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Key Issue:
Multimedia Call Control protocols in 3G

1 Preface

At the Nynashamn meeting of TSG SA WG2 it was agreed that the following requirements would be used in developing principles to be used for supporting multimedia in UMTS:

P1) GSM/UMTS shall enable the provisioning of multimedia services and with multi-vendor interworking between UE and network.

P2) Basic voice and PDP-context establishment shall be based on GSM CC/SM respectively.

P3) Handover and roaming to and from GSM shall be supported provided GSM is capable of supporting the ongoing media service.


P4) Ideas, concepts and procedures developed by other fora e.g. other standards bodies such as ITU, IETF etc. shall be included or referenced in the GSM/UMTS CC/SM when found suitable.

P5) The following major alternatives or a combination there-of are identified


P5a) Enhance GSM Call Control and Session Management by specifying GSM/UMTS specific procedures or using elements from H.323 or other standards.

P5b) For multimedia services a new CC/SM protocol could be introduced as a peer to GSM/GPRS CC/SM - possibly by reference to other standards (eg H.323).

P5c) For multimedia services a multimedia CC/SM protocol could be run transparently via a PDP-context established using GSM SM which would allow transparent handover and roaming between GSM and UMTS provided that GSM supports the QoS requirements.

 At the last meeting of TSG SA WG2 it was decided that of the three alternatives identified in P5) P5c) would be used to provide multimedia services in Release 99 of UMTS.

2 Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to argue that the decision made in the previous meeting does not satisfy the key requirements related to the support of multimedia in UMTS. Additionally, this paper argues that option c), with a proprietary multimedia call control protocol, is anti-competitive, destructive to the 3G standardization process in general and is therefore unacceptable.

3 Evaluating Option C–What’s the problem?

The problem is not that option c) is wrong in itself, but that it does not go far enough. It completely fails to meet the main requirement expressed in P1) that, “GSM/UMTS shall enable the provisioning of multimedia services and with multi-vendor interworking between UE and network”.

Option c) on its own is a bit little saying, "We want to standardize email clients and to do this we will use UDP/IP, but we're not going to standardize the email clients themselves." 

By failing to meet the agreed requirement, i.e. by allowing proprietary multimedia call models to replace open multi-vendor ones, a number of unacceptable consequences follow. Some of these are listed below. 

· Proprietary solutions will arise in which the major MS vendors and Network vendors will erect strong proprietary barriers, locking out all competition. There will be no need for a dominant MS and Network manufacturer to license their multimedia protocol. From the operator’s point of view, in order to provide a consistent multimedia service to their customers, an operator will have to always buy from the same from manufacturer;

· Roaming will not be possible because ANY MS will not be able to communicate with ANY Core Network. This destroys one of the key elements in the success of GSM-the ability to service roam;

· Existing operators will become “bit shifters” and will not be able to charge for whatever is being carried in the “bit pipe” because there is no easy way to know all the possible proprietary formats and protocols that could be carried. Why shouldn’t an operator be allowed to charge differently for a video call and a database download that, from a bearer point of view, use an identical 64kbps pipe?  Any solution that prevents this seriously weakens an operator’s business case. 

· A proprietary multimedia protocol will give rise to proprietary feature solutions in the core network, deepening the proprietary lock-in, eliminating multi-vendor choice. This is because additional features that are dependent on the multimedia protocol will also have to become proprietary if the multimedia protocol is proprietary. 

For example, if GSM 04.08 Call Control protocol had not been standardized how could other features that depend on a GSM 04.08 CC, such as, CAMEL, Supplementary Services etc, have been standardized?

· Handovers between 2G and 3G. Without a standardized multimedia call control protocol and its associated Core Network architecture it will not be possible to perform intra 2G MCC handovers, intra 3G MCC handovers and inter 2G/3G MCC handovers.

Motorola feels that this issue was clearly not sufficiently well understood at the last S2 meeting. While those who propose only option c) and the use of proprietary multimedia protocols have good intentions, these good intentions will in fact result in anti-competitive, proprietary, vendor-operator lock-ins. They will also prevent the “Isles of coverage” deployment of 3G within a 2G context by building in an inability to roam or perform multimedia call handovers. 

4 Building on Option C–What’s the solution?

Based on option c), the definition of a multi-vendor multimedia service involves two questions.

· What multi-vendor Multimedia protocol should the MS and Core Network use to communicate?

· What is the internal architecture of the Core Network?

4.2 Multi-vendor multimedia protocol between the MS and Core Network 

Motorola is open to which protocol should actually be used. Further, it may be necessary to standardize one call control protocol for each of the PSTN/ISDN and the IP domains, (for instance, we could standardize to use H.324 for the PSTN/ISDN domain and H.323 for the IP domain). 

In the past, we have suggested H.323 for the IP domain and this still appears to be the leading candidate. Another possible candidate would be SIP. CN1 and CN3 should study which one is most appropriate.
4.3 Architecture of the Core Network

The accompanying paper S2-99340 discusses the various options and presents their relative strengths and weaknesses. 

5 Conclusions

This paper has argued that option c), with a proprietary multimedia protocol, is anti-competitive, destructive to the 3G standardization process in general and is unacceptable. Defining an open, multi-vendor multimedia protocol is the only solution that meets the agreed requirement that, “GSM/UMTS shall enable the provisioning of multimedia services and with multi-vendor interworking between UE and network”. 

To this it is proposed that:

1. That we agree to provide a solution that meets S2’s own requirement by defining a single multi-vendor multimedia protocol and this working assumption is added to Section 7.4 of ETR 23.20. 

2. Section 4 of this contribution is included in Chapter 9 of 23.20. 

3. An LS is sent to CN1 and CN3 informing them of the above and asking them to recommend a call control protocols identified in 1. 

4. Further, the following editorial corrections must be made to ETR 23.20:

The following excerpt from Tdoc s2-99191 was agreed to be included in Section 7.4 of ETR 23.20. We propose that the paragraph be modified as follows:

Based on the principles and requirements listed above, and based on the study of current GSM CC/SM, 04.08, it is evident, that GSM CC/SM forms a solid foundation for UMTS CC/SM for Release 99. UMTS CC/SM for Release 99 can be developed from GSM CC/SM by introducing some well defined enhancements. This approach is beneficial also from the tight schedule point of view, providing a swift method of creating CC/SM that fulfils the requirements.


Further. in order to facilitate multi-vendor interoperability between the UE and the network, a single multimedia call protocol will be selected for each of the PSTN/ISDN and the IP domains in UMTS (for instance, we could standardize to use H.324 for the PSTN/ISDN domain and H.323 for the IP domain).
The following excerpt from Tdoc s2-99208 was agreed to be included in Section 9 of ETR 23.20. We propose that the table be modified as follows:

The following table shows a subjective scoring of the three options (in the range –2 to +2) against some of the key criteria:

Criteria
a
b
c

Compatibility with IP-based multimedia
-2
-1
+2

Fixed-mobile compatibility
-2
-2
+2

Scope for future evolution
-2
-1
+2

Efficiency
+1
+1
-1

Separation of multimedia applications from UMTS bearers
-2
-2
+2

Potential for multimedia handover to GSM/GPRS
-2
-1
+1

Multivendor interoperability between UE and Network
+2
+2
-2


A liaison statement should be sent to CN1 and CN3 asking them to choose a single multimedia call control protocol for UMTS (possibly one for each of the two domains). 
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