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1. Overall Description:

CT3 thanks SA4 for their LS. SA4 has requested the following from CT3:

As a possible UE behaviour in response to a RAN-assisted codec adaptation message, it has been suggested that SIP/SDP re-negotiation of the session may be performed, for instance if the RAN-based DL/UL bitrate recommendations cannot be supported by any of the negotiated codecs. Before specifying any guidelines on this however, SA4 would like to check with CT3 on whether such a RAN-triggered session re-negotiation could raise any issues from core network point of view, e.g., from a policy charging and control (PCC) perspective.  

CT3 understands that the RAN-assisted codec adaptation message would convey RAN-recommended UL/DL bitrate information towards the UE.
If the RAN provides such information, the following concerns apply from a PCC perspective:

· Bitrates exceeding the MBR for the IP CAN bearer would be subject to policy enforcement at the PCEF by dropping excessive packets.

· If several IP flows are transported within the same bearer, there could also be such MBR policy enforcement per IP flow; unfortunately, the RAN could not be aware whether several IP flows share the same IP CAN bearer

· Bitrates below the GBR for the IP CAN bearer are likely not meeting codec requirements and also contradict the basic concept of a "guaranteed bit rate".
CT3 would recommend that RAN considers to restrict RAN-recommended UL/DL bitrate information to be within the boundaries set by the MBR and GBR of the bearer.

SDP offer-answer re-negotiations as suggested by SA4 could to some extent improve the situation, in particular for scenarios where several IP flows are transported within the same bearer, but some concerns remain:

· The SDP answer could trigger PCC to re-configure the bandwidth enforcement and also the IP CAN bearer. However, such re-configuration takes time and the problems described above could still be experienced until the reconfiguration is completed.
· Merely updating b:AS SDP bandwidth parameter in the SDP-offer-answer exchange are not certain to trigger PCC to perform any such re-configuration as the PCRF may derive GBR and MBR values based on codec specific algorithms considering codec specific information in the SDP rather than based on the b:AS SDP bandwidth parameter. Further, the b:AS SDP bandwidth parameter in SDP offer and answer are independent and an SDP answerer is thus not guaranteed to change the b:AS in the answer based on updates of b:AS in the SDP offer

2. Actions:

To SA4 group.

ACTION: 
CT3 asks SA4 to take the PCC considerations in this LS into account
To RAN2 group.

ACTION: 
CT3 asks RAN2 to consider restricting RAN-recommended UL/DL bitrate information to be within the boundaries set by the MBR and GBR of the bearer.
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