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1. Overall Description:
SA4 would like to thank CT1 for their LS on usage and interoperability of AVPF transport (S4-080150/C1080647).
SA4 agrees, in general, with CT1’s opinion that the 2-phase AVPF-AVP approach for inter-working with clients that do not support AVPF is not the optimal solution. However, during the work with TS 26.114 it was concluded that AVPF is really beneficial for the media adaptation in order to maintain a sufficient media quality also during the varying and/or degraded  channel conditions that can happen on shared channels such as HSDPA. The conclusion in SA4 was therefore that the benefits with AVPF were larger than the drawbacks. AVPF was also made mandatory for MTSI clients to ensure short session setup times between at least MTSI clients. To guarantee that AVPF would not cause session setup failures when inter-working with non-MTSI clients, it was also decided that the MTSI client must send a 2nd offer with AVP if the 1st offer with AVPF was rejected.
2. Answers to questions:
Q1: Does 26.114 cover MTSI enabled UEs only, or also other IMS UEs that support speech etc?
TS 26.114 is specific for the MTSI service but inter-working with other systems and services is also included.

The main intention with TS 26.114 was to specify a client for the MTSI service. However, to ensure proper inter-working with legacy CS services, for example CS UTRAN and GERAN services, it was also necessary to introduce some media-related requirements also for media gateways. The requirements for media gateways are, in general, somewhat relaxed compared to the corresponding requirements for the MTSI clients in the UEs.

Since MTSI is a telephony-grade service, it was also necessary to introduce a small set of media-handling requirements also for supplementary services. These requirements have some impact on MRFCs, MRFPs and application servers.
TS 26.114 does not cover other IMS services than MTSI.
Q2: In particular, why have the requirements been specified in 26.114, rather than in 26.235?
TS 26.114 and TSs 26.235/26.236 have different scopes. TS 26.114 is strictly for the telephony-grade MTSI service. TSs 26.235/26.236 can be used for, for example, conversational PS services, PoC and CSI, where the media or the service does not need to be a component within the Multimedia Telephony service or even an IMS service. The requirement scopes for TS 26.114 and TSs 26.235/26.236 are therefore different and it was concluded that it would have been problematic to describe both within the same specification and still keep the specification clear, consistent and easily understandable.
TSs 26.235/26.236 has been updated to better utilize the new flexibility enabled by HSPA. These updates gives better alignment with TS 26.114. These TSs do however not outline any requirements for using AVPF.
Q3: Are non-MTSI IMS clients required to support AVPF?

No.
Q4: Does SA4 see any problem in mandating the support of the SDP capability negotiation mechanism, and update 26.114 accordingly? If both clients support AVPF, but the called client does not support the SDP capability negotiation mechanism, they will end up using AVP.

SA4 discussed the possibilities to introduce SDP capability negotiation framework (SDPCapNeg, http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-mmusic-sdp-capability-negotiation-08.txt). The conclusion was that SDPCapNeg would be very useful for solving the AVP/AVPF session setup issues.
In SA4, AVPF is seen as an essential feature in order to fulfil the performance requirements defined for MTSI (CS equivalent). SA4 therefore believes that the session setup issues must be solved while still maintaining AVPF support for MTSI clients.
SA4 has also analysed the impacts of introducing SDPCapNeg in Release 8, but not in Release 7. The conclusion concurs with CT1’s analysis that this would force the clients to use AVP. The main issue, for SA4, is that the desired performance would degraded because of the fall-back to using AVP. To avoid inter-working issues with clients that support AVPF but do not support SDPCapNeg, it would be beneficial to introduce SDPCapNeg already for Rel-7.
3. Conclusion
SA4 is in favour of introducing SDPCapNeg in Release 7.
4. Actions

None
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