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1. Overall Description:

CT3 would like to thank SA4 for obtaining an early opportunity to comment the requirements for End-to-end QoS handling of MTSI suggested in SA4´s LS.
CT3 would like to comment the following suggested requirements:

· The syntax for the new SDP attributes should allow for adding extensions in the future.

CT3 does not question that extensibility is desirable, but is surprised that SDP attributes seem to be already assumed as solution at this stage, although SDP also provides an extensible bandwidth modifier concept.
· It should be possible to declare sending and receiving bitrates separately, even for ‘sendrecv’ sessions.
In order to allow the PCRF to take this new information into account in policy decisions, work in CT3 would be required: 

The Rx interface already provides a separate encoding for uplink and downlink related bandwidth information. But the current SDP to Rx session information mapping in TS 29.213, Tables 6.2.1 derives this information from SDP b=AS and/or b=TIAS  bandwidth modifiers taking into account the directionality of the SDP. Work in CT3 would be required to enhance this mapping, once such new information has been added to the IMS by SA4 and CT1.

· It should be possible for a client to declare the preferred bandwidth variability it wants to use when sending.

A clear definition of bandwidth variability is missing, and there might be overlap with the proposed minimum bit rate related requirements below. 
In order to allow the PCRF to take this new information into account in policy decisions, work in CT3 would be required: At the Rx interface, parameter to convey minimum and maximum required bandwidth for media components are already supported. Should the "preferred bandwidth variability" contain additional information, Rx extensions might be required. Further, the SDP to Rx session information mapping in TS 29.213, Tables 6.2.1, which only provides a mapping of the SDP b=AS and/or b=TIAS into the maximum requested bandwidth, would need to be enhanced.
Further, only a guaranteed bit rate (GBR) and a maximum bit rate (MBR) are supported on the PCC Gx interface from PCRF to PCEF, within the GTP protocol and in RAN. Should the "preferred bandwidth variability" be directly taken into account within the PCRF and RAN resource reservation, extensive extension in many specifications would be required, and stage 2 work in SA2 would be required as a first related step.

· It should be possible for network functions to indicate the amount of bandwidth variation that can be supported without having to enforce traffic shaping.
Such information would depend on policies and would need to be provided by PCC. Such functionality is not yet available and would require stage 2 and stage 3 work. It should be noted that this work might also impact the Gx interface, GTP and the RAN: As outlined above, the "preferred bandwidth variability" is not directly supported at those interfaces. Further, the RAN resource reservation does not provide feedback on real allocated resources to the PCEF, and the PCEF does not make such information available to the PCRF.
· It should be possible to declare different bandwidths for different RTP payload types, i.e. x kbps for codec X and y kbps for codec Y.

In order to allow the PCRF to take this new information into account in policy decisions, work in CT3 would be required: At the Rx interface, parameter to convey minimum and maximum required bandwidth exist only media components granularity.

However, as media senders can change the encoding of sent media between the codecs in the SDP answer at any time without additional SDP signalling, correct media-level bandwidth information in the SDP answer (applicable in both directions, as suggested in another requirement) would be more helpful for resource reservation decisions. (CT3 understands that a codec-level negotiation as suggested in this requirement might help the SDP answerer to provide such information, but this codec-level information might not directly need to be considered by PCC.)
· It should be possible for a client to declare the preferred minimum bitrate it wants to use.

In order to allow the PCRF to take this new information into account in policy decisions, work in CT3 would be required: 

The Rx interface already provides a separate encoding for the required minimum bandwidth information. But the current SDP to Rx session information mapping in TS 29.213, Tables 6.2.1 does not provide a mapping into this parameter.
(According to TS 29.213, Tables 6.3.1, the PCEF can use the required minimum bandwidth information to derive GBR values.)

· It should be possible for network functions to declare what minimum bitrate it has allocated.

Such information would depend on policies and would need to be provided by PCC. Such functionality is not yet available and would require stage 2 and stage 3 work. It should also be noted that there resources are reserved independently by different network entities, and the allocated minimum bitrates might thus vary and some procedures for consolidation might be required.

As a general comment, one of the design criteria of the mapping tables 6.2.1 and  6.3.1 in TS 29.213 was to allow operators to have (possibly codec dependent) policies to override bandwidth information provided by terminals (that operators might not completely trust). Such operator specific policies might reduce the practical value of some of the suggested requirements. CT3 also anticipates that such operator and codec specific policies will be required for some time to support terminals that do not yet support extensions that SA4 might define for the above requirements.
CT3 would also like to remind SA4 about the attached LS sent from CT3 to SA4 about two years ago, as it touches related questions.

CT3 believes that some of the requirements have stage 2 impact and suggests that SA2 should take the lead to discuss such requirements.
2. Actions:

To  SA2 group.

ACTION: 
CT3 asks SA2 to provide feedback on the requirements suggested by SA4, in particular considering requirements where CT3 identified potential stage 2 impact.
3. Date of Next TSG-CT3 Meetings:
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