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1. Overall Description:

RILTE informed CT3:

"NG RILTE are currently investigating interoperability issues raised by its members with the intent on providing recommended solutions (including clarifications and /or changes to existing specifications both within and external to NG RILTE) to facilitate VoLTE deployment. 

One such issue raised was with regard to the Network handling of the b=AS SDP parameter, specifically when the signalled value is not consistent with the accompanying codec(s). Specifically, the UE (which is untrusted) may include an overly high b=AS value either due to error or malicious implementation. An issue was observed whereby a UE behaved in such a manner resulting in a QCI=1 bearer being requested for an overly large bandwidth value which was only prevented by the eNodeB refusing the bearer set-up request based on local configuration data.

...

NG RILTE understands that the Network is able to police the bandwidth requested / allocated to a dedicate bearer at a number of potential points within IMS / PCC / EPC. NG RILTE notes that 3GPP TS 29.213 section 6.3 does enable the PCRF to derive the Maximum Authorized Data Rate via the Selected Codec information but such policing is not otherwise explicitly described in 3GPP specifications. Moreover, there should be consistency between:

· the bandwidth negotiated in the SDP Offer/Answer Exchange between the two UEs, or the UE and the Network, resulting in the final Selected Codec and its highest rate. This Selected Codec may require a lower b=AS than what was initially requested by the originating UE in the initial SDP Offer.

· the bandwidth requested from the EPC (via PCRF). Note that each side may request different bandwidth from the EPC, if there is transcoding done by the network. 

· the bandwidth allocated by the EPC on the GBR bearer, and 

· the configuration of any pin-holes for media established on any IMS-AGWs/TrGWs for the related SIP session which should reflect the Selected Codec and its highest rate."
CT3 would like to comment on the existing mechanism in their specifications related to this issue:

Since Rel-8, 3GPP TS 29.213 allows that the PCRF derives that the bandwidths (GBR and MBR) it reserves at the EPC via a codec-specific algorithm from the SDP codec description (instead of relying on the SDP b=AS bandwidth parameter).
While the codec-specific algorithm is indeed not standardized, TS 26.114 is being referenced for example bandwidth values for MTSI codecs.
If the same codec specific algorithm is used to reserve bandwidths at both access networks, the same resources suitable for a given codec will be reserved at both network sides.

Since Rel-13, 3GPP TS 29.213 also contains optional procedures to derive bandwidths (GBR and MBR) to reserve at the EPC from the new SDP "a=bw-info" attribute, which is defined in 3GPP TS 26.114 and may be provided by MTSI terminals.

PCC will also enforce bandwidth limits by dropping packets exceeding the configured MBR as specified in 3GPP TS 29.212.
Bandwidth policing is an optional procedure for the IBCF/TrGW (see 3GPP TS 29.162) and the AGCF/AGW (see 3GPP TS 23.334). How bandwidth limits are derived is not standardised, but a derivation from the SDP b=AS bandwidth parameter and (from Rel-13 onwards also) from the new SDP "a=bw-info" attribute are mentioned as examples.
Should GSMA RILTE mandate the usage of the codec specific algorithm in 3GPP TS 29.213 for VoLTE and also recommend applicable bandwidth values for the VoLTE speech codecs (based on the TS 26.114 recommendations), and should GSMA RILTE possibly in addition recommend not to apply the optional bandwidth policing procedures at the AGW and IBCF (as bandwidth enforcement will be performed via PCC), the issues discussed in their LS could be resolved to a large extent.
2. Actions: None
3. Date of Next CT3 Meetings:
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