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1. Overall Description:

SA4 thank CN1 for the LS on DTMF. 

SA4 understand that:

· There is no requirement to transfer DTMF to IMS terminals

· There is a requirement to transfer DTMF from an IMS terminal

· The current working assumption within CN1 is that the DTMF are transferred from the terminal by multiplexing the DTMF digits in the same RTP stream as the audio stream, thereby using the available PDP context and not a dedicated one.

It is not clear looking at RAN2 response to the LS (R2-020795) if the assumption is to insert DTMF by replacing speech/audio stream or if DTMF RTP packets are simply multiplexed to the normal speech/audio RTP stream: 

· RAN2 understanding: the DTMF payload is inserted in the speech/audio RTP stream and replaces it: this would have a major impact on current SA4 specifications (new frame types to frame formats, new combined RTP payload formats). Moreover it is not a generic solution because it will require the definition of a new DTMF frame type for every single codec.

· SA4 understanding: the DTMF RTP stream is sent on the same PDP context as the speech/audio RTP stream. No major impact is foreseen on SA4 specifications. It is a generic solution independent of the codec used for the main RTP stream. I.e. DTMF digits are considered as an entire media type.

Additionally, looking at the latter, SA4 understand that mapping those 2 RTP streams onto one PDP context may save some resources in the network but will not enable a different QoS for speech/audio and DTMF. DTMF should be sent transparently to the network and so require a higher quality of service and probably a more reliable radio bearer that the one used for speech/audio transport. If DTMF are mapped onto the same PDP context, then transparency is unlikely to be guaranteed. 

Finally, out of the 4 questions asked by CN1, the one that is within SA4 scope of work is the following: “Will changes be required to TS 26.101 to define a new AMR frame type be needed to indicate DTMF in order to work with Unequal Error Protection?”. SA4 is reluctant to support a non generic solution that requires changes for every single codec. If the solution is to send DTMF digits in a single RTP stream, independently of the 2 options for PDP context mapping, then SA4 identifies no impacts on TS 26.101 specification.

2. Action to CN1 : 
SA4 kindly request CN1 to inform SA4 on the outcome of their discussions on this issue in order for SA4 to identify any necessary changes to SA4 specifications.
3. Date of Next SA4 Meetings:

30 Sept – 4 Oct 2002 

TSG-SA WG4#23
Host: VoiceAge, at Montreal (Canada)

11 – 15 Nov 2002

TSG-SA WG4#24
Host: Microsoft, Venue: tbd
