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1 Introduction

The source has identified a number of unclear procedures in TS 26.114.  This document discusses them to encourage discussion and find an agreeable update to the specification.
2 Items
2.1 Do Not Need Second Offer Using imageattr
In 26.114 Rel-13, for the example provided in Table A.4.10a (offer) and Table A.4.11 (answer), the second SDP Offer in Table A.4.12 is unnecessary.

There is the following rule in RFC 6236:

*  The offerer must be able to support the image attributes that it offers, unless the offerer has expressed a wild card (*) in the attribute list.
Thus the following sentence in the paragraph above Table A.4.12 in TS 26.114 v13.3.0 seems in conflict with the above-mentioned rule in RFC 6236: “The responding MTSI client has yet to confirm whether the offering MTSI client can encode and decode video of different image sizes simultaneously at the conditions.” 
2.2 Do Not Need Second Offer not Using imageattr
In RFC 6236 Section 3.1.1.2 we have the following:
· Offerer receiving the answer:

· If the image attribute is not included in the SDP answer the offerer SHOULD continue to process the answer as if this mechanism had not been offered.

· If the image attribute is included in the SDP answer but none of the entries are usable or acceptable, the offerer MUST resort to other methods to determine the appropriate image size. In this case, the offerer must also issue a new offer/answer without the image attribute to avoid misunderstandings between the offerer and answerer. This will avoid the risk of infinite negotiations.

We do not see any possible misunderstandings.  If the answerer has not accepted any of the offered image sizes then it is clear that the offered sizes are not supported.  There is no need to make a second SDP offer without the image attribute.

2.3 Splitting the image attribute into two parts

RFC 6236 Section 3.2.2 (Different Payload Type Numbers in Offer and Answer) mandates the support of the following:

3. The image attribute is split in two parts in the SDP answer. For example the offer SDP looks like (only the parts of interest in this discussion):

m=video 49154 RTP/AVP 99

a=imageattr:99 send ... recv ...

The answer SDP looks like:

m=video 49154 RTP/AVP 100

a=imageattr:99 send ...

a=imageattr:100 recv ...
This requirement does not seem to make sense to us.  In the SDP answer, there should not be a reference to an RTP payload type that is not defined in the SDP answer.  In addition, according to RFC 3264, the payload type number indicates the payload type that the sender is expecting to receive. Therefore, there is no need to split the answer in two paths.
This needs to be fixed in the RFC.
2.4 CMR and mode-change-neighbor = 1
In the middle of a call, if the UE receives a CMR which requests a mode that is different than the immediate neighbor, how should the UE handle this case?  

Proposal:

· The UE that receives the CMR follows the mode request and encodes using the mode

· It is the responsibility of the sender of the CMR to follow the mode-change-neighbor rules.

2.5 Payload format in SDP answer
In 26.114 Table 6.3, “If both bandwidth-efficient and octet-aligned are included in the received SDP offer then the MTSI client in terminal shall select the bandwidth-efficient payload format and include it in the configuration in the SDP answer.” 
According to RFC 3264 Section 5.1, “In all cases, the formats in the "m=" line MUST be listed in order of preference, with the first format listed being preferred. In this case, preferred means that the recipient of the offer SHOULD use the format with the highest preference that is acceptable to it.”  
Proposal: 
Consider changing the above requirement in Table 6.3 to “If both bandwidth-efficient and octet-aligned are included in the received SDP offer then the MTSI client in terminal shall select the payload format according to the preference order in the offer and include it in the configuration in the SDP answer.” 
2.6 Payload format in SDP answer
In 26.114 Annex A, A.1.1.2.2 provides a two-phase approach.
Proposal:

· Describe some of the benefits of using a two-phase approach even if the UE supports both bandwidth-efficient and octet-aligned payload formats

· Describe some of the conditions that trigger the UE to send the 2nd offer.
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