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1 Introduction

At the SA4#61 meeting in November 2010 the MTSI SWG progressed the CRs on the ECSRA_LAA work.  The discussions there were focused on the use of ECN signalling, and SA4 reached the principal agreement below as copied directly from the MTSI SWG report [1]:
“A principal agreement was reached:

· On proposal 1, to clarify in TS 26.114 that ECN Feedback and ECN summary reports shall not be used between two MTSI clients. 

· On proposal 2, it is FFS if via SDP negotiation ECN Feedback and/or ECN summary reports are to be used with clients that do not support application specific adaptation requests.

· ECN Feedback shall not be used simultaneously with application specific adaptation requests (e.g. CMR, TMMBR).

The simultaneous use of ECN summary reports and application specific adaptation requests (e.g. CMR, TMMBR) is FFS.”
This contribution proposes means for implementing the above agreements and resolutions to the items that are FFS.
2 OPTION 1
As there is currently no signalling mechanism to identify MTSI clients, the only way to currently implement the agreement on proposal 1 is to require that MTSI terminals shall never use ECN RTCP-FB and RTCP-XR messages.

If an operator wishes to support interworking with non-MTSI clients that use these messages then the media gateway would have to,

1. Support and use the signalling mechanism to be defined in the IETF ECN draft for negotiating use of these ECN messages with the non-MTSI terminal. 
2. Generate the ECN RTCP-XR messages towards the non-MTSI terminal.

3. Interwork application specific adaptation requests from the MTSI client in terminal to ECN RTCP-FB messages towards the non-MTSI terminal.
4. Interwork ECN RTCP-FB messages from the non-MTSI terminal to application specific requests towards the MTSI client in terminal.
2.1 Proposed Text

Specification text for speech (into Clause 7.3.2):

An MTSI client in terminal using ECN for speech in RTP sessions shall not send the ECN feedback packets with AVPF and ECN summary reports with RTCP-XR [84]. The receiver may initiate a session re-negotiation to disable ECN to resolve ECN-related error cases. An ECN-related error case may, for example, be detecting non-ECT in the received packets when ECT(0) was expected or detecting a very high packet loss rate when ECN is used.
Specification text for video (into Clause 7.3.3):

An MTSI client in terminal using ECN for video in RTP sessions shall not send the ECN feedback packets with AVPF and ECN summary reports with RTCP-XR [84]. The receiver may initiate a session re-negotiation to disable ECN to resolve ECN-related error cases. An ECN-related error case may, for example, be detecting non-ECT in the received packets when ECT(0) was expected or detecting a very high packet loss rate when ECN is used.
3 OPTION 2

3.1 Discussion of agreement on Proposal 1
To properly implement the first agreement that ECN RTCP-FB and RTCP-XR reports shall not be used between two MTSI client requires that terminals be able to identify MTSI clients.  Instead of defining a signalling mechanism to explicitly identify MTSI clients, this may be achieved with a negotiation mechanism that defines if ECN RTCP feedback packets (sender-driven congestion control) or application specific adaptation requests (receiver-driven congestion control) are used in response to CE marked IP packets. Note that SA4#61 requested (via LS in Tdoc S4-100924 [3]) IETF AVT WG to add such a mechanism into a revision of draft-ietf-avt-ecn-for-rtp. 
We propose that 
1. An ECN-capable MTSI client in terminal shall use the signalling mechanism to be defined in the IETF draft [84] to negotiate use of receiver-driven congestion control with other terminals that also support receiver-driven congestion control.

2. An ECN-capable MTSI client in terminal shall use receiver-driven congestion control by indicating the need for adaptation to the sender with application specific adaptation requests (TMMBR for video, and RTP CMR [28] for AMR and AMR-WB) and not use ECN RTCP-FB messages.
3.2 Discussion of RTCP Summary Reports

According to [2] the ECN RTCP-XR reports are only used for detecting errors, i.e. verifying that ECN is still operating properly.  We do not see this as a problem for MTSI terminals since the agreement in 3GPP has been that ECN is going to be used over operator-controlled environments where such errors will hardly occur.  In fact, this is why SA4 has agreed to use the leap-of-faith method for initializing ECN sessions.  Furthermore, the procedures in TS 26.114 already describe another mechanism for the receiver to detect errors that does not rely on the ECN RTCP-XR reports.
The receiver may initiate a session re-negotiation to disable ECN to resolve ECN-related error cases. An ECN-related error case may, for example, be detecting non-ECT in the received packets when ECT(0) was expected or detecting a very high packet loss rate when ECN is used.

Therefore ECN summary reports are not necessary and should not be required.  However, we do not see any issue with a terminal choosing to use ECN summary reports simultaneously with, or without, application specific adaptation requests.  The summary reports are used to detect errors and will not conflict with the adaptation requests which are used to determine the actual adaptation.

3.3 Discussion of agreement on Proposal 2

The stated reason for an MTSI terminal to support ECN RTCP-FB and RTCP-XR is to enable interoperability with non-MTSI clients that support only these messages (i.e. do not support application specific adaptation requests). We agree that an ECN-capable MTSI client in terminal may use sender-driven congestion control with non-MTSI clients that do not support receiver-driven congestion control. We do not however believe that support of ECN RTCP-FB or RTCP-XR should be mandated on MTSI terminals due to the following reasons:

· ECN is still a very new feature and it is unclear whether it will be widely adopted in non-MTSI clients.  Mandating support in MTSI clients for such interoperability is unnecessarily burdensome on the MTSI implementations.
· Interworking with non-MTSI clients can also be achieved using a Media Gateway interworking function without adding unnecessary burden to the MTSI clients.  An operator that has deployed ECN capable MTSI clients can deploy such a media gateway if it is later determined that interworking with non-MTSI clients is necessary.

3.4 Proposal
To summarize we propose the following be specified:

1. An ECN-capable MTSI client in terminal shall use the signalling mechanism to be defined in the IETF draft [84] to negotiate use of receiver-driven congestion control with other terminals that also support receiver-driven congestion control.

2. An ECN-capable MTSI client in terminal shall use receiver-driven congestion control with clients that also support receiver-driven congestion control by indicating the need for adaptation to the sender with application specific adaptation requests (TMMBR for video, and RTP CMR [28] for AMR and AMR-WB) and not use ECN RTCP-FB messages.

3. An ECN-capable MTSI client in terminal may use sender-driven congestion control with non-MTSI terminals that do not support receiver-driven congestion control.
4. An ECN-capable MTSI client in terminal may use the ECN RTCP-XR reports. 

3.5  Proposed Text

Specification text for speech (into Clause 7.3.2):
An MTSI client in terminal using ECN for speech in RTP sessions shall:

· use the SDP negotiation mechanism [84] to negotiate use of receiver-driven congestion control with other terminals that also support receiver-driven congestion control.
· use receiver-driven congestion control with clients that also support receiver-driven congestion control by indicating the need for adaptation to the sender with application specific adaptation requests (RTP CMR [28] for AMR and AMR-WB) and not use ECN RTCP-FB messages.

An MTSI client in terminal using ECN for speech in RTP sessions with non-zero RTCP bandwidth may:

· use sender-driven congestion control with non-MTSI terminals that do not support receiver-driven congestion control [84]. 
· use the ECN RTCP-XR reports [84]
The receiver may initiate a session re-negotiation to disable ECN to resolve ECN-related error cases. An ECN-related error case may, for example, be detecting non-ECT in the received packets when ECT(0) was expected or detecting a very high packet loss rate when ECN is used.

Specification text for video (into Clause 7.3.3):

An MTSI client in terminal using ECN for video in RTP sessions shall:

· use the SDP negotiation mechanism [84] to negotiate use of receiver-driven congestion control with other terminals that also support receiver-driven congestion control.
· use receiver-driven congestion control with clients that also support receiver-driven congestion control by indicating the need for adaptation to the sender with application specific adaptation requests (TMMBR for video) and not use ECN RTCP-FB messages.
An MTSI client in terminal using ECN for video in RTP sessions with non-zero RTCP bandwidth may:

· use sender-driven congestion control with non-MTSI terminals that do not support receiver-driven congestion control [84]. 

· use the ECN RTCP-XR reports [84]
The receiver may initiate a session re-negotiation to disable ECN to resolve ECN-related error cases. An ECN-related error case may, for example, be detecting non-ECT in the received packets when ECT(0) was expected or detecting a very high packet loss rate when ECN is used.
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