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1. Introduction

Despite the good and hard work on the Multi Party Call Control Call (MPCC) a few open issues still exist in the State Transition Diagrams (STD). The current STD of Multi Party Call Control Call (MPCC) object is rather complicated and the leg model is still unfinished. We propose some simplifications in this contribution to ease the completion of this work.

2. Discussion

The requirements for the MPCC have not been clearly set. 3GPP has currently specified no requirements for Rel4 regarding MPCC. We see that there are two types of call control cases:

· simple applications with no need for leg based controls

· more complicated applications with a need to have e.g. user interaction separately with the call parties, application initiated calls, conference calls, etc.

However even for the latter type of cases we should carefully think what is really required from the application point of view before introducing new features. This is because the complexity easily grows so much that the definitions are rendered insufficient and/or impractical. 

The replacement of the Generic Call Control (GCC) with MPCC that has been proposed would require that the functionality of GCC would be offered by MPCC in a way that satisfies the needs of simple application implementation without the complexities involved in leg manipulations. Also it would be advantageous if GCC applications were possible to be converted easily to MPCC applications. We feel that the current MPCC does not satisfy these needs, but oblige the application to use leg interface even in simple cases e.g. call forwarding for busy subscriber.

Currently e.g. superviseCallReq is possible both on the call and leg level. It seems to be very complicated to describe all the possible cases if no restrictions are made. One question is when the call level superviseCallRes should be given if rerouting or even follow-on calls are made on the leg level and what it should indicate with the parameters. Also multiparty call definitions might take a lot of efforts in this respect.

3. Proposal for further consideration

We propose the following solution to be discussed:

· createAndRouteCallLegRes is introduced to MPCC on the call level. This would be applied when the leg level is not used (see below).

· Omitting the leg interface is made by invoking createAndRouteCallLegReq without the application side leg interface reference (NULL). In this case NULL reference is also returned as out parameter leg reference by the network side Call object.

· Call events are reported on the call level if the leg interface is not used, but in other case only on the leg level. Previously armed events for the call level are disarmed if createAndRouteCallLeg with leg reference or createCallLeg is invoked.

· Some rules have to be made for this:

· If there is pending reporting (callSuperviseReq or callInfoReq) leg interface usage (e.g. createCallLeg method invocation or leg reference in createAndRouteCallLegReq ) is not possible  or optionally the reports would just not be sent (to be decided).

It is clear that still more analysis is needed, but still we see this alternative quite promising and would like it to be reconsidered even though earlier rejected.
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