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1. Overall Description:

CN3 would like to thank SA5 for their Liaison Statement on Multiple Codecs [S5-024171].

CN3 would like to comment the questions of SA5 as follows:

1. Is it a limitation of the resource reservation mechanism being used (e.g. an IETF protocol), that makes it unable to provide to the P-CSCF information on the codec and bit-rate chosen by the UE and the actual selected bandwidth allocated?

CN3 assumes that this question refers to the signalling at the Go interface. Whilst CN3 does not see any possibility to provide information on the codec because the GGSN does not have any detailed information on the payload of the IP flows, CN3 does see that signalling at the Go interface may be used to identify the actual allocated bitrate. The Go interface would in principle be able to transport the desired information but additional functionality and information elements in the Go PIB would be required. However, CN3 has not received direction for this function from SA2. Since CN3 follows directions from SA2, CN3 kindly requests SA2 to analyse and reply to the LS from SA5, and determine appropriate actions/response.

2. Could the secondary offer/answer interaction (which would reduce the codecs per media component to one) be made outright mandatory (or at least mandatory – operator configurable), thus avoiding the resulting implications identified by CN3?

This question relates to SIP signalling in the responsibility of CN1 and SA2, and therefore CN3 would like to ask these WGs to answer this question.

3. Would SA5 be correct in the understanding that, as a result, an IMS user would be charged for a higher QoS (albeit, as authorized) than what the user received?

This question needs to be answered taking into account the question 1 and 2, and also an overall architectural perspective. CN3 would therefore like to ask SA2 to provide an answer.

2. Actions:

To SA2, CN1 group.

ACTION: 
CN3 asks CN1 and SA2 to answer those of the above questions which fall in the responsibilities of these groups.

3. Date of Next CN3 Meetings:

CN3_25
23rd - 27th September 2002,
Miami, USA.

