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Introduction
The signalling of an emergency preference priority indication to the MGWs has been discussed in 3GPP CT4 but requirements were unclear and the issue has not been raised in CT4 since. However in ITU-T SG16 a new Recommendation has been produced (H.248.81) entitled " Guidelines on the use of the International Emergency Preference Scheme (IEPS) Call Indicator and Priority Indicator in H.248 Profiles " currently in status "pre-published" which aims to give guidance on defining a profile with IEPS. The summary is reproduced here:
Summary

This Recommendation provides guidelines on the use of the International Emergency Preference Scheme (IEPS) call indicator and priority indicator in H.248 profiles for H.323 and NGN systems.  These guidelines may be used by other Standards Developing Organization (SDOs) when defining their H.248.1 profiles in support of priority services, e.g.Emergency Telecommunications Service (ETS), Multimedia Priority Service (MPS).
The Recommendation strives to explain the general principles of IEPS at a network level but most of this is not relevant for a MGW. The MGW is not aware of calls it is just aware of Contexts and resources being requested for Terminations associated to the Context.

The Recommendation assumes that the MGW implementation will be specific to the Region or Regulatory requirements and thus the details of what actions the MGW shall take are outside the scope of the Recommendation. It is submitted that this is contrary to the primary goals of H.248 protocol and more specifically the profiling of the protocol for specific applications. In order that any prioritisation shall occur it should be specified what the minimum requirements are and these should be derived from known regulatory requirements such that vendors can implement the profile and the products can be useful and applicable to multiple jurisdictions.
It is important that the core network control plane (includes MG Controllers or Servers) are aware of the specific preference scheme and requirements as much of the preference handling can be controllers at this layer, for example pre-emption would be something controlled wholly by the Server and not the MGW. However this paper questions the need to differentiate between a priority setting per se over the H.248 interface and a specific IEPS indication. Even to the point that it is questioned whether a call for Emergency needs to be differentiated from an ETS call at the MGW level.
Current Implementation for Multimedia Priority Service

To date Multimedia Priority Service and its subsequent enhancements have not required any specific support over the H.248 interface, despite being standardised from Rel-8. The primary concern for this service is to provide authorised users priority treatment when a network/node becomes congested or overloaded. This means that the CN Server Node shall ensure that an authorised call shall be queued if resources associated to that node are currently congested and when the congested resource becomes free again the authorised call shall be given priority treatment to receive the available resource. It is understood that a MGW Context is such a resource.  In most implementations the MGC controls more than one MGW. If one MGW is in a congested state the MGC will simply chose another MGW, not in a congested state, to service the request (e.g., the addition of new terminations and context). If all the MGWs under the domain of the MGC are in congested states, then queuing and priority treatment are managed by the MGC. When a MGW is no longer in a congested state (e.g., an MGW context have been removed) the MGC determines which call request should receive the available MGW resource. 

Priority Indicator

Currently in H.248.1 v2 there is a Priority Indicator IE which is a Context attribute and requests the MGW to provide preference treatment to the Context. This Priority IE is supported by 3GPP Mn Interface:
A.5
Context Attributes

Table A.5/1: Context attributes

	Context Attribute
	Supported
	Values Supported

	Topology
	Optional
	All

	Priority Indicator
	Optional
	0-15

	Emergency Indicator
	Yes
	Not Applicable

	NOTE: 
The "Topology" attribute is optional for example support of monitoring. If requested and not supported error code 444 shall be returned


Additionally it is TBD in Mp. Other profiles have indicated no support for Priority Indicator despite 3GPP specification TS 23.067 which defines the MLPP indication to which this H.248 IE priority level would be aligned.

It is not currently specified how the MGW should use this attribute but generally it shall ensure priority access to resources. 

Emergency Indicator

Currently in H.248.1 v2 there is an Emergency Indicator IE which is a Context attribute and requests the MGW to provide preference treatment to the Context. The Emergency Indicator IE is supported by ALL 3GPP Profiles except Mp.

It needs to be understood why this indicator cannot also be used at the MGW level for an ETS call. The differentiation and prioritisation of ETS over national emergency shall be handled at call control level and not at the MGW so from the perspective of ensuring resources are reserved for an ETS call why is this IE not sufficient ?

ITU-T Recommendation H.248.81
Recommendation H.248.81 does not describe how a MGW should prioritise between an MLPP context with a certain priority level, an Emergency Context or an IEPS context with a certain priority level. It would probably be assumed to be left to implementation/Regulatory requirements. It is submitted however that this could also be controlled by the MGC such that the MGW only needs to receive the Emergency Indicator or the one Priority indicator (0-15) and provide a set of defined (within the 3GPP application profile) priority requirements without needing to know that the Context belongs to IEPS or not.
Additional IEPS requirements such as Differentiated services or packet marking can and should be controlled separately with the already defined packages for this purpose. 

The Recommendation H.248.81 lists a set of Functional Requirements which are reproduced and commented against below:

7
Functional requirements

The Media Gateway Controller (MGC) and Media Gateway (MG) may support ETS as specified in [ITU-T E.107].  If ETS is supported and the call/session is an ETS call/session:

· Upon receipt of the priority information (e.g., priority indication and priority level) in call control signalling,the MGC shall provide the MG with the IEPS call indicator and possibly the Priority indicator. The Priority indicator shall be sent to the MG if a priority level is received in call control signalling.

[Comment]
This Recommendation is a Guide (should not have been a normative Recommendation) . 3GPP Profiles are not bound by this and if the service level requirement is to request priority treatment in the MGW then it needs to be indicated with a priority level if MLPP exists and the intention is to give the ETS call priority above certain MLPP levels. The first question is why does the MGW need the new priority indicator – this is not a a functional requirement it is simply a proposed protocol solution before any analysis of the functional requirements has been performed.
· If the MGC provides the Priority indicator, the MG shall determine from the Priority indicator the level of priority to a Context and associated resources/connections.

· The priority level received from call control signalling by the MGC may be overwritten based on local policy.
[Comment]
It is assumed this is the MGC which may overwrite a priority level received from a preceding CN node and not the MGW, i.e. the MGW will handle the priority as it is requested to from the MGC.
· The MGC may include a default priority level in the Priority indicator if the priority level is not received in call control signalling.A default priority level is based on policy and provisioned in the MGC. This is national specific and the policy may require default priority level information to be stored in the MGC.
[Comment]
This makes sense, since the MGC knows if MLPP subscriptions exist and if ETS should be given higher priority.

· The MGC shall apply priority to H.248 signalling.An MGC may apply priority handling to H.248 transactions related to the priority Context, e.g., preferential treatment in any queues or buffers. Where the control association utilizes a transport with the possibility for prioritization (e.g., SCTP), the MGC would use the appropriate prioritization procedures.
[Comment]
This has nothing to do with the H.248 Protocol IEs – this would normally be defined in Stage 2 specifications in 3GPP and not in the stage 3 H.248 Profile.
· When the MGC marks the Context with the IEPS call indicator and optionally the Priority indicator, the MG shall apply priority treatment to ETS traffic (control signalling and media packets) associated with the Context.
[Comment]
What priority treatment ? This could be achieved with the Emergency Indicator or Priority Indicator IE alone – why should the MGW have different implementations for prioritising for Emergency, MLPP and ETS ? Surely it will have a number of methods such as prioritising transactions and allocation of resources which would be applied generally. 

NOTE –Since ETS is a national feature, mapping of the SIP Resource Priority Header (RPH), [ITU-T H.225.0]"priorityExtension", or ISUP IEPS call information to the H.248.1 priority level is a regional/national matter.  See [b-ITU-T H.Sup9] for more information.
[Comment]
This is one of the key problems – this needs to be interworked/resolved at the MGC (Server) level and extrapolated to a single multi-level priority request to the MGW.
Conclusions

The need for a separate IEPS indicator on H.248 protocol has not been justified. Leaving the implementation of all requirements for priority treatment for ETS to be handled on a per network basis and not considering any interaction with  Emergency calls or MLPP would make product development unnecessarily complicated. Requirements for MGW level priority handling should be agreed to include, if necessary, specific regulatory (service level) requirements and a single set of MGW requirements should be specified in the application profile for H.248. Then it can be analysed whether a new IE is needed or not. The IEPS IE requires H.248.1 Version 3 which is not required by 3GPP Profiles except Mp (Only for Floor Control).

