively. Each of the
segments is transmitted over the physical channel CH
by burst signals. At a receiver RP it is in general detected
if the received data segment included in each received
burst is corrupted or lost. This can be accomplished by
evaluation of the CRC or the sequence number SN. Dif-
ferent protocols and systems define different actions in
case that a certain segment is lost, e.g.

1. The re-assembly is not accomplished and the re-
assembled packet becoming an IP packet on the up-
per layer is deleted in the lower layer and not deliv-
ered to the upper layer. This might for example be
accompanied by an error indication flag.
2. The lost segment on the lower layer is completely
ignored and the re-assembling takes such that the
correct segments are concatenated without taking
into account the lost segment.
3. In some cases data segments can be decoded,
but the CRC reports a failure. In this case, the erro-
neous data bits of segment might be inserted instead
of the correct ones. Re-assembly takes place as if
the segments are all correct.
4. If segment data is not available, dummy bits might
be inserted, e.g. all 0’s. The number of dummy sym-
bols is according to the expected segment length of

1 2 



EP 1 755 248 B1

3

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

the lost data.

[0006] In all cases the delivered packet is not correct
and with very high probability the checksum on the upper
layer, e.g. in the UDP layer, on the delivered packet will
fail as the data is not correct. In general the UDP layer
or any other upper layer will not know what insertion
mechanisms for lost segments the underlying, lower lay-
er performs. In this case the UDP layer drops the entire
packet as the errors cannot be localized and the correct
data cannot be exploited by the upper layer. For example,
in this case the media packet is lost. The loss of segments
and the discard of the whole RTP packet is indicated by
the symbol ? in figure 1.
[0007] It would be beneficial if the upper layer receives
the information that only a small part of the upper layer
packet is corrupted. The exact information would for ex-
ample allow to recover some part of the first packet and
some part of the second packet which itself might be
sufficient to recover the entire packet. However, the two
layers are in general again in different locations or in dif-
ferent functional entities such that the exact information
on correct and corrupted packet parts can not be forward-
ed from the lower layer to the upper layer. One might
specify specific new primitives to be exchanged by the
entities which allow indicating correct and wrong parts of
packets. However, this is in general very difficult as ded-
icated connections between protocol layers have to be
established and the information might be exploited on
different levels of the protocol stack. In general it seems
impossible to define such a protocol.
[0008] An abstraction of the problem is provided in the
following. Details are shown in figure 2. Assume that
some application encoder AE produces some smaller
symbols Sym of equal or variable size. The symbols Sym
might be explicitly defined or inherently given by some
bitstream or packet syntax. They may be for example
encoding symbols of a Raptor encoder. The symbols are
aggregated by symbol aggregation means SA such that
they form the payload of one packet P1 with a specific
syntax having a packet header PH as well as some form
of a block check sequence BCS. The position of the BCS
is arbitrary. Then this packet P1 is transmitted by packet
transmitter means PT over a system SE which segments
the packets in smaller segments S2 whereby each seg-
ment S2 might contain a sequence number SN as well
as some kind of BCS. At some other instance or func-
tional entity the segments are received and in case that
all segments are received, the packet RP1 is recovered
by reassembling the segments by segment reassembly
means SR appropriately. The packet RP1 with a specific
structure might then be forwarded through a normative
interface NI1 defined by the packet structure. The nor-
mative interface NI1 is indicated by a dotted line in figure
2. In some other functional or location entity like a packet
receiver PR the received packet RP1* is de-capsulated
by a symbol parser SP and the original symbols Sym are
recovered and forwarded to the application decoder AR,

e.g. a Raptor decoder.
[0009] Figure 3 shows the case when a segment loss
occurs and the receiver action is arbitrary. In this case
the decoder packet reassembling means SR inserts
some undefined pattern. By the forwarding of the packet
RP1 through the normative interface NI1 the action of
insertion is not communicated. Therefore, at the other
end of this normative interface, the BCS will detect a prob-
lem with the packet, but can not locate the problem.
Therefore, the entire packet must be assumed as lost
and no symbols Sym can be recovered on the receiving
side. The loss of symbols Sym is respectively indicated
by a flash sign in figure 3.

Example Solution:

[0010] Figure 4 shows a solution for the problem. The
following steps are applied advantageously:

1. In the case of a segment loss the segment reas-
sembly is modified such that in any case that a loss
of a segment has been detected by a missing SN or
a failed BCS on a segment, a fixed pattern, e.g. an
all 0 pattern, is inserted with the length of the lost
segment. This modified segment reassembly means
is denoted by SR* in figure 4. Note that the 0s can
be bytes or bits depending on the granularity of the
interfaces. Assume that an all zero pattern of length
N is inserted. Variations of the pattern or a specific
syntax for the pattern to indicate different information
are discussed later as a variant of this example.
2. The packet is forwarded through the normative
interface NI1 and received in some other functional
entity, which now processes the pattern.
3. If the BCS in the packet is present then with very
high probability the insertion of the pattern will cause
the BCS to detect an error in the payload. The BCS
will fail.
4. In this case a combined packet receiver and sym-
bol parser CPS searches for a pattern in the received
packet RP1* which matches the defined pattern in-
serted by the lower layer, e.g. a sequence of all N
0s. All 0 positions in the received packet RP1* which
are part of an all 0 sequence of at least length N are
considered to be not reliable. In addition, all 0 se-
quences in the beginning of the received packet
RP1* as well as all 0 sequences at the end of the
packet have to be considered as unreliable.
5. Only the symbols Sym are forwarded to the appli-
cation layer decoder AR, which are entirely reliable,
i.e. they are not part of such an all zero sequence.
Therefore, the application layer decoder AR can re-
cover additional symbols Sym.

Variants and extensions of the discussed example

[0011] Some favorable variants and supplements are
discussed in the following:
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Variants on patterns:

[0012] Instead of using only the all 0 bit or byte pattern
with the length indicating the lost amount symbols in the
packet, the following variants could be considered ad-
vantageously:

1. A random bit sequence might be used if it is clear
that for example all zero sequences occur in the reg-
ular more often than the statistics might suggest.
More than one sequence might for example be used
in some variants.
2. The lower layer knows the position and algorithm
of the checksum of the upper layer packet. In this
case it might check whether one of the sequences
causes the problem that the upper checksum would
be correct if inserted. This could very likely be avoid-
ed by different sequences as it likely that not all pat-
terns cause problems.
3. Different sequences could allow to signal addition-
al information to the upper layer, e.g. one could im-
agine to signal the reliability of the length information
by e.g. using an all 0 pattern for a lost segment if it
is very sure that the length of the segment is correct
or an all one sequence indicates some uncertainty
on the size of the lost segment.
4. A synchronization marker with some defined syn-
tax including the length information or possible other
additional information could be added instead of a
pattern of fixed length. In this case the combined
packet receiver and symbol parser would look for
the synchronization pattern and interpret the follow-
ing information to determine the information on the
length of the loss. The synchronization marker
should be such that it is very unlikely that it is emu-
lated in the data.

Variants if BCS on packets-level is not present:

[0013] If the BCS on the packet level is not present, all
actions on the layer where the interpretation of the packet
is done would be done unconditionally and in any case.
Basically all patterns can be used as discussed previ-
ously. However, in this case data emulation will cause
significant problems. Without the presence of BCS in the
upper layer only very unlikely patterns should be used
and preferably the aforesaid option 4 on the patterns is
the only feasible way.

Multiple layer information exchange:

[0014] The process as shown in the example for just
one layer information exchange can be generalized to
the exchange of this information over several layers. For
example, an intermediate layer could act as a combined
packet receiver and symbol parser whereby the symbol
size in this case might be as small as one bit or one byte.
In addition, the same layer would act as a segment-re-

assembling and would insert the same pattern or any
another pattern as discussed previously. Then the packet
can be forwarded to the upper layer.

Summary:

[0015] The interaction between different protocol lay-
ers is usually limited in a sense that only very few prim-
itives and data in terms of PDU (Protocol Data Units) and
SDU (Service Data Units) can be exchanged. Primitives
are in general syntactically and semantically very limited.
Additional data exchange without using one of these de-
fined interfaces is in general infeasible as different layers
of the protocol stack might not be at the same location
or they might be implemented in different software or
hardware modules. This is for example the case in wire-
less communication systems or in mobile terminals.
Therefore, the exchange of additional information is ba-
sically infeasible for many cases.
In the following we will present an example in figure 5 for
which in a wireless system some crosslayer error indica-
tion should be exchanged. However, this example is not
limited to the case presented but the idea can basically
be applied in any other scenario as well.
Assume the typical scenario in a wireless system where
the upper layer, e.g. the SNDCP layer, delivers an SDU
to the lower layer, e.g. the RLC layer. In this case the
RLC-SDU is in general of variable length and any packet
size, usually bounded by some maximum packet size,
might be delivered to the lower layer. However, radio
systems usually only provide a limited amount of RLC-
PDU sizes and the RLC-PDU size is usually predeter-
mined by the radio layer due to some radio resource op-
timizations. Therefore, the variable size RLC-SDU might
be segmented and transported over several RLC-PDUs
whereby each RLC-PDU gets assigned some block
check sequence, e.g. some cyclic-redundancy check
(CRC), and possibly some FEC is applied. The RLC-SDU
might also be protected by a block check sequence, e.g.
a CRC, or it might contain a packet, e.g. an IP/UDP pack-
et, which itself is protected by a block check sequence.
It might also contain a segments or parts of a packet
which are protected by a block-check sequence on higher
layers.
[0016] Assume now at the receiver that the RLC layer
detects that a segment could not be decoded. This is for
example detected as the block-check sequence fails or
by detecting that the sequence numbers are not correct.
In general, the receiver knows the length of the lost seg-
ment and its position by evaluating appropriate header
information, sequence numbering, and/or by some infor-
mation from correctly decoded segments. The latter in-
formation might not be reliable in some cases. The RLC
layer is now supposed to deliver an entire RLC-SDU to
the upper layer. If all RLC-PDUs are correctly received,
the RLC-SDU can be aggregated and delivered to the
upper layer. The checksums on the upper layers will be
correct unless no additional errors on the transmission
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on the respective layer have occured. In case that any
RLC-PDU is detected to be lost or corrupted, the action
for reassembly is not clear. The following actions might
for example occur:

1. The entire RLC-SDU is deleted in the respective
layer and not delivered to the upper layer. This might
for example be accompanied by an error indication
flag.
2. The lost RLC-PDU is completely ignored and the
RLC-SDU is concatenated without taking into ac-
count the lost RLC-PDU.
3. If some decoded data is available, but only the
CRC failed, the erroneous data bits can inserted in-
stead of the correct ones.
4. If the data is not available, some dummy data can
be inserted, e.g. all 0’s. The length depends on the
expected RLC-PDU length of the lost data.

No standardized means is applied in nowadays net-
works. For example, for GPRS some procedure along
the line of precedent item 4 is applied, whereas EGPRS
uses technology similar to item 3. Other networks might
use other technologies. In general no additional informa-
tion is passed from the lower layer to the upper layer
except for the data. In some cases, some error indication
might be assigned to a wrong RLC-SDU, but this in gen-
eral detected with very high probability by any block-
check sequence in the upper layers.
[0017] However, with this procedure, some important
information is lost, namely that only a segment of the
RLC-SDU is corrupted and that this corrupted segment
is detected and the boundaries are exactly known. The
information that only a small segment is lost might be
very beneficial for some applications, e.g.

- The correct initial part of a packet might be used by
some application layer decoder, e.g. some video de-
coder.

- All correct parts of the packet might be used by an
erasure-based application layer FEC decoder.

This information is in general lost on the layer boundaries
as the communication is limited.
[0018] Up to know this problem has been solved either
that the entire RLC-SDU or the SDUs on the higher layers
are completely lost. Therefore a huge amount of correctly
received data is not accessible for higher layers. Another
solution when passing the erroneous payloads to the up-
per layers must rely on that the application layer can cope
with bit errors without having any clue were the bit-erro-
neous part is. For example, some video coding standards
such as MPEG-4 include special means for this purpose.
However, in general this method is not applied as the
video encoder must include means to cope with these
issues which are in general less compression efficient.
In addition, if these errors are not appropriately located,
annoying artefacts would occur. In case of application

layer coding the decoder would have to be changed to
not only cope with erasures, but also with possible errors.
This would significantly increase the complexity of the
decoder or it would also lead to decreased efficiency.
[0019] It is proposed to solve the limitations of the pro-
tocol stack interaction to convey the information by the
following favourable means. In case of a detected erro-
neous segment by e.g. missing sequence numbers or as
the CRC indicates an erroneous segment, the lower layer
inserts a well-known sequence of the correct length in
the data block, e.g. a sequence of all 0s., and passes the
aggregated packet to the upper layer. The upper layer
at some point whenever it detects the presence of such
a sequence in the packet, it assumes that all data in this
area which spans this sequence, is lost. If random data
is assumed and the RLC-PDU is in the range of at least
a few bytes, the probability that a sequence of real data
occurs is very unlikely. In addition, to check whether this
part is inserted by the lower protocol stack or is intentional
data can also be checked by some block-check se-
quence, e.g. UDP checksum, on the upper layer. There-
fore, the incorrect data part of the RLC-SDU can be ex-
tracted. Note that the boundaries might be not exact such
that more data is lost, but in case of random data, the
additional losses should also be marginal and they are
for sure not more than would happen in the case where
the entire RLC-PDU is dropped. The lower layer might
also decide not to just use one sequence in the data to
indicate some properties, but more sequences. More fa-
vourable sequences could for example be used for the
following purposes:

- If the lower layer knows the position and algorithm
of the checksum of the upper layer, it might check
whether one of the sequences causes the problem
that the upper checksum would be correct if inserted.
This could be avoided by different sequences.

- Different sequences could allow to signal additional
information to the upper layer, e.g. one could imagine
to signal the reliability of the length information by
e.g. using an all 0 sequence for a lost RLC-PDU if it
is very sure that the length of the RLC-SDU is correct
or an all one sequence to indicate some uncertainty
on the size of the lost RLC-PDU.

- Even longer sequences could be used with a long
synchronization marker, e.g. 50 all 0 bytes followed
by a one byte followed by some correct syntax and
semantic field, e.g. 2byte field indicating the length
of the lost data, 2 byte on the reliability, etc. Any kind
of information could be signalled.

[0020] The advantages are obvious as already ex-
plained previously. If the application layer is aware of and
can rely on the syntax on the underlying protocol layer,
it can extract additional information from the received
SDU, possibly coupled only to the case when some in-
tegrity checksum on the upper layer fails. This might allow
recovering correct parts as well as erased parts. This
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information is up to now not possible to be conveyed from
lower layers to upper layers without specifying new prim-
itives. Still, each layer can decide to apply standard pro-
cedures to non-correct SDUs and just drop them, e.g. if
some relevant header information is assumed to be not
correct.

Claims

1. Method for indicating lost segments (LS) across lay-
er boundaries with following steps:

- generating by an application encoder (AE)
symbols (Sym),
- aggregating the symbols (Sym) by symbol ag-
gregation means (SA) into a packet payload,
- transporting the aggregated symbols in the
packet payload in a defined packet structure
(P1) whereby the packet structure (P1) is de-
fined by anyone of at least one packet header,
a block-check sequence, in addition to a payload
of variable length of aggregated independent
symbols,
- transporting the packets over a channel by a
packet transmitter (PT), segmenting the packets
into different segments (S2) by segmentation
means (SE),
- detecting by a segment receiver (SR*) included
in a first entity whether a certain segment is lost
and also knowing the length of the lost segment,
- inserting by the segment receiver (SR*) in the
first entity a certain pattern at the position where
the lost or defective segment would be which
indicates the loss or defect of the segment and
the length of the lost or defect segment in the
aggregated packet,
- aggregating the segments in the first entity to
form at least one packet conforming to the pack-
et stream,
- delivering the one or more packets to a packet
receiver (CPS) in another, second entity by
means of an interface (NII) between the two en-
tities which allows to pass packets according to
the specified format from the first entity to the
second entity,
- recovering by a symbol parser entity (SP) the
symbols from the packets and passing the indi-
vidual symbols (Sym) to an application decoder
(AR), whereby either correct symbols or erased
symbols can be forwarded to the application de-
coder,
- searching by means in the second entity, which
knows the format, the syntax and the semantics
of the inserted pattern, for specific patterns in
the received packet (RP1*) and interpreting
each found pattern to recover all reliable non-
lost information within the packet, and

- recovering by a symbol parser (SP) in the sec-
ond entity from the recovered non-lost informa-
tion of each received packet (RP1*), individual
symbols (Sym).

Patentansprüche

1. Verfahren zum Anzeigen verlorener Segmente (LS)
über Schichtgrenzen mit den folgenden Schritten:

Erzeugen von Symbolen (Sym) durch einen An-
wendungscodierer (AE),
Sammeln der Symbole (Sym) mit Symbolsam-
melmitteln (SA) zu einer Paketnutzlast,
Transportieren der gesammelten Symbole in
der Paketnutzlast in einer definierten Paket-
struktur (P1), wodurch die Paketstruktur (P1)
durch ein beliebiges aus wenigstens einem Pa-
ketkopf, einer Block-Check-Sequenz, zusätz-
lich zu einer Nutzlast veränderlicher Länge von
gesammelten unabhängigen Symbolen defi-
niert wird,
Transportieren der Pakete über einen Kanal
durch einen Paketsender (PT), Segmentieren
der Pakete in unterschiedliche Segmente (S2)
mit Segmentierungsmitteln (SE),
Erkennen, durch einen in einer ersten Entität
enthaltenen Segmentempfänger (SR*), ob ein
bestimmtes Segment verloren gegangen ist,
und auch Kennen der Länge des verlorenen
Segments,
Einfügen eines bestimmten Musters durch den
Segmentempfanger (SR*) in der ersten Entität
an der Position, an der sich das verlorene oder
defekte Segment befinden würde, was den Ver-
lust oder Defekt des Segments und die Länge
des verlorenen oder defekten Segments in dem
gesammelten Paket anzeigt,
Sammeln der Segmente in der ersten Entität
zum Bilden wenigstens eines Pakets, das dem
Paketstrom entspricht,
Liefern der ein oder mehreren Pakete zu einem
Paketempfänger (CPS) in einer anderen zwei-
ten Entität mittels einer Schnittstelle (NI1) zwi-
schen den beiden Entitäten, die Pakete je nach
dem vorgegebenen Format von der ersten Enti-
tät zur zweiten Entität leiten lässt,
Wiederherstellen, mittels einer Symbol-Parser-
Entität (SP), der Symbole von den Paketen und
Leiten der individuellen Symbole (Sym) zu ei-
nem Anwendungsdecoder (AR), wodurch ent-
weder korrekte Symbole oder gelöschte Sym-
bole zum Anwendungsdecoder weitergeleitet
werden können,
Suchen, mit Mitteln in der zweiten Entität, die
das Format, die Syntax und die Semantik des
eingefügten Musters kennt, nach spezifischen
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Mustern in dem empfangenen Paket (RP1*) und
Interpretieren jedes gefundenen Musters, um al-
le zuverlässigen nichtverlorenen Informationen
in dem Paket wiederherzustellen, und
Wiederherstellen, durch einen Symbol-Parser
(SP) in der zweiten Entität, individueller Symbo-
le (Sym) von den wiederhergestellten nichtver-
lorenen Informationen jedes empfangenen Pa-
kets (RP1*).

Revendications

1. Un procédé d’indication de segments perdus (LS)
sur des limites de couches comportant les opéra-
tions suivantes :

- la génération par un codeur d’applications (AE)
de symboles (Sym),
- l’agrégation des symboles (Sym) par un moyen
d’agrégation de symboles (SA) en une charge
utile de paquet,
- le transport des symboles agrégés de la charge
utile de paquet dans une structure de paquet
définie (P1) grâce à quoi la structure de paquet
(P1) est définie par un élément quelconque
parmi : au moins un en-tête de paquet, une sé-
quence de vérification de bloc, en plus d’une
charge utile de longueur variable de symboles
indépendants agrégés,
- le transport des paquets sur un canal par un
émetteur de paquets (PT), la segmentation des
paquets en différents segments (S2) par un
moyen de segmentation (SE),
- la détection par un récepteur de segments
(SR*) inclus dans une première entité si un cer-
tain segment est perdu et également la connais-
sance de la longueur du segment perdu,
- l’insertion par le récepteur de segments (SR*)
dans la première entité d’un certain motif à la
position où le segment perdu ou défectueux de-
vrait se situer qui indique la perte ou la défec-
tuosité du segment et la longueur du segment
perdu ou défectueux dans le paquet agrégé,
- l’agrégation des segments dans la première
entité de façon à former au moins un paquet se
conformant au train de paquets,
- la remise des un ou plusieurs paquets à un
récepteur de paquets (CPS) dans une autre,
deuxième entité au moyen d’une interface (NI1)
entre les deux entités qui permet de transmettre
des paquets selon le format spécifié de la pre-
mière entité vers la deuxième entité,
- la récupération dans une entité d’analyse de
symboles (SP) des symboles provenant des pa-
quets et la transmission des symboles indivi-
duels (Sym) à un décodeur d’applications (AR),
grâce à quoi des symboles corrigés ou des sym-

boles effacés peuvent être envoyés au déco-
deur d’applications,
- la recherche par un moyen dans la deuxième
entité, qui connaît le format, la syntaxe et la sé-
mantique du motif inséré, de motifs spécifiques
dans le paquet reçu (RP1*) et l’interprétation de
chaque motif trouvé afin de récupérer toutes les
informations non perdues fiables à l’intérieur du
paquet, et
- la récupération par un analyseur de symboles
(SP) dans la deuxième entité, à partir des infor-
mations non perdues récupérées de chaque pa-
quet reçu (RP1*), de symboles individuels
(Sym).
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