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0
Brief Summary
This contribution discusses provides an analysis concerning relevant differences between the IETF draft versions, - from H.248 perspective (i.e., H.248-based ECN control in 29.238 & 29.334).
Conclusion: concerned CT4 3GPP specs could be updated for referring to the latest IETF draft.

Open: possible impact on 3GPP SIP profiles was not the primary scope of this analyis.

1
Motivation
CT4 specifications with ECN support for RTP-over-UDP bearer traffic (i.e. stage 2/3 for Iq, Ix, …) contain a reference to an IETF draft (draft-ietf-avtcore-ecn-for-rtp), which is not yet updated to the most recent version. Any update of an 3GPP specification requires an explicit analysis concerning potential impacts and backward compatibility issues when updating the references to (IETF) draft specifications.
Such an evaluation is the purpose of this document.
NOTE: Many IETF drafts providing a change history section, which is unfortunately missing in this draft.

2
Comparison
See Tables 1 to 5 concerning a comparison, from perspective of 3GPP H.248 entities (MGC, MG):
	Table 1 – draft-ietf-avtcore-ecn-for-rtp – v01 versus v00

Reference: http://tools.ietf.org/rfcdiff?url2=draft-ietf-avtcore-ecn-for-rtp-00.txt 

	Item
	Changes from 01 to 00 version:
	Any impact on 29.238 & 29.334 R10 H.248 Profiles?

	-
	Addition of definitions, editorials …
	No

	1) ECT marking
	Code point extension by addition of value “random”.

"ect=" ("0" / "1" / "random")
	No, just value “0” used.


	Table 2 – draft-ietf-avtcore-ecn-for-rtp – v02 versus v01

Reference: http://tools.ietf.org/rfcdiff?url2=draft-ietf-avtcore-ecn-for-rtp-01.txt 

	Item
	Changes from 01 to 02 version:
	Any impact on 29.238 & 29.334 R10 H.248 Profiles?

	1) ECN Feedback Report Format
	Syntax changed, additional counter (duplication counter)
	No (because Congestion Response Method not used; setting
ecnrous/crm = “RDCC”)

	2) RTCP XR ECN Summary Report
	ditto
	ditto


	Table 3 – draft-ietf-avtcore-ecn-for-rtp – v03 versus v02

Reference: http://tools.ietf.org/rfcdiff?url2=draft-ietf-avtcore-ecn-for-rtp-02.txt 

	Item
	Changes from 03 to 02 version:
	Any impact on 29.238 & 29.334 R10 H.248 Profiles?

	-
	Mainly editorials and prescriptive language.
	No


	Table 4 – draft-ietf-avtcore-ecn-for-rtp – v04 versus v03

Reference: http://tools.ietf.org/rfcdiff?url2=draft-ietf-avtcore-ecn-for-rtp-03.txt 

	Item
	Changes from 04 to 03 version:
	Any impact on 29.238 & 29.334 R10 H.248 Profiles?

	-
	Mainly editorials and prescriptive language.
	No


	Table 5 – draft-ietf-avtcore-ecn-for-rtp – v05 versus v04
Reference: http://tools.ietf.org/rfcdiff?url2=draft-ietf-avtcore-ecn-for-rtp-05.txt 

	Item
	Changes from 04 to 03 version:
	Any impact on 29.238 & 29.334 R10 H.248 Profiles?

	-
	con’t editorials and prescriptive language.
	No

	1) Applicability for RTP “Topo-Multicast” topology 
	clarification on sourc specific multicast (SSM) groups
	No (because this RTP topology is not (yet) supported by these 3GPP profiles).

	2) Detection of ECT using STUN with ICE
	clarification of ECN STUN checks
	No (because STUN is not (yet) supported by these 3GPP profiles).


Conclusion:

Only the initial upgrades to versions 01 and 02 did define syntactical changes and codepoint extensions, which would lead to backward compatibility issues in general.

However, these protocol elements and values are not used due to the limited usage of ECN in 3GPP R10.
3
Other analysis
3.1
ITU-T SG16 Q3
See contribution AVD-4068 (2011-07 meeting).

Ref.: http://wftp3.itu.int/av-arch/avc-site/2009-2012/1107_And/AVD-4068.zip 

This contribution focuses on the comparison between 02 and 00 version.

Conclusions are in line with this document.

3.2
Email list CT4
Ref. Email subject “C4-112281 revTB.doc” from (06-October-2011):
…

I fully agree that this should be done via separate CR after suitable checking.

I just did such a check and want to share the results:

We currently reference v01, and SA4 TS 26.114 still references v00.

The latest IETF version is v04, which is currently in WG last call on IETF AVT mailing list.

From version 01 to 02, there are non-backward compatible changes, as the formats of the ECN FB message and the ECN XR summary reports have changed.

Changes from v02 to v04 are mostly clarifications of wording and editorial fixes, where I would not expect backward compatibility issues.

We use the ECN FB message and the ECN XR summary reports only when interworking with non-MTSI ECN implementations, where I would expect that they will follow the latest IETF draft (or the RFC to be expected, which will probably be quite aligned). Also ECN was only introduced recently, so I do not yet expect that there are implementations. 

Thus I believe that it makes sense to update to the latest draft, but only after SA4 has done this change.

Conclusions are in line with this document.

4
Conclusions
The CT4 specs may be updated for referencing to the most recent draft 04.
Annex
Link to 26.114-complaint UE
Concerning the question on a conditional update, linked to SA4 26.114 spec:

· IP bearer plane:

· UE <-> H.248 MG

· just IP ECN header used (because RTCP based feedback path is not used in R10)

=> not any changes in series of IETF draft versions ..  

· IP signalling plane:

· UE <-> H.248 MGC (via SIP path; 24.009)
· related to SDP elements for ECN capability indication and negotiation
=> just the additional ECT marking codepoint value, which is not used in R10
Conclusion:  there’s presently not any real dependency between the CT4 and SA4 ECN relates specs. Both linked are by CT1 24.229.
