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Introduction

An important part of the PSS specification TS 26.234 is the definition of supported media formats and codecs. This part of the specification has been written after long discussions resulting in compromises, agreements and consensus in the group. The specification text has been carefully formulated at the time of the discussion, but maybe not always with the goal to have a specification that is overall easy to understand.

The problem

Companies and individuals that have followed the PSS specification work since the start hopefully have the same view on the text in paragraph 7 and forward in TS 26.234. For newcomers the text is hard to interpret, the main problem being to understand which codecs that are mandatory to implement, if any. Furthermore the chairman in SA4 has a number of times expressed his dissatisfaction with the choice of wording (mandated codecs etc) in the paragraphs. 

It has been expressed a number of times in the SA4 meetings that there is no requirement on a PSS client to support any specific media type. Each client is free to choose which media types to support out of the ones listed in TS 26.234. This can also be understood from the text in paragraph 7: “For PSS offering a particular media type, media decoders are specified in the following clauses”. Still the text describing codecs for the different media types is often misunderstood. 

Proposed solution

There are many ways to update the text. The one proposed by Ericsson tries to minimize the impact on the already agreed text. For each media type the text “If media type xx is supported” is inserted in the beginning of the paragraph, making it clear that support for each media type is up to the discretion of the implementation. The SHALL, SHOULD and MAY in the original text is then left as is in order to make as little impact as possible in the specification. One media type needs some extra handling, video, since the original text used the word mandated and optional. Since all of the media types are “optional” to implement it is confusing to use “mandated” in the specification text. An update to the text about the video buffer model has also been done. Optional has been changed to “should”, which is in line with the original discussion.
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