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1. Introduction

There has been a variety of discussion as to the level of understanding and modification that occurs of the information at SDP level within the session establishment flows within the PCSCF.  During the resource authorisation process the P-CSCF(PCF) will receive an SDP message attached in the SIP body. The P-CSCF(PCF) will use some of these parameters if the resource authorisation policy is to be applied. In order to progress and finalise this discussion a clearer understanding is needed of the different components of the SDP information, how these are understood and how they are used in both session establishment and negotiation.  SA2 needs to understand exactly which of these parameters will be used or not by the P-CSCF(PCF) in order to ensure that a sufficient amount of information is considered to perform the resource authorisation.

2. Discussion.

It is proposed to go through a simple SDP message as described in 24.228 in order to get a common view on which information will be understood by the P-CSCCF(PCF).

The following table is a cut and paste of the table 7.2.2.1 section 7.2.2 of the TS 24.228-160 

v=0

o=- 2987933615 2987933615 IN IP6 5555::aaa:bbb:ccc:ddd

s=-

c=IN IP6 5555::aaa:bbb:ccc:ddd 

b=AS:64

t=907165275 0

m=video 3400 RTP/AVP 98 99

a=qos:mandatory sendrecv 

a=rtpmap:98 H261

a=rtpmap:99:MPV

m=video 3402 RTP/AVP 98 99

a=rtpmap:98 H261

a=rtpmap:99:MPV

a=qos:mandatory sendrecv 

m=audio 3456 RTP/AVP 97 96 0 15

a=rtpmap:97 AMR 

a=fmtp:97 mode-set=0,2,5,7; maxframes=2

a=rtpmap:96 G726-32/8000

a=qos:mandatory sendrecv 

m=audio 3458 RTP/AVP 97 96 0 15

a=rtpmap:97 AMR 

a=fmtp:97 mode-set=0,2,5,7; maxframes=2

a=rtpmap:96 G726-32/8000

a=qos:mandatory sendrecv 

Table 1 SDP message from 24.228-160.
The media announcements field contains information about the type of media session, and is of the form:



m=<media> <port> <transport> <fmt list>

The attributes field contains attributes of the preceding media session, and is of the form:



a=<attribute><value>

The connection data field contains information about the media connection, and is of the form:



c=<network type> <address type> <connection address>

The optional bandwidth field contains information about the bandwidth required, and is of the form:


b=<modifier>:<bandwidth-value>
During the last meeting the following statement has been proposed in S2 012142

“P-CSCF#1 may process the session description based on local policy of the network operator.  The processing of the local policy does not require the P-CSCF to understand the type of media (e.g. video, audio, etc) nor the format of the media (e.g. H.261 video, MPEG video, etc) of the session description, however the P-CSCF may understand the media attributes and take that into account for the local policy. The local policy shall determine whether the session is continued or is rejected.”

The above statement suggests that the P-CSCF does not have to understand the media type and the format of the media but that the P-CSCF may understand the media attributes. However, the use of the media attributes is based on an understanding of the media format (e,g, an fmtp attribute  defines the different modes of bit rates for an RTP payload 97 which is the payload type used for AMR).

Indeed, considering the Media description below extracted from table 1 

m=audio 3458 RTP/AVP 97 96 0 15

a=qos:mandatory sendrecv 

a=rtpmap:97 AMR 

a=fmtp:97 mode-set=0,2,5,7; maxframes=2

a=rtpmap:96 G726-32/8000

Table 2 Media description example
Not understanding the media type and the media format involves:

· Not understanding m=audio 3458 RTP/AVP 97 96 0 15 because m defines a media type which in this case is audio. It is not clear if the P-CSCF will discard the complete media announcement field or will pick up information such as the port number used for the media. 
· Not Understanding a=fmtp:97 mode-set=0,2,5,7; maxframes=2 because 97 defines the payload type to be supported for AMR then refers to a media format.
· Not understanding a=rtpmap:97 AMR because this attribute defines a media format which is AMR.
· Not understanding a=rtpmap:96 G726-32/8000 because this refer to the media format G726.
Then, by not understanding the media type and the media format, the attributes allowing the P-CSCF to get information on the media cannot be used.

3. Conclusion.

It is proposed to agree on the following points.

1 SA2 needs further discussion on the impact of limiting the understanding of the P-CSCF in media type and media format before considering revisions to 23.228.

2. When considering the proposals to remove the requirement of the PCSCF to understand some elements of the SDP information, SA2 should have a clear understanding of which elements are or are not to be understood.  The table above should be used as an example to determine what should be understood by the P-CSCF and what level of information can be extracted from these parameters.

3. The impact of the proposals on the application of the Go interface, PCF usage and the policy control within IMS should be considered.  If the restriction of PCSCF is accepted will there be any adverse impact on policy control?







