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1. Overall Description:

CT4 cooperates with ITU-T SG16 in designing H.248 protocol extensions to support MONA, as described by CT3 in TS 29.163, Clause E.4.2.7. While CT4 has designed a preliminary H.248 package for this purpose, it also sent this package for review and endorsement to ITU-T Q3/SG16. In the attached reply LS, ITU-T Q3/16 agreed to work on this topic, but also had a couple of questions and comments which relate to TS 29.163, Clause E.4.2.7.
CT4 would like to forward these questions and suggestions to CT3 and ask CT3 to consider them and provide a reply to ITU-T SG 16. Should CT3 agree with those proposals, CT4 will update their specifications after CT3 has done corresponding changes to TS 29.163.

The following text from the attached LS received from ITU-T Q3/16 should be considered by CT3:
With regards to your MONA liaison Q3/16 has agreed to start work on a new work item H.248.MONA to address H.248 and MONA interworking. Q3/16 (along with Q1/16) has reviewed the proposed packages in TS 29.332 and the high level procedures in TS 29.163 Annex E.4. We feel there may be a few areas worthy of further thought regarding the operation of Annex K of  ITU-T H.324 (MONA) for MGWs and MGCs.

The following four points indicate areas for additional thought and possible clarification:

· Should there be a mechanism that would allow an MGW to implement and support only SPC or MPC? Either a mechanism expressing this capability from MGW to MGCF is missing or perhaps some further specification that both SPC and MPC support is mandatory is missing. 

· There is no mechanism presently available for signalling to an MGW that an SPC negotiation should fall back (TerminalCapabilitySet with empty genericControlCapability per H.324/K.8.2), this may be presently expected to be signalled by the existing H.245 package but it likely needs a signal from MGC to MGW in order to allow the state to be adjusted accordingly (without undue inspection of the H.245 messages in the MGW). The complementing notification from the MGW of a detected SPC fallback may not be necessary, but should be addressed in the specification.

· There is a lack of clarity on how switching from MPC media reception and media transmission may be altered in the case that SPC preferred (SPP) is determined when early media transmission/reception is underway. This may be disallowed in the MGW, and in the symmetric operation expected for multiple codecs may not happen, but if so should be clearly specified.

· We note in E.4.2.7.2 the text “Upon reception of this notification, the MGCF shall check if all desired media channels have been established. Otherwise the MGCF should use accelerated H.245 procedures as defined by MONA to set up media channels” indicates the ACP might follow SPC for completing a complement of channels. This is not allowed as ACP may only follow MPC to complete missing channels.
There may exist other issues that we would like further time to investigate to see how they impact the operation.
2. Actions:

To CT3 group.

ACTION: 
CT4 kindly asks CT3 to consider the above questions and proposals from ITU-T Q3/SG16 and provide a corresponding reply to ITU-T Q3/SG16.
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