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Introduction

Multimedia Telephony service as specified by TS 24.173 mandates the use of the MMTel ICSI in the Accept-Contact header when a UE that supports the MMTel communication service initiates a session to another endpoint. This is targeted at scenarios where both UEs support MMTel.  However there are many scenarios where a UE supporting MMTel wishes to communicate with a non-MMTel UE:
· UE supporting MMTel establishes a MMTel session towards a UE that does not support MMTel

· A UE that does not support MMTel establishes a multimedia session towards a UE that supports MMTel

The endpoint that does not support MMTel, may possess capabilities comparable to those of a UE supporting MMTel, and thus be capable of communicating with the same look and feel as Multimedia Telephony service. Furthermore, an endpoint may or may not support the IMS communication service identifier. This discussion paper identifies scenarios where potential interoperability issues may occur when using Multimedia Telephony in combination with the IMS communication service identifier. The paper builds upon the CT plenary discussion of CP-070856. 
Scenarios

1. Initiating MMTel session towards an endpoint in the CS domain

The P-Asserted-Service header including the MMTel ICSI will not be interworked at the MGCF into the signalling of the CS domain. It may not be possible to provide interworking for all media types, but voice and video can be interworked to the CS domain. 
What is the purpose of mandating the MMTel ICSI in the Accept-Contact header in this case? The use of MMTel ICSI does not provide any insight into whether or not interworking is possible, and is seen as unnecessary in this scenario. 
2. Initiating MMTel session towards an endpoint that supports MMTel on at least one UE

In this case, the terminating network shall direct the request for session establishment towards a UE supporting the MMTel service when this is indicated in the caller preference in the Accept-Contact header. This scenario is aligned with the requirements in 24.173, enabling an end-to-end communication using the MMTel service. 
3. Initiating MMTel session towards an IMS endpoint that does not support MMTel

This scenario might include a pre-release 7 UE, a UE that does not support the MMTel service or a UE that does not support ICSI. The current specifications indicate that if the UE does not support MMTel, the terminating network may, as an operator option, reject the call. This clearly would be undesirable since it could preclude even basic MMTel calls to the vast majority of available terminals. Alternatively, the MMTel ICSI can be removed from the P-Asserted-Service header, but it shall still remain in the Accept-Contact header. Since none of the terminating endpoints support the MMTel feature tag, we do not establish end-to-end MMTel session. The request is routed to the most appropriate (or only) device for handling the MMTel session. The application invoked in the UE will be the most appropriate application upon analysis of the SIP and SDP contents of the request. 
In the case where MMTel is not supported by the terminating UE or terminating network, but the network and UE are capable of handling multimedia communication similar to Multimedia Telephony service, it is possible the call could fail even when the capabilities were sufficiently similar to support most MMTel like services. Currently, TS 24.173 does not provide any requirements on how to handle interworking of MMTel with an endpoint that supports MMTel-like capabilities (perhaps a non-3GPP IMS device capable of multimedia communication). 
4. A UE that doesn’t support MMTel or ICSI initiates a session towards a UE that supports MMTel

In this case, the terminating network receives a request for a multimedia telephony session that has the look and feel of MMTel but isn’t MMTel.  This could occur when the originating UE is for example a non-3GPP UE or a UE that may not even support the IMS communication service identifier. In this scenario, the terminating network receives the request without any MMTel ICSI in P-Asserted-Service and Accept-Contact headers. The terminating network can add the MMTel ICSI in the P-Asserted-Service and even add an Accept-Contact header with the MMTel ICSI as per TS 24.229 and RFC 3841.  However, TS 24.229 does not provide any guidance on how the terminating network would determine it was appropriate to insert the ICSI, nor on the interoperability implications of inserting inappropriate information. The terminating network also has the option to reject the request as no ICSI was received. In this scenario, the current specifications could lead to interoperability problems, or to calls being unnecessarily rejected.  It is felt that this would be undesirable.   
Conclusion

From the above scenarios, it is clear that the 24.173 lacks solutions for how to handle interworking Multimedia Telephony service with endpoints that support MMTel-like capabilities but not supporting the MMTel service per se. In many scenarios it is unclear if such communication would be successful, even when it should be technically possible without any special interworking function. Therefore, it is recommended that CT1 should further consider the requirements for ICSI as it relates to Multimedia Telephony service. The terminating UE procedures from 24.229 may not be sufficient to ensure correct handling of MMTel on the terminating side and could significantly impact interoperability, especially if this UE does not support ICSI. 
It is also clear that communication from UEs that either do not support MMTel or IMS communication service identifier may be rejected by the terminating network, when the terminating network supports ICSI. If applied as allowed in the current specification, this could result in numerous failed calls, potentially even the vast majority of attempted calls.  Clearly this would be at the very least, undesirable. Thus, CT1, should consider revising the 24.229 requirements for the S-CSCF rejecting a request when either no ICSI or an ICSI that does not match a subscribed service is included in the request.
It is requested that CT1 discuss the above considerations for Multimedia Telephony.
