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Specifying H.263 Profiles in IETF Environments
1.
Introduction

IETF is progressing rapidly with the latest revision of their Session Initiation Protocol (SIP), formally known as RFC 2543bis.  In order to specify the multimedia streams that may be used during the session, SIP uses the Session Description Protocol (SDP), formally known as RFC 2327.  For real-time streams, IETF uses the Real Time Protocol (RTP) [formally known as RFC 1890], and for this several RTP “payload formats” were defined [draft-ietf-avt-profile-new-08], including H.263 [RFC 2190].  Later a payload format for H.263+ was defined [RFC 2429], which was sufficient for use with H.245 but had no mention of H.263 profiles.

For maximum interoperability, this contribution proposes that H.263 profile and level specification be included in SDP messages.  In particular, the profile most suitable for Broadband Internet use is Profile 4.

2. Possible Ways of Proceeding

The most visible and maybe most useful way would be to define a new payload formats for each H.263 profile and level as it comes to be used in the market.  But that's a lot of payload formats.  Also, the process for progressing from draft to RFC is fairly lengthy in the IETF.

An alternative would be to define new SDP attributes "profile" and "level". Again, however, revising SDP would be a long process and might have backward compatibility implications.

Still another way would be to define parameters "profile" and "level" under the existing SDP fmtp attribute.  This was the approach suggested last year in [draft-koskelainen-sdp263-02] which died for lack of support.  The fmtp attribute also looks to a better match to MIME. 

3. MIME Registration

In principle, fmtp information is optional, and nothing really has to be done to use it.  However, again for maximizing interoperability it may be better to register the profile and level MIME parameters with IANA.  Whether these parameters should be manditory is a topic for discussion. 
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