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In order to fulfil CS audio/multimedia CAT requirements (TS 22.182), three CAT service indicators need to be signalled between the originating MSC and the GMSC:
· MCAT capability indicator: indicates whether Multimedia CAT is supported or not by the calling UE/MSC

· CAT content indicator: indicates if inband CAT media content is available or not  

· CAT priority indicator: indicates 'no indication', or ' Priority given to Calling party (CAT-A)', or ' Priority given to Called party (CAT-B)'.

CT4 agreed on the definition of those indicators. However, CT4 could not agree on the ISUP/BICC/SIP-I protocol evolutions necessary to signal them. Two different approaches have been proposed.
	CP-090311
	11.14
	CR Pack
	CRs on CAT capabilities (APM container)

	CP-090312
	11.14
	CR Pack
	CRs on CAT capabilities (Explicit flags)


1/ Define a new 3GPP specific APM-user application ("APM container " approach): 

CAT indicators would be signalled through a new 3GPP specific APM-user application (new APM Application Context Identifier defined in ITU-T). TS 29.205 would then define the content of the Encapsulated Application Information field of the 3GPP specific Application Transport parameter. 

2/ Define two new IEs (Forward CAT Indicators IE and Backward CAT Indicators IE) in ITU-T ("Explicit Flags") 

No specific 3GPP change.

The principle of both approaches was agreed by ITU-T.

Alcatel-Lucent (and co-signers) prefer the second approach for the following reasons.

1/ The solution should be applicable to all networks. CAT should work for the wireline device to the mobile calls. In general, any subscribers (wire line or wireless) can have the CAT service and the CAT can be played to any subscribers. The wireless subscribers can be 3GPP or CDMA etc. The same applies to the concept of CAT-A/CAT-B priority which can apply between 3GPP and non-3GPP networks. 

It is arguable to claim that 3GPP should keep complete control of network signalling. It remains essential that 3GPP and ITU work cooperatively. 
Proposing to solve CAT strictly within 3GPP networks seems at best short sighted. An industry goal is convergence, not isolationism. It will be increasingly important to interwork with SIP networks in addition to SIP-I and SIP-T. So, all new SS7 messages will need explicit interworking with new or existing SIP messages beyond the simple default of ISUP encapsulation. Even where encapsulation is used, additional SIP messaging would be required such as additional INFO and 200 OK INFO. 

Because multimedia communication should be expected to grow among multiple PLMNs, wireline networks like PSTNs, and IMS, the CAT approach should be supported across these several network types. Simple parameter addition in SS7 makes this cooperation much easier to accomplish than adding new message applications.

2/ The APM approach is significantly more complex. 

Only 1 APM user application is currently used by 3GPP: the BAT ASE APM user for BICC. No APM user is required for ISUP. Defining a new APM-user application would require support of sending/receiving of several Application Transport Parameters fields in ISUP/BICC, possibly with APM segmentation support.

The new 3GPP specific APM-user would also require to support extra compatibility procedures (as can be seen in the Ericsson CR against TS 29.205). This would require support of the corresponding error notifications per APM-user application.

Allowing use of the new message may significantly increase the number of interactive states during connection setup. This allows processing to become much more complex than the simple addition of a new parameter to the existing message states.

Defining a Forward CAT Indicator and a Backward CAT Indicators IE is far more simple.

3/ Adding the generic APM function increases the size of IAMs unnecessarily. This would require sending numerous extra bytes in both directions (e.g. Application Context Identifier, SNI/RCI bits, APM segmentation indicator, segmentation local reference, and in user APM info, originating/terminating address length and address), though the only real and identified need here is to carry 1 or 2  bits in each direction!

This could require to segment outgoing IAM message for calls where it may not be necessary today.

The APM approach is an overkill and only suitable to consider when it is required to send large APM user information.

4/ Support of several APM-user applications may not be necessarily supported by all transit switches / legacy nodes. Interworking of APM with SIP-I may not be necessarily supported by legacy nodes.
5/ Over the past years, 3GPP has very rarely identified the need for ISUP/BICC protocol evolutions (e.g. first time here in several years). It is consequently not worth defining a more complex solution allowing 3GPP to define its own ISUP/BICC protocol evolutions on its own.
Conclusion
Alcatel-Lucent proposes that the second approach above - 2. Define two new IEs (Forward CAT Indicators IE and Backward CAT Indicators IE) in ITU-T ("Explicit Flags"), where no specific 3GPP change is required, is approved.

