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1. Overall Description:

CN3 thanks SA2 for its LS on RTP RTCP split, and want to communicate the result of the debate on the actions proposed there.

Action 1: To verify the following SA2 understanding of the Stage 3 IMS specifications
· “The Flow Identifiers supplied by the UE are capable of indicating RTP and RTCP flows separately”

Yes. This capability is available since the beginning of the Go interface, and so it was stated in LS N3-020741 to SA2.

· “The algorithm for deriving the authorised bandwidth at the PDF considers RTP and RTCP separately”

Yes. The algorithms were revised in CN3#29 in that sense.

· “Current description of the 'policing' of the UE's choice of IP Flow to PDP Context mapping at the PDF in 29.208 is only based on the 'Keep It Separate' indicator”

Policy on the grouping of media components in PDP contexts is not described in 29.208 (except in Annex A), but in 29.207.

Accordingly to RFC3524 and TS 24.229, the attribute used for media component grouping is not a KIS indicator but an optional SRF attribute. During the discussions in CN3 it was questioned how, when several media components are grouped in the same PDP context using the SRF indicator, the RTP and the RTCP can be separated. The optional SRF attribute applies on media component basis, not IP flow basis, so how can the P-CSCF indicate to the PDF and the UE that some media components are grouped in the same SRF but the RTCP flows are in another SRF. CN3 would like to ask SA2 an opinion on that.

· “in  Annex A (informative) of 29.208, following sentence can be found “Each pack of IP flow(s) described by a media component must all be carried on the same PDP context” but no enforcement of this policy is described in the document.”

CN3 confirms that no enforcement of this policy is described in their specifications.

· “SA2 would also like to know CN3 opinion on whether there are procedures that are missing / do not work if RTP and RTCP are sent over different PDP contexts?”

The actual procedures would allow for RTP and RTCP to be sent over separate PDP context if such separation were possible according to SDP indicators. The only policy in place in R5 is to check the violation of the grouping indicator. 

There is however the exception of the removal of media component procedure. In the description of this procedure in 29.207, RTP and RTCP are considered to be in the same PDP context and this procedure does not work if RTP and RTCP are separate in 2 PDP contexts, as only 1PDP context would be removed.

Action 2: If SA2 understanding is correct, and if felt necessary by CN3, to include a clarification in the relevant specifications

As the RTP/RTCP split involves discussions in several other groups (SA2, RAN2 at least), CN3 decided not to make any changes to its specifications until a final decision is taken in SA2.

Action 3: To answer to the question(s) in section 1 of the SA2 LS


Done together with action 1.

2. Actions:

To SA2 group:

ACTION: CN3 would like to ask to SA2 how can the P-CSCF indicate to the PDF and the UE that some media components are grouped in the same SRF group but the RTCP flows are in another SRF group.
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