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1. Overall Description:
CT3 thanks SA4 for their LS.

According to interworking procedures for MGCF and IM-MGW in 3GPP TS 29.163, the sending of the H.245 FlowControlCommand towards the CS side is triggered by the receipt of a Temporary Maximum Media Stream Bit Rate Request (TMMBR). 
In order to decide if this interworking procedure should be removed, an assessment of impacts of an H.245 FlowControlCommand being received at a CS terminal not supporting this command would be desirable. Is it to be expected that a terminal not supporting the H.245 FlowControlCommand would silently discard this command, or is there a risk of less desirable reactions such as call terminations?
Further, it is not evident that a network based solution for a switchover to speech is required. The IMS-terminal may be better suited as the MGCF and IM-MGW to terminate the video component or the entire call if the quality of the received video component decreases: 

· It may be a subjective decision of each user to determine when such a switch is required.

· The terminal may support such procedures anyway for an end-to-end MTSI videocall.

· The IM-MGW will frequently need to rely on RTCP messages such as sender or receiver report or TMMBR to learn that congestion within the IP network at the IMS side occurs, e.g. if a router or the access link creates the congestion. Therefore, the IM-MGW will notice such situations only with a certain delay.

· Dedicated MGCF procedures, which are not yet fully standardised, would be required to handle the switchover. Furthermore, it requires further study if existing standardised Mn interface interactions between MGCF and IM-MGW are suitable for the notifications about the congestion. Thus, additional standardisation effort and implementation complexity would be required for this solution. In contrast, interworking of a switchover from video to speech triggered by a terminal is already standardised
CT3 would also like to comment that the existing text in Clause 12.2.4.3 of TS 26.114 does not take into account the worksplit between MGCF and IM-MGW as described in TS 29.163.

For instance, the text mistakenly describes the sending or receiving of H.245 commands as an IM-MGW action, but the IM-MGW transparently forwards such H.245 commands to/from the MGCF that terminates that protocol.
The procedures from TS 26.114 in the bullet list below are not fully supported in a split architecture, as related MGCF procedures are not yet described in TS 29.163 and/or TS 26.114. Furthermore, it requires further study if existing standardised Mn interface interactions (see TS 29.163 and TS 29.332) between MGCF and IM-MGW are suitable for the notifications about the below congestion situations:

· "If overflows occur frequently, the MTSI MGW may attempt to reduce the sending rate of the CS UE by employing H.245's FlowControlCommand." 

· "If the bandwidth resources on the IMS side during a significant period of time drops below the limit where all video bits from the CS side can be forwarded, the MTSI MGW should drop the video component on the IMS side and change the CS call to a speech-only call".
SA4 might want to correct the text in Clause 12.2.4.3 of TS 26.114 to take into account the worksplit between MGCF and IM-MGW and the supported H.248 signalling procedures between MGCF and IM-MGW.
2. Actions:

To  SA4 group.

ACTION: 
CT3 kindly asks SA4:
1. To provide feedback on the expected reactions of CS terminal not supporting an H.245 FlowControlCommand when it receives this command.
2. To consider a terminal based solution for a switch-over from multimedia to speech in congestion situations.

3. To consider correcting the text in Clause 12.2.4.3 of TS 26.114 to take into account the worksplit between MGCF and IM-MGW and the supported H.248 signalling procedures between MGCF and IM-MGW.
3. Date of Next CT3 Meetings:

CT3#55
12 – 16  Oct 2009 
Phoenix, USA
CT3#56
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