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1. Introduction
2. Reason for Change
Evaluate the different CAT architectures.
3. Conclusions

4. Proposal

It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 29.882 v1.0.0.
10.2
Comparison of the different alternatives

Editor's Note : This sub-clause allows to summarize the technical impacts and discuss the pros and cons of each alternative.   
10.2.2
Pros & cons

Table 10.2.2.1: pros and cons for each alternative
	alternative
	Pros
	cons

	(G)MSC Server switch architecture
	1) The (G)MSC server and MGW is not needed to be involved into the H.245 negotiation and less impact on the MSC server and the MGW
2) The CAT Server does not remain in call, pooling of CAT server resources is possible.
	1) No multimedia CAT during the second H.245 negotiation, MONA is able to shorten this period if it is supported by both the calling party and called party UE
2) Cannot provide the CAT service to non CAT capable UE.

	CAT Server switch architecture
	1) CAT service may be supported for non CAT capable UE.NOTE1
	1) The CAT server remains in call, pooling of CAT server resources is not possible. 
2) The end to end service is limited by the CAT server (e.g. codec capability, MONA support)
3) Call may fail when providing CAT to non CAT capable UE. NOTE1
4) Prevents optimal call routeing, optimized transport and MGW selection (CAT Server remains in call).
5) The CAT Server should implement 3GPP features not to affect end to end service, e.g. negotiation of speech or multimedia at call setup (SCUDIF), change from multimedia to speech (and vice-versa) during on-going call, Nb bearers, 3GPP codec negotiation, SIP-I preconditions… Extra signalling and user plane interworking required when CAT server signalling/transport differs from what is supported upstreams/downstreams.

	CAT Server switch architecture with routing back to GMSC Server
	Same as for CAT Server switch architecture, with the following additions (if any).

	

Same as for CAT Server switch architecture, with the following additions (if any).

	(G)MSC Server switch architecture use based on UE capabilities
	1) The CAT Server does not remain in call for CAT capable UE. Pooling of CAT server resources is partially possible.
	1) Same as for CAT Server switch architecture for non CAT capable UE, with the following additions.
2) Solution relying on CAMEL phase 4 Call Party Handling is complex to implement (CAMEL phase 4 not widely available yet) and involves a high increase of (G)MSC Server signalling which will noticeable affect the (G)MSC capacity. 

	Terminating MSC Server switch architecture
	1) The CAT Server does not remain in call, pooling of CAT server resources is possible.
	1) no support of CAT-A service. 
2) no support of CAT-B service when the called party is roaming in a VPLMN. 

	(G)MSC Server bridge architecture
	1) CAT service may be supported for non CAT capable UE. NOTE1
2) Multimedia CAT during the H.245 negotiation with called party
3) The CAT Server does not remain in call, pooling of CAT server resources is possible.
	1) GMSC server and MGW impacts as being involved in the H.245 negotiation. 
2) Call may fail when providing CAT to non CAT capable UE. NOTE1
3) MGW capacity impact : bridging of 2 H.245 calls for each multimedia call with CAT, for the entire duration of the call.

	NOTE1: if the bearer is not bothway through connected during the alerting phase, and the O-MSC requests the calling party UE to connect to CAT server, the call will fail because of the H.245 negotiation, See subclause 10.1.1.


