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1. Overall Description

SA4 thanks GSMA NG RILTE for their incoming LS (RILTE #53 Doc 116 rev 2, S4-161243) on “Regarding RTCP Requirements”, has considered the described issue, and would like to provide the below response for aspects related to SA4.
It is correct that if more than a single codec is included for an m= line in the SDP offer, the single b=AS value applies only to the codec with the highest bandwidth requirements. The a=bw-info attribute, defined by TS 26.114 clause 19, provides the possibility to specify bandwidth per codec. Thus, bandwidth values can be provided for all offered codecs that have corresponding a=bw-info lines in the SDP offer.

Objective validation of b=AS values in the SDP offer or answer is sometimes possible, but sometimes not.

Objective validation of bandwidth values (b=AS or a=bw-info) is possible when the codec has a clear maximum bandwidth requirement, including any bandwidth impact from a=fmtp codec parameters (e.g. mode-set). This is typically the case for most speech codecs.  There are however cases where the bandwidth requirement may exceed the maximum encoding rate of the speech codec, e.g., when adding codec redundancy at the RTP-level as specified in TS 26.114.
Objective validation of bandwidth values is in practice impossible when the practical upper limit is not due to a codec limitation, but rather to a UE configuration. This is typically the case for most video codecs. There, a single codec can list multiple different “levels” that implementations can conform to, each with different maximum bandwidth requirements. It should be noted that a video codec must be capable to receive and may send any bitrate lower than or equal to such level limit. While level is often a required parameter on the a=fmtp line, the maximum bandwidth requirements for a level is, for reasons not explained here, typically set so high that it is not practical to use as a limit in TS 26.114 context. For example, H.264 video level 3.1 maximum bitrate is 14000 kbps, while deployments of level 3.1 often choose to use 1500-2000 kbps.
Commenting on the possibility to perform such b=AS (or a=bw-info) validation in the network, possibly using a lower value for resource reservation than the one given in b=AS or a=bw-info, is out of scope for SA4.

SA4 would like to stress that if b=AS (or a=bw-info) values in the SDP offer/answer are higher than the values used for resource reservation, the UE receiving such SDP may (depending on codec usage) actually send media with this higher rate, since it does not know what was reserved, especially for the non-local link. Such media rate exceeding reserved resources will likely cause poor media quality at the media receiver, for example due to high loss because of being policed or due to high delay because of excessive buffering. On the other hand, media resources would be wasted if media rate is much lower than what is reserved.
It is therefore recommended to keep b=AS aligned with resource reservation.
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