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1 Introduction

During the development of Release 5 specifications, a question arose on how to interpret TS 23.228 with regard to the split of the RTP and RTCP in different PDP context. A LS was sent to SA2 (N3-020741) asking for guidance. 
In that LS, CN3 expressed the existing capability already in Release 5 for identifying individual IP flows within the media component on the Go interface, and therefore the possibility of splitting RTP and RTCP flows.
The guidance provided by SA2 (N3-020787) was to send all RTCP flows over the same PDP context as the associated RTP flows in R5 IMS. In that response, SA2 also indicated that the investigation regarding the architecture impacts to support RTP/RTCP carried over different PDP context was to be completed.

2 Discussion
This issue was brought back to SA2, as some ambiguity as to the status of release 5 with respect to separation of RTP and RTCP onto separate PDP Contexts was detected. In particular, what would be the behaviour of a Release 5 network if a Release 6 UE attempted to map RTP and RTCP onto separate PDP Contexts.
As the result of SA2 discussions a LS has been sent to CN3 (N3-040xxx) asking for some clarifications. Below it is Nortel understanding of SA2 questions, intended for CN3 discussion and agreement:

· 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

Yes. In 29.208, the only policing required is based on the ‘KIS’ indicator. The only other mention of this issue is found in the Annex A, which is informative. “Each pack of IP flow(s) described by a media component must all be carried on the same PDP context.” This does not constitute a requirement to police the UE mapping decision.
In 29.207, section 4.3.2.3, we can read “If the binding information consists of more than one flow identifier, the PDF shall also verify that the media components identified by the flow identifiers are allowed to be transferred in the same PDP context.” Note that this says ‘media components’, not ‘IP flows’, so the point that is being verified here is just whether the KIS indicator is violated or not. And then in 5.2.1.1 “In case the UE violates the IMS level indication, and attempts to set up IP flows of multiple IMS media components in a single PDP context despite of an indication that mandated separate PDP contexts, the PDF shall enforce the rejection of this PDP context….”
So the UE can choose how to map IP flows into PDP context as long as the PDF had not indicated previously that certain flow identifiers must be kept separated.
The specification was deliberately kept open to be future proof and allow in subsequent releases different kinds of IP flows aggregation or splitting into PDP contexts.

· 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.

In Annex A, the sentence quoted above is found a couple of times. However no enforcement of this policy is described in any of the specifying text.
3 Conclusion
All the Stage 3 mechanisms needed to support a R6 UE which attempted to separate RTP and RTCP flows appear to be in place in Release 5. 

According to SA2 requested actions, we can conclude:

· To verify the above stated understanding of the Stage 3 IMS specifications

Done in the discussion above. 

· If this understanding is correct, and if felt necessary by CN3, to include a clarification in the relevant specifications

In the sense meant by SA2 LS, i.e. a R6 UE attempting to separate RTP and RTCP flows in a R5 network, all the necessary pieces to support that situation seems to be in place.

It’s maybe needed to modify the sentence quoted by SA2 (although in an informative annex), and possible other similar ones. Nortel is happy to present the necessary CRs to clarify the relevant specifications.
· To answer to the question(s) in section 1 of this LS

Done.

