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INTRODUCTION

The CT plenary is requested by the CT3 WG (see CP-070079) to give guidance on a specific architectural point of MIWIMS WI. CT3 WG can not make a decision between the 2 preferred alternatives; each alternative being supported by several companies.

This work item which is essential for basic multimedia service interworking between IMS and CS network cannot progress and can not be finalized within Rel-7 without a clear decision made at this CT plenary. 
The following figure details the reference model required to support interworking between the 3GPP IM CN subsystem and CS networks for IM basic voice calls.
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When IMS network for multimedia calls interworks with the CS network, the H.245 protocol is used for codec in-band negotiation at the start or during communication. The H.245 negotiation is between the interworking node (MGCF+IM-MGW) and the CS network. The H.245 protocol termination can be implemented in either the MGCF or the IM-MGW. The current issue for which CT3 is asking guidance is where H.245 should be terminated? at the MGCF or at the IM-MGW?
The TR 29.863 describes each alternative as well as lists the advantages of both (see sub-clauses 7.2 & 7.3). However as a matter of fact the advantages of both alternatives listed in the TR were not enough for CT3 to make a decision toward the right solution. It should be also noted that the content of the TR is understood largely but mostly by CT3, CT plenary cannot make its decision or guidance solely in regards of such deep technical information. We can even say as per the TR, that both alternatives are equally feasible with their own advantages.
The intention of our paper is to bring more considerations into the discussion, considerations that were not documented in the TR but which must be taken into account when making a final decision. Those considerations are also about the dependency of this work with what has been done in ITU-T.
DISCUSSION

Historically, the MGW was seen as a device specializing in media handling and largely unaware of the call control. The MGC(F) initiated and controlled this media handling.  H.245 specifies syntax and semantics of terminal information messages as well as procedures to use them for in-band negotiation at the start of or during communication. The messages cover receiving and transmitting capabilities as well as mode preference from the receiving end, logical channel signalling, and Control & Indication. Many of these functions are initiated/controlled by the MGC(F) and require complexity. Terminating H.245 at the MGC(F) would minimize the amount of processing that a MGW needs to do.

When looking at deployment cost, network maintenance or software upgrade, there is a benefit to keep the MGW "plain" with simple changes while keeping the complexity in the MGC(F). The MGC(F)s are likely to be concentrated into single or few locations (e.g. Sydney) where the MGWs would be distributed to remote locations (e.g. Sydney, Perth, Cairns, Melbourne, ...). Adding extra complexity and smart functions on a tried and tested design will increase the need for maintenance on the MGWs.

ITU-T SG16 has already defined recommendation H.248.12 for interworking between H.323 and H.324. This recommendation defines a model where ultimately the MGC(F) is H.245 aware, with H.245 terminating at the MGC(F). We consider there is already a "de-facto" standard for H.324 interworking involving H.248. If the experts in ITU-T on H.245, H.248 and H.324 have already defined the MGC(F) terminated solution, why would 3GPP propose an alternate solution?
It can be noted that for the BICC side of Mc/Mn interface the work of ITU-T SG11 who are the owners of BICC recommendations has been reused by 3GPP. Thus if we follow this principle then the work of ITU-T SG16 who are the owners of H.324, H.245 and H.248 should also be reused.
As there is such "de-facto" standardized option in ITU-T, if 3GPP chooses the MGW terminated option, it may prevent the reuse of the 3GPP implementation by other standard bodies like ITU-T. Furthermore it will limit convergence possibility (e.g. fixed-mobile architecture as well as vendor platform/product convergence).

In regards of the specification work still to be done in 3GPP and the additional work to be done in ITU-T we believe the effort of the MGW terminated option will not fit Rel-7 time frame even considering the grant of several exceptions. Any non-3GPP mobile specific packages should be standardized by ITU-T SG16. Thus the approval of the MGW terminated model will take extra time due to the extra work in the ITU-T. Without entering into the details, as SIP/SDP signalling is controlled at the MGC(F), if we pursue the termination in MGW, the ITU-T work currently does not define a way for the MGC(F) to request the MGW to send or receive H.245 messages on the H.324 termination without being H.245 aware itself. If the MGW terminated option is used, a new package (to be defined in ITU-T) has to be developed and standardized to complement the existing "H.245" package for sending commands. This new recommendation/package would have to define the mapping of H.245 codepoints and messages to a separate syntax which is communicated to the MGC(F). This syntax would then have to be again mapped to the relevant call control protocol. An analysis would have to be done on H.245 to see which codepoints would be relevant and these could be version dependent.  Whereas in the case of the MGC(F) terminated option, the existing packages are sufficient, as they are transporting H.245 transparently between the MGCF and the MGW. The current ITU-T work is sufficient to support the MGCF terminated option, whereas it is clearly limited for the other option, as it currently does not allow the transmission of H.245 commands back to the H.324 termination.
Why not consider both options then? The choice of both the MGCF and MGW terminated solutions will increase the cost for operators and vendors alike. It will increase the cost and complexity of implementation and lead to delays in both standardization and delivery. Increased verification and O&M costs are also expected.

Thus why not let the implementation open? If neither solution is chosen then by default the ITU SG16 MGCF terminated solution will remain as the “de-facto” solution. However "de-facto" solution is neither in the 3GPP mindset nor in its tradition. A clear standard is our preferred choice. 

If we pursue the 2 last options i.e. both alternatives or let the implementation open, this will limit multi-vendor deployments. In the past this has been an essential consideration for operators. 

PROPOSAL

Based on the above text as well as the work done in CT3, we strongly recommends standardizing only the MGC(F) terminated solution. 
We do not believe that even if 3GPP takes the MGW option, it will limit the number of options considering the “de-facto” MGCF option standardized by ITU-T.

In conclusion we believe that the MGC(F) option is the approach to move forward not only for 3GPP but for the whole industry. It minimizes implementation time and effort and most importantly minimizes cost for the operators and vendors. What can be seen as technically equal in a scope of the study item, can be very different when it is considered in a broader scope. 
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