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1. Introduction
The introduction of RTP transport multiplexing under work item RTCP-MUX raised a bunch of controversial discussions which are almost all originating from the existing stage 2 specification text concerning the "handling of RTCP streams" (= clause 5.9/23.334).
It was proposed to separate the stage 2/3 work in two development streams in order to reduce the complexity of discussions:

1. CRs with scope on a) fixing existing semantical issues of stage 2 text plus b) the introduction of subclause structure which facilitates the later addition of RTP transport multiplexing.
These CRs are related to maintenance activities without any impact and change on protocol behaviour of the H.248 profile (stage 3).

2. CRs with scope on the introduction of RTP transport multiplexing.
It has to be noted that the semantical clarifications (1) will not impact any existing product deployments because it could be concluded that almost 100% of the installed software did use the TISPAN Ia profile as baseline for their design (Note: the RTCP port allocation rules in the Ia profile were defined at a much more detailed level), simply due to the timeline of H.248 border gateway profiles ("Ia v3 before Iq v1 …").
2. Discussion
2.1 Phase 1 "RTCP port allocation rules – Semantical clarification"
There were followoing areas of discussions over the past meetings:
	No
	Item
	Status/Proceeding

	1
	RTCP resource component types: 
existing stage 2 text mixes different resources types, which complicates the additional specification of "RTCP port" only related allocation rules
	separation of

· resource allocation "RTCP port" and

· resource allocation "RTCP bandwidth"
by different subclauses in 23.334

	2
	Notation of 'local' and 'remote' bearer connection endpoints: 

existing stage 2 text combines the port allocations rule specifications for both, which complicates a clear specification of "RFC 3605" support 
	a) Bearer connection endpoint: separate port allocation rules for

· "local endpoint" (IMS-AGW) and
· "remote endpoint" (e.g., UE, TrGW); 

further:

b) Reference to H.248.1, clause 5.2 "Connection endpoint naming conventions" could be added as reminder … (in case of still ongoing discussions on this topic)

	3
	MG resources: it was questioned whether information about "remote bearer connection endpoint" identifiers consumes MG-local resources or not?
	Answer = Yes. 
MG local resources are required for "remote endpoint information", during the resource reservation and resource allocation phases.

Hence, the notion of MG resources (in H.248 profiles) covers both (local & remote).

	4
	Mapping between information and signalling elements
	Solved ("the assumption of a 1:1 mapping was made in 3GPP since the development of first H.248 profiles (Mc v1)")
=> assumption is now explicitly documented (in clause 8.1, 23.334)

=> consequently, information elements and signalling elements are interchangeable, thus, stage 2 may already provide the link to the stage 3 signalling element ("which is already the case in existing text e.g. in case of SDP-based signalling elements")

	5
	Stage 2 requirement concerning possible "rule interaction issues"?
	Yes, because this is already an implicit requirement due to the fact that an H.248 profile (here: 23.334/29.334) could not violate or redefine H.248 protocol behaviour (here: H.248.57). 
The package definition and associated procedures will take precedence in case of diverging profile specifications.
=> we should add explicit text on this stage 2 requirement in order to avoid future (mis)interpretations

	6
	Information element "explicit RTCP port" (RFC 3605)
	It was frequently noted that the underlying SDP attribute ("a=rtcp") includes the optional specification of a network address besides the L4 port information.
Hence, the handling within the narrow scope of "RTCP port allocation" might be misleading.

Proposal:

· keep IE in the existing text structure

· label the IE as "explicit RTCP transport address"

· add a NOTE on the option related to additional IP@ info 

	7
	Multiplexing mode: preparation for RTP transport multiplexing
	separate clauses for (also due to different prescriptive indications)
· "transport unmultiplexed mode" (mandatory) and
· "transport multiplexed mode" (optional)


2.2 Phase 2 "Addition of RTP transport multiplexing"
Actually, there's only one issue relatet to RTP transport multiplexing itself:
	No
	Item
	Status/Proceeding

	8
	RFC 5761 with regards to "symmetry" (background: RFC itself is lacking correspondent explicit information, thus different interpretations around …)
	RFC 5761 (syntax and semantics of the SDP information element) does not enforce any symmetry because there are many use cases which target asymmetry, 
e.g.

a) example I for asymmetry: NAT-T, many NAT behaviour is asymmetrical, which would lead to location asymmetry (one side uses transport multiplexed, the other side transport unmultiplexed mode);

b) example II for asymmetry: access network technologies with different, direction-dependent transport capacity (UL, DL) => direction asymmetry (e.g. DL direction transport unmultiplexed, UL direction transport multiplexed mode).

There are no reasons to enforce symmetry in such use cases. It would be a serious protocol design error in RFC 5761 if such asymmetry would be already prevent at "pure signalling element" level.

However, any application control on top of SDP (such as SIP, H.248) may of course enforce symmetry only (if required for particular applications). 

If valid here as well, then we need to introduce a reference to a application control (guess 24.229).


3. Conclusions

The CRs related to the two development phases are based on above discussion status. The entry points of the series of CRs related to Iq stage 2 (23.334) are:
1. C4-140839 (CR#47) and

2. C4-140844 (CR#39).
4. Proposal

This document is for information only and does not request any action by the meeting.
