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1. Overall Description:

CT4 would like to thank TISPAN WG3 for their liaison regarding TGW progress and further cooperation with 3GPP. CT4 discussed the points in the LS and would like to provide the following answers/comments:

Profile Name

CT4 accepts this approach. 

Connection Model: Maximum Number of Contexts

CT4 accepts this approach.

Context Attributes: AND/OR Context Attribute

CT4 was working under the assumption that if a property was v3 only and did not have its own section or subsection (so as to cause problems in future versions if added later and then the section structure would not be aligned) then they would not be included in the profile. This property is added at the end of section 5.6 and thus does not need to be added.

Termination Type: IMS versus RTP Termination

CT4 is open to suggestions to rename IMS terminations but considers RTP Termination incorrect as we need to differentiate between IMS side RTP and Nb/RTP for the BICC side. It should be noted that CT4 Mn specification started with such specifics (RTP/IP and Nb/RTP/IP) and this was changed to IMS and BICC IP terminations. One suggestion could be IMS/NGN for the pure RTP terminations and then leave the other terminations for BICC as they are.

Termination Naming Convention: TDM Terminations

CT4 accepts that this needs to be defined and welcomes a proposal from TISPAN. CT4 only requests that the current E1 structure is supported so that the description is backward compatible. Also CT4 is concerned that the wildcarding for new hierarchies needs to be added with caution to minimise the interoperability. Currently wildcarding of TDM terminations is restricted so that it identifies the whole group. It is assumed that this principle should be applied to higher hierarchical structures also.

Termination Naming Convention: IMS/RTP Terminations

CT4 suggests that as ephemeral terminations are just that then there is no need to identify them as RTP as opposed to AAL2 or whatever else they are finally used for. The current 3GPP specifications identify them as such and ask TISPAN to consider this approach also.
Signals: Signals Descriptor 

CT4 accepts this approach and welcomes a response from TISPAN after they have completed their checks on this.

Signals: Notify Completion

CT4 accepts this approach.

Statistics Descriptor: Statistics Support

CT4 has not included statistics as a general H.248 function as it has not been specified what the control layer should do with the input. Support for statistics in CDRs is not defined in 3GPP – this is an SA5 issue an no requirement for this exists. Reporting/storing such would be outside of the compliance of 3GPP. Any other Server behaviour (such as MGW selection) based on reported statistics also needs to be specified in stage 2 procedures/requirements. It is not acceptable that support can be added as optional – all optional functionality still needs to be justified and specified. 

ObservedEvents Descriptor: Event Detection Time Support

CT4 accepts this change.

Error Descriptor

CT4 did not discuss this issue although it may be preferable to only list supported errors as the error package is not release specific and can change at any time, thus stating ALL, except: [LIST] is not exact, and leaves an interim period where it requires contributions to explicitly exclude errors rather than include, which has the benefit that implementation compliancy is restricted until change.

AuditValue Command: TerminationID Properties

CT4 is concerned about making the wildcarding overly flexible and has not made any changes to this section until we receive input on the proposed hierarchy descriptions. See also the reply against TDM termination naming conventions.

AuditValue Command: Package Audit

CT4 believes that only specific packages should be audited and not generally optional packages that support optional features that are network controlled, i.e. features are not "plug and play". Only interface specific / non feature specific such as hanging termination support.

AuditCapabilities Command

CT4 accepts this approach.

Notify Command

CT4 accepts this approach.

ServiceChange Command: Geographical Redundancy on MGC Level

CT4 accept this approach.

Messages: MID

CT4 accepts this approach.
Packages: H.248.10 vs H.248.11

So far no discussion has occurred in CT4 that highlights the deficiencies with the previously adopted decision to support Congestion Handling Package. CT4 does not need a good reason to keep this decision, rather it needs strong reasons to change a decision. As such it is unlikely that a change will be made to frozen releases as H.248.10 does not cause frequent and serious mis-operation. CT4 is open to contributions to consider H.248.11 for future releases (from Rel7) and welcomes the study supplied by TISPAN. CT4 delegates are encouraged to examine this report. If it is agreed that both solutions aim to solve the same problem/requirement then it is very likely that they will need to co-exist, both optionally. 

Procedures: VBD Services

CT4 has not concluded discussions on fax/modem detection but in general considers the issue to be of interest to the Mn interface, however it should be clear what actions the MGW shall perform and such actions should be triggered by the server, even if it is to indicate to the MGW that it may perform a subsequently autonomous task, i.e. the MGW should not simply behave autonomously without control from the server.

In addition to the above comments/answers CT4 have produced a CR to Rel7 of the 29.332 specifications, attached. CT4 requests TISPAN to consider the answers that we have conflict over and if they can align with 3GPP over.

2. Actions:

To ETSI TISPAN WG3

ACTION: 


CT4 requests TISPAN to consider the answers that we have conflict over and if they can align with 3GPP over. CT4 also assumes TISPAN WG3 will return their next (approved) output so that CT4 can endeavour to incorporate any further changes into 29.332.
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