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Introduction

This contribution presents and compares two different approaches for the binary encoding of information in the local and remote descriptor relating to termination towards the IM CN subsystem at the Mn Interface. It suggests using the so called SDP Equivalents, H.248 Annex C.11. A related CR is contained in N4-040951.
Q.1950-Style:

The ACODEC IE (H.248 Annex C.1) is used. 

This possibility was introduced for BICC, and appears to be working well in this environment. However, the usage in BICC features some differences compared to the application at IMS terminations:

· Only a single Codec needs to be signalled. For IMS terminations, at least two codecs need to be signalled: the DTMF codec and a speech codec.

· IPBCP is used. IPBCP uses SDP to conveys bearer-related information (e.g. Address, Port, Payload Type, while the payload type is dynamically assigned to media IuUP (VND.3GPP.IUFP/16000), as specified in TS 29.414 independently which user payload will be encapsulated in the IuUP. The codec information is hidden from IPBCP) ) IPBCP is intended to be tunnelled end-to-end. IPBCP also assumes a single codec. (In case of several codecs, a mapping between the ACODEC IEs and the codecs within IPBCP is not defined.). 

As IPBCP is not suitable for IMS terminations, bearer related information would need to be conveyed differently:

H.248 provides the RTP Payload IE (H.248 Annex C.1) and IEs for IP-related information (Port, Address) from H.248 Annex C.6.

This is a significant deviation from the BICC approach, which reduces synergies.

Furthermore, if several codecs are signalled, this leads to complications:

· several IEs need to be grouped together: at least the ACODEC and the RTP Payload Type. The PropertyGroup IE is a candidate to do so. However, this implies that only the ReserveProperties “ReserveValue” and “ReserveGroup” are used differently compared to textual encoding and only the “ReserveGroup” IE is applicable. This reduces the possible semantics compared to textual encoding.

· According to SDP, the codecs within the same m-line share the port number. At call set-up, the MGCF therefore needs to ask the IM-MGW to supply a single port number for several codecs. Using as single Port Number IEs separated in PropertyGroups for each codec, this requirement can not be encoded in H.248.

It is unclear how to encode transport-related information in this way:

· Transport specific parameters within the AMR RTP Profile such as bit efficient or octet-aligned encoding can not be conveyed. Assigning new code points for the codec, which add the transport specific parameters to the Codec IE seems to be a possibility, but means standardisation burdens and complications.

· No IEs exist to encode the SDP RTCP bandwidth modifiers “RR” and “RS”. Those modifiers are mandated for the IMS and need to be conveyed towards the IM-MGW as they control the sending behaviour for the sending of RTCP. (There has been an agreement to define new IEs in SG16, but a reference able update of H.248 will not be available at least until the end of this year)

New Codecs need the reservation of suitable code points. This is a complication that will be encountered each time an codec used in the IP world, but not yet supported by BICC, is encountered. Currently, an IE for the DTMF codec RFC 2833 is missing.

SDP Equivalents

The SDP Equivalents, H.248 Annex C.11 provide a binary encoding for each SDP line. The usage is therefore very similar to the textual encoding, where SDP is conveyed directly within the local and remote descriptor.

As SDP allows for the transport of several codec proposals in one m-line, most of the problems discussed above disappear. Also, SDP is in widespread usage in the IP world and allows for the signalling of any MIME-registered codec including specific parameters of it (also transport parameters), the addition of new codecs seems possible without the requirement of new code points being reserved by other standardisation organisations.

It appears that the IETF community was either using textual encoding with SDP, or SDP equivalents, and this approach appears to be well engineered and understood.

Combining SDP equivalents IEs with ACODEC IEs would lead to double information and problems of relating the information to each other, and is therefore not recommended.

Concerns about increasing message length are unsubstantiated, because only those SDP lines containing the same information of IEs used in binary are transferred in local and remote descriptor. This is valid, according H.248; chapter 7.1.8 Local and remote descriptors, the s=, t=, o= lines are optional even in RFC2327 those lines are mandatory.  For Mn interface needs its sufficient to convey v=, c=, m=, b=, a= lines as SDP equivalents.

Conclusions

Applying several ACODEC IEs at the IMS terminations would lead to unsolved questions of H.248 usage. Furthermore, the reservation of new codepoint by other groups (ITU-T SG16, ITU-T SG11, SA4) would be required. This delays the work progress in CN4 and also complicates the addition of new codecs to the Mn interface (e.g for WLAN or DLS access to the IMS).

All those problems can be overcome by applying SDP equivalents. This approach was obviously taken by the IETF community up to now.

It is therefore suggested to use the SDP equivalents to describe Codec specific information at IMS terminations.

