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Introduction

At the previous CT3 meeting, support of callflows not using the SIP preconditions extension have been added to TS 29.163. Some Editor´s Notes that detailed procedures for the usage of  the SDP “inactive” attribute within “INVITE” requests sent by the MGCF are ffs have been added to give interested companies time for an in-depth investigation. Siemens proposes in TDOC C3-060080 to remove these editor´s notes and provides reasoning within this accompanying discussion paper.

It should be noted that this discussion only relates to Cs-Network Initiated Calls, whereas no open issues have been identified for IMS-Initiated Calls, where Invite requests containing the “Inactive” attribute are fully supported.

Potential Reason for Usage of the “Inactive” attribute

According to TS 29.163, “if the Continuity Check indicator in the Nature of Connection Indicators parameter in the incoming IAM is set to indicate either “continuity check required on this circuit” or “continuity check performed on previous circuit”, the O-MGCF may either defer sending the INVITE request until receiving a COT message or send the INVITE request without waiting for the COT.”
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NOTE:
Waiting for the COT is a network option.  Furthermore, it only applies if the Continuity Check indicator in the Nature of Connection Indicators parameter in the incoming IAM is set to indicate either “continuity check required on this circuit” or “continuity check performed on previous circuit” 
Figure 12: Receipt of an IAM (En bloc signalling in CS network)

Sending the “COT” message immediately speeds up the set- up to some extent, but bears the risk of clipping.
Therefore, ITU-T Q.1912.5 mandates the “SIP” preconditions extension if the “Invite” is sent before the COT, and mandates the MGCF to wait for the COT before sensing an INVITE without the SIP precondition extension.

TISPAN terminals are uncertain to support the SIP preconditions extension, but might understand the “inactive” attribute that serves a similar purpose.
Callflow resulting if the SDP “Inactive” Attribute is used 
It is assumed that the callee´s terminal does not support the SIP preconditions and 100rel extensions, and that existing Interworking procedures according to TS 29.163 are applied except for messages indicated in red.

Proposal 1


[image: image2.wmf]MGCF

2

. 

SIP

: 

INVITE

, 

inactive

 

3

. 

SIP

: 

100 

Trying

1

. 

ISUP

: 

IAM 

4

. 

ISUP

: 

COT 

5

. 

SIP

 

:

180 

Ringing

 ????

6

.

 

ISUP

: 

ACM 

???

if 

continuity  

check is 

used

9

. 

SIP

: 

ACK

8

. 

ISUP

: 

ANM 

 ???

7

. 

SIP

 

:

200 

OK 

(

INVITE

)

CALL IN ACTIVE STATE

10

. 

SIP

: 

INVITE

, 

active

 

11

. 

SIP

: 

100 

Trying

1

2

. 

SIP

 

:

180 

Ringing

 ????

14

. 

SIP

: 

ACK

13

. 

SIP

 

:

200 

OK 

(

INVITE

)



Identified Problems:
According to IETF standards, the “inactive attribute is not linked to deferring the alerting the callee, but a terminal inspired by 3GPP callflows might behave accordingly.

If the callee´s terminal defers alerting the callee until media are activated (signal 10):

1.  Clipping even after completion of call establishment at PSTN side, when caller starts talking.

2. Thus, Caller is charged before bearer is available. Regulatory and legal issues result

3. The callee´s terminal sends 180 Ringing in signal 12 rather than 5. Thus no interworking to ACM would be possible.

4. An insertion of the ringing tone towards the PSTN at the IM-MGW is usually triggered by the 180 ringing and thus deferred until timer expiry.
If the callee´s terminal does not defer alerting the callee until media are activated (signal 10):

5. Clipping at the callee´s side may still occur if the callee answers the call before the COT procedure is completed. No improvement compared to the case where the “inactive” attribute is not used.
In any Case:

6. More call set-up delay as with deferring sending INVITE without inactive until COT arrives likely (more SIP messages required, SIP message exchange is forwarded by several proxies, but COT may be performed only locally at one hop.)

7. MGCF procedures would become considerably more complicated and misaligned with ITU-T Q.1902.5
Proposal 2
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Identified Problems:
According to IETF standards, the “inactive attribute is not linked to deferring the alerting the callee, but a terminal inspired by 3GPP callflows might behave accordingly.

If the callee´s terminal does not defer alerting the callee until media are activated (signal 10):

5. Clipping at the callee´s side may still occur if the callee answers the call before the COT procedure is completed. No improvement compared to the case where the “inactive” attribute is not used.

In any Case:

6. More call set-up delay as with deferring sending INVITE without inactive until COT arrives likely (more SIP messages required, SIP message exchange is forwarded by several proxies, but COT may be performed only locally at one hop.)

7. MGCF procedures would become considerably more complicated and misaligned with ITU-T Q.1902.5
8. Even more changes against current procedures in TS 29.163 and procedures in ITU-T Q.1902.5 compared to proposal 1.
Conclusions

1. The usage of the “inactive” attribute in INVITE request sent by the MGCF can not avoid clipping with certainty.

2. The call set-up is likely to take longer if the “inactive” attribute in used in an INVITE request sent before COT arrives compared to the current ITU-T Q.1912.5 procedures, where the INVITE-up without preconditions is only send after the COT arrives.

3. If the “inactive” attribute is used in INVITE request, considerable changes and complications in  MGCF procedures are required, also resulting in misalignments with ITU-T Q.1902.5
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