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Introduction

During 3GPP-CN5/ETSI-SPAN12/PARLAY/JAIN meetings a discussion in ongoing on the support of mutable leg’s. Immutable legs have immutable properties such as the address.  Supporting mutable legs means that a leg object could be reused for re-routing purposes. Additionally, routing information would be provided at the very moment the leg would actually be routed. A main justification for this support is that it would mean that INAP CS1 would be sufficient as network support, where immutable leg’s might require call party handling as defined in INAP CS2. Furthermore, it would mean a simplification of the call flows.

According to our understanding the JAIN JCC connection object (equivalent of CallLeg) is tightly linked with an address, which can’t be changed. This means that currently JAIN CC isn’t supporting mutable leg’s. This is driven by JTAPI heritage.  An earlier discussion with JTAPI members resulted in the conclusion that immutable or mutable call was a form of modelling. Recently, it has been added that mutable call legs map naturally on INAP CS1 and CAP (?).

During the last 3GPP-CN5/ETSI-SPAN12/PARLAY/JAIN meeting in Helsinki it was agreed that the support of mutable Leg’s will be introduced. The introduction would be less complex if JAIN JCC could also support this. If this wouldn’t be the case then more complexity needs to be introduced in order to keep the alignment with JAIN CC.

If JAIN CC would decide not to support mutable leg’s then it would mean that there would be two different API'’s which isn’t recommendable.

With this liaison we kindly would ask you to consider the support of mutable connections in JAIN JCC.

Progress and discussion during this meeting

Attached you find two contributions to the meeting:

N5-010045
Mutable Leg’s, principles (Alcatel, Ericsson)

N5-010046
Mutable Leg’s,  via route method (Alcatel, Ericson)

The following bullets summarize the discussion and agreements during the meeting 

· Network support mentioned in support of the mutable leg. With mutable leg INAP CS1 is sufficient, immutable legs require call party handling in the network (e.g. CS2)

· Agreed to include support for the mutable leg (in addition to the present support for immutable legs), and define a property to be able to only use immutable leg at the API level (e.g. for applications using the JAIN model).

· JAIN representatives agreed to bring this issue back to the JAIN group. In case the JAIN JCC group decides to also support mutable legs from now on, instead of immutable legs, we will NOT include the property described above, and will only support mutable legs.

· It was identified that mutable legs are suitable for INAP-based, SIP-based networks. This should be reflected in a SIP-Parlay mapping document

· The contribution as presented here is the scenario where addresses are removed from CreateCallLeg. 

· This would be the proposal in case JAIN decides also to support mutable legs.
In case JAIN would decide to continue with immutable legs, the CreateCallLegg would keep its parameters, in addition to adding addres parameters to the RouteReq. 

· It was argued that the createCall needs to keep the addresses, in order to be able to decide where to place the call object (or rather an object with certain capabilities).

· Alternative is to keep the RouteReq as is, and add a ReRouteReq with address parameters. Alternative is to set address and then route. Or keep RouteReq with addresses, use dummy values for the addresses 


