3GPP TSG-CN1 Meeting #21
Tdoc N1-011934

Cancun, Mexico, 26.- 30. November 2001
was N1-011839
Source:
Lucent Technologies

Title:
Discussion document on SDP usage

Agenda item:
8.08

Document for:
DISCUSSION

Introduction

This discussion paper seeks some clarification on the documentation required for SDP outside of 3GPP TS 24.229.

Base specifications

Currently we specify SDP by reference to draft-ietf-mmusic-sdp-new-03.txt: "SDP: Session Description Protocol". There is also a small SDP enhancement within draft-sip-manyfolks- resource-02 (August 2001): “Integration of resource management and SIP”.

The main function of producing sdp-new is to advance the specification from draft internet standard to proposed internet standard. In addition to performing this, it has made a number of changes, and has extended the functionality to also include IPv6, rather than just IPv4.

IETF have expressed concern about completing sdp-new by March 2002, and asked for organisations (through 3GPP) to provide resources to assist this. It appears that the main work required is the support of getting to proposed standard, which requires two documented implementations for all options. There would be a concern that the IPv6 support would drop out of this as this is an extra option to provide the support of interoperability.

In addition there is a draft addressing support of IPv6 with SDP (draft-olson-sdp-ipv6-01.txt). This is apparently a "failsafe" if the revised SDP internet draft (draft-ietf-mmusic-sdp-new-03.txt) does not become an RFC. This of course does not include other changes that are made within sdp-new.

Use of offer-answer

Previous versions of SIP specifies the usage of SDP by material that was in Annex B of the -04 draft. This material has been removed and has become a draft within the mmusic group (draft-rosenberg-mmusic-sdp-offer-answer-00: "An Offer/Answer Model with SDP")

The rfc2543bis draft, section 13.2.1, 9th paragraph and 10th paragraph specifies:

The Session Description Protocol (SDP) [6] MUST be supported by all user agents as a means to describe sessions, and its usage for construction offers and answers MUST follow the procedures defined in [22].

Note that the restrictions of the offer-answer model (session description only in the INVITE OR in the ACK, but not in both) just described only apply to bodies whose Content-Disposition header field is "session".  Therefore, it is possible that both the INVITE and the ACK contain a body message (e.g., the INVITE carries a photo (Content-Disposition:  render) and the ACK a session description (Content-Disposition:  session) ).

This specifies a two message SDP, where the caller makes an offer, and the final selection is performed by the called party, which returns a single response. Currently this document specifies that:

· the sender of the offer must be able to receive information according to any of the offer on sending the offer;

· the sender of the answer must be able to receive information according to any of the answer on sending the answer.

No specification is made with regard to when any entity may start sending.

3GPP TS 23.228 provides for a usage of SDP which is essentially offer / counter-offer / response. The caller identifies a set of supported capabilities, the called party identifies the subset of capabilities that are supported, and the called party makes a final decision as to which shall be used. This is complicated by the use of the COMET which also provides SDP usage.

This is not what is specified in draft-rosenberg-mmusic-sdp-offer-answer-00.

There is a view that these extensions are defined by the manyfolks draft. 

Current agreements within 3GPP CN1 specify that it mandatory for the 200 OK to the INVITE to contain SDP, so this constitutes a further SDP flow that is identical to the one in the COMET.

Use of other SDP extensions

We will need to identify which media descriptions are supported by Release 5. These media descriptions are not fully contained within draft-ietf-mmusic-sdp-new-03.txt: "SDP: Session Description Protocol". 

We have already identified in a previous meeting the need to support amr codecs. This means that we need to include the extra codepoints defined in draft-ietf-avt-rtp-amr-10.txt.

We have not done an investigation to identify if this gives all those required by release 5.

Agreement required

It is possible that we may need to invoke the failsafe of adopting the existing RFC and draft-olson-sdp-ipv6. 

1. At what time will we need to make this decision? 

2. What documentation decisions do we need to make to prepare for this decision? 

3. If we adopt this failsafe, what are the additional extensions or enhancements that we would need to specify in addition to draft-olson-sdp-ipv6?

For the description of SDP usage in conjunction with SIP, do we:

· generate our own IETF draft, in the same format as draft-rosenberg-mmusic-sdp-offer-answer-00, specifying 3GPP usage of SDP. This would of course require cooperation with IETF, and is not necessarily forthcoming;

· modify draft-rosenberg-mmusic-sdp-offer-answer-00 to specify our usage in addition to the one already specified. This would require the same cooperation with IETF as the first one, and would probably be against IETF philosophy of including multiple modes of operation in the same document to do the same thing;

· specify our usage entirely within 24.229, possibly relying on the flexibility that is implied by draft-sip-manyfolks- resource-02 (August 2001): “Integration of resource management and SIP”, but specifically negating the support of draft-rosenberg-mmusic-sdp-offer-answer-00 by the bis draft;

· nothing. If we do this then we are essentially normatively referencing draft-rosenberg-mmusic-sdp-offer-answer-00, and therefore we need to ensure that further modifications of this draft do not preclude our understood method of operation. However there is probably the need for some clarification text within 24.229 even on this option.

Which other documents should be addressed for the support of media types and appropriate media attribute lines, in addition to draft-ietf-avt-rtp-amr-10.txt?

What amendments should we make to the work item and to the work programme?

