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Introduction

This discussion document identifies the reasons behind various CRs introduced at various releases on the SDP profile in 24.229.

1. After a long wait, draft-ietf-mmusic-sdp-new has now been published as RFC 4566 and it is now appropriate to update all the references to this document. No technical changes are necessary as a result of this change of reference. This change is made at release 5 as has been previously agreed, and carried through to release 6 and release 7 in mirror CRs. All clause references in RFC 4566 have been checked and found to be correct, and all listed parameters are unchanged in the published version. Note that the changes are slightly different between release 5 and release 6, as at release 6, two new references are introduced in clause 6 of 24.229, relating to the revision of the SDP negotiation made at release 6. See C1-061655 and mirrors in C1-061656 and C1-061657.
2. This also removes the release 5 and subsequent editor's notes relating to revision of this .reference. Two editor's notes are also removed from the profile that only exist at release 5. See C1-061655 and mirrors in C1-061656 and C1-061657.
3. Over the various revisions of sdp-new, use of the "k=" field is not not recommended, and is only still included for backward compatibility with RFC 2327. As IMS has never referenced RFC 2327, it would therefore appear appropriate to prohibit the use of the k= field in IMS, and that this change should go back to release 5. This change is slightly different between release 5 and release 6, because the separate "k=" tables present in release 5 were deleted in some profile revisions made at release 6 to tidy up the profile. See C1-061655 and mirrors in C1-061656 and C1-061657.
4. Subclause 6.4.1 and subclause 6.4.2 of 24.229 contain the statement: " When sending an SDP, the MGCF shall not include the "i=", "u=", "e=", "p=", "r=", and "z=" descriptors in the SDP, and it shall ignore them when received in the SDP." This is not reflected in the SDP profile description, which currently represents the MGCF capability as being optional to both send and receive. The capability to send "i=", "u=", "e=", "p=", "r=", and "z=" parameters is made "x" (prohibited) at the MGCF and to receive "i=", "u=", "e=", "p=", "r=", and "z=" is made "n/a". As this is an error between the profile and the main text this is regarded as an essential correction, which in fact also exists at release 5. However it is proposed that the change is only made from release 6 as substantial changes (in aid of simplification) were made in the profiles between release 5 and release 6. See C1-061658 and mirror in C1-051659.
5. There are a number of empty table entries in subclause A.3 which is the profile for SDP. For the UA, in table A.318, the receive status for the "b=" parameter in a media line is currently empty. The requirement for this parameter is dependent on the media, and on the appearance of the "b=" parameter at the session level, and the conditions for appearance are application specific and somewhat complex. It is suggested that the UA should at least understand the appearance of this entry in all cases and therefore the ability to receive this parameter is set to "m" for both IETF and IMS columns. This change is proposed to be made from release 6. See C1-061660 and mirror in C1-051661.
6. For table A.319 (UA), attributes are divided into session level attributes, and media level attributes (or both), and conditional statements are added to distinguish these. For all attributes defined in RFC 4566, it is assumed that these should be understood by all implementations, even if the session so described is not implemented. They are therefore optional to send and mandatory to receive. This change is proposed to be made from release 6. Note that the a=group attribute has been filed by IANA as both a media level attribute and a session level attribute, but from the RFC it seems to only have meaning as a media level attribute and it has been included as such in the tables. See C1-061660 and mirror in C1-051661.
7. For the a=maxptime parameter, this is defined in two locations, RFC 4566 and RFC 3267. As the latter is the main payload format definition for this AMR parameter, it is appropriate to add a reference to this specification. See C1-061660 and mirror in C1-051661.
8. a=inactive is explicitly used in the procedures of 24.229 and this is missing from the profile tables as it was added to sdp-new at a later stage of the development. It is therefore appropriate to add this to the tables from release 6. See C1-061660 and mirror in C1-051661.
9. For the proxy, table A.329 has entries that have been left empty because the effect of session policy was unknown. It is proposed to define a major capability for this which applies at the S-CSCF and the P-CSCF. If this does not apply, the entry is passed on transparently. If it does apply, then treatment is as for the UA. It is proposed that this applies only for the media level descriptions and not for the session level descriptions. Note that it is proposed that the "c=" and "i=" media level parameters are passed on transparently even in this case (assuming the whole SDP is passed on, rather than the request rejected). This change is proposed to be made from release 6. See C1-061660 and mirror in C1-051661.
10. For table A.330, media level attributes should be processed as part of the session policy checking if implemented. A similar distinction is therefore made in terms of media level attributes as in table A.319, and checking performed as in table A.329. This change is proposed to be made from release 6. See C1-061660 and mirror in C1-051661.
11. There are a number of IANA registered attribute values that are not currently included in the profile. It is proposed that these should be added from release 7. See C1-061669.
