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1. Overall Description:

CT WG3 thanks SA WG4 for their LS on TR 26.924 Study on improved end to end QoS handling. 

CT WG3 has reviewed the version of the TR 26.924 v.1.2.0 and would like to comment on the following text included in solution B but referred from those solutions that proposed to include new bitrate information over Rx reference point:

“For the networks, the AF (P-CSCF) would need to extract the new information from the SDPs and send it to the PCRF. On the Rx interface, the new information could be carried in transparent AVPs, which means that existing mechanisms can be used and no new mechanisms need to be defined.  The PCRF would then use the new information to set the QoS parameters. The QoS parameters that are used are the same as in the existing specifications. The only difference is the values that the PCEF would use. This means that there is no need to change the PCEF, the RAN or the interfaces to these nodes.”
TR 26.924 is proposing to add the following information in SDP: maximum supported bandwidth, [minimum supported bandwidth], maximum desired bandwidth and minimum desired bandwidth, for sending and receiving directions. 
According to CT3 specifications, the PCRF may get service information in specific AVPs and, when SDP data is being negotiated in the application layer, the PCRF may get the service information as part of the Codec-Data AVP. In this case, the AVP includes the SDP lines received by the AF. 

The AF can decide to provide the service information in those specific AVPs or making use of a combination of both options. According to TS 29.214 “The AF shall provision all the available information in other applicable AVPs in addition to the information in the Codec-Data AVP, if such other AVPs are specified.”

Since some information can be provided making use of specific AVPs and also within the Codec-Data AVP, 

TS 29.214 does not allow to send duplicated information within the Codec-Data AVP: “…to avoid duplication of information, the SDP "a=sendrecv", "a=recvonly ", "a=sendonly", "a=inactive", "b:AS", "b:RS" and "b:RR" lines do not need to be included.”

Thus, in order for the AF to send the new SDP information to the PCRF, there are three possibilities:
A. Define new AVPs for the new bandwidth identifiers

B. Reuse the current Max-Requested-Bandwidth-UL/DL, Min-Requested-Bandwidth-UL/DL, RS-Bandwidth, RR-Bandwidth

C. Include the new SDP lines within the Codec-Data AVP

In order to avoid impacts in the interface (as in option A) and in order to avoid specifying how the PCRF should derive the MBR & GBR from the new SDP lines included in the Codec-Data AVP (as in option C), it is proposed to reuse existing AVPs (option B). When the PCRF receives the Max-Requested-Bandwidth-UL/DL AVPs and/or Min-Requested-Bandwidth-UL/DL AVP, it does not care about how the P-CSCF has derived it. If no operator policy/algorithm applies, it will set the MBR & GBR according to the received values. 

As stated in the previous LS Reply (C3-150450) CT3 assumes that “maximum supported bandwidth” is used to derive MBR and that “minimum desired bandwidth” is used to derive GBR. If P-CSCF provides these new values into the existing AVPs, PCRF would be able to apply the valid QoS information according to current procedures. With this mechanism, neither the Rx interface nor the PCRF logic would be impacted. P-CSCF would be impacted in order to use the new SDP “maximum supported data” (instead of SDP b: AS bandwidth modifier) on Max-Requested-Bandwidth-UL/DL and to support the Min-Requested-Bandwidth-UL/DL AVPs to convey the new SDP “minimum desired bandwidth”. The complexity of the derivation would depend on the finally selected solution. 
CT3 thinks that existing bandwidth related AVPs can be used to convey bandwidth information and that no new mechanisms need to be defined neither in the interface handling nor in the PCRF. 
2. Actions:

To SA4.

ACTION: 
CT3 kindly asks SA4 to take the comments given above into consideration, update the TR accordingly and provide feedback if needed.
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