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1  Introduction

Currently 23.228 lists 3 possible protocols on the interface between IM CC and service platform. It was the opinion of the CN groups that in order to meet the R5 time scale, some clarification on the capabilities of these protocols is urgently required. 
Considering the relatively short time left for R5 completion and the fair amount of work needed to standardize a multimedia service control, the question of whether it is realistic to keep 3 possible protocols on this interface seems quite pertinent especially when 2 of these protocols (CAP, OSA) rely on similar principles. 

2 CAP/OSA/SIP as alternatives

S1 has indicated its opinion on the matter during the last SA1 meeting in CapeTown (6-9 February 2001) and an LS (S1-10248) has been issued to several groups including S2. 

In summary, S1 does not consider the CAP/OSA/SIP as alternatives, but instead requires that the functionality provided by the 3 mechanisms be supported in Release 5 as relevant for the control of IP multimedia services.

As clearly suggested by S1, the intent is to ensure coverage of functionality for R5 rather than stating what protocols should be used, as this is outside the scope of S1.

S2 however is well suited for such decisions and can give recommendations on how to proceed.

3   SIP

SIP is a session control protocol and is part of the basic functionality provided by a S-CSCF.  As currently specified, it is not a suitable API to support a multitude of services envisioned for the IM domain.  For instance, as mentioned during the S2 mail discussions, it is not possible for a service to perform call gapping control, to set call timers in the S-CSCF, or to request specific call events to be reported. Furthermore, SIP does not provide mechanisms for an application to access e.g. User Profile information or geographical location information.
The SIP protocol would need extensions to support multimedia service capabilities and would need to be updated whenever a new service is created.  This would cause an obvious delay to introduce new services, while time to market is a key issue in Multimedia service offering.

On the other hand there is no question that SIP is part of the basic functionality provided by a S-CSCF for multimedia session control. It needs however to be controlled via a proper service control interface. The discussion will focus therefore on whether both CAP and OSA are needed at the same time for R5.
4 OSA  Compared to CAP

OSA enables applications to make use of network capabilities (that they view as a set of standardized Service Capability Features). It is specified with the aim to satisfy the needs of both Operators and Third Party service providers: in the former case it would be an internal API, and in the latter an external one. Operators can enrich their set of internal APIs to offer new services in a differentiated way.

The functionality provided by OSA is implemented by a Framework (FW) and a set of Service Capability Servers (SCSs); together they are usually referred to as the “OSA Gateway”. The OSA specifications do not impose a certain implementation for this gateway.  

For R99 CAP has been adopted as an underlying protocol to OSA because it was the only available way to access network entities. This is what was done for Rel99, as a way to allow Operators and Third Parties to use OSA for building new services on top of existing network infrastructure. The advantage is then that legacy services are still supported; the disadvantage is that the functionality of OSA is limited by what the underlying mechanisms offer. For instance, in OSA R99, Call Party Handling was removed from the specification because the corresponding feature had been dropped from CAMEL phase 3. Limitations of CAMEL phase 3 led to similar limitations in OSA.  This kind of situation should be avoided in R5. 

Moreover having 2 protocols such as OSA on top of CAP to perform almost the same thing is not a good long term choice because it can only induce interworking issues, while restricting the service set to the common denominator of CAP and OSA. Continuing in this direction would imply a synchronized evolution of both protocols.
As explained above, the R99 approach to put OSA on top of CAP was a solution to support OSA in a legacy circuit switched and CAMEL network. It cannot be considered as a long-term solution due the issues raised. 

As neither CAP nor OSA support multimedia, both will need to substantially evolve from their R99 state (mono-media) for multimedia support. The protocol specification work for the OSA API for Release 4 is underway in TSG-CN WG5. Multimedia support is in OSA’s work Plan for Release 5. For the specification work on the CAP protocol, CN2 is planning to deliver CAMEL Phase 4 in Release 5. This is the first introduction of CAMEL specifications for multimedia support. 
Additional points can be mentioned when comparing CAP to OSA:

· CAP lacks important features supported by OSA such as inter-domain trust and security management (signing agreement between 3rd party and home operator), service capability discovery by the application, etc. 

· Although CAP has already a strong installed base of Service Control Platform, this installed base of SCP would need to be substantially updated to offer multimedia services. As pre-paid is often referred as an example of CAP service, we will discuss in this context the reusability of the current CAMEL model. For voice-only services, the Pre-paid server needs only to sum-up call duration for a given subscriber. For multimedia, the Pre-paid server needs to take into account time but also requested bandwidth and maybe actual transferred packet volume (for each component). Moreover the establishment of each new component has to be checked against the available remaining credit. Thus upgrading the current (mono-media) CAMEL model for handling multimedia session means a complete reshuffling.

5  Conclusion

This contribution does not question the technical feasibility of SIP, OSA, or CAP.  It raises concerns however about the timing and implementation schedule for R5.  

It is clear from the discussion above that tremendous standardization, development, testing and operation effort is required, should all three protocols be developed in parallel for the same purpose. Considering the short time frame left for R5, it seems unrealistic for 3GPP to standardize/upgrade 2 complex service protocols such as OSA and CAP that are likely to offer the same services at the end.  Additionally it has been shown on a practical example (Pre-paid) that the CAMEL architecture and model will need major rethinking for multimedia.

OSA/Parlay has been developed and standardized by 3GPP for R99 while at the same time it was decided to leave the CAP/ INAP approach without enhancements.  OSA was found to be more flexible, to be transport independent (from 3rd party point of view), and to support enhanced features (e.g. network access control, multi-vendorship). Upgrading to the same level existing protocols such as CAP would have been cumbersome.  We believe that the same reasoning shall apply for R5.  It is proposed therefore that 3GPP take the working assumption that CAP is not kept as a candidate protocol on the interface between call control and service platform.  Thus 3GPP could focus its work on Stage 2 and 3 of OSA API specification for Release 5 currently underway in order to meet R5 timing schedule. 
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