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1. Introduction

This paper discusses the technical impacts for different alternatives.

2. Reason for Change

3. Conclusions

4. Proposal

It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 29.882 v0.4.0.
######################################start of changes####################################

10.2.1 Alternative 1 – (G)MSC Server switch architecture

10.2.1.1 Technical impacts
The (G)MSC server and MGW is not needed to be involved into the H.245 negotiation. But the alternative has the requirement that the calling party mobile terminals need to support the early H.245 negotiation procedure during the called party is being alerted. 
The alternative does not prolong the setup time of the call. But there perhaps will be distinct gap during the second H.245 negotiation.
10.2.2 Alternative 2 – CAT Server switch architecture
10.2.2.1 Technical impacts
The alternative can provide CAT service to legacy UE/Non-CAT capable UE as only one H.245 negotiation is needed.

Because the CAT server transits between the originating MSC and terminating MSC, the performance of CAT servers will be the bottleneck of the network
10.2.3 Alternative 3 – CAT Server switch architecture with routing back to GMSC Server
10.2.3.1 Technical impacts
The alternative can provide CAT service to both CAT capable UE and non-CAT capable UE as only one H.245 negotiation is needed. The achievable effect is very similar with that of alternative 2.  But two connection in user plane between GMSC and CAT server  are established which introduces circuity in user plane.
The alternative prolongs the setup time of call because the  CAT server routes the call back to GMSC server after GMSC server forwards the call to CAT server and there are two HLR interrogate procedure are involved in the call set up.

10.2.4 Alternative 4 – (G)MSC Server switch architecture use based on UE capabilities
10.2.4.1 Technical impacts
The alternative can provide CAT service to legacy terminal which can trigger H.245 negotiation procedure only once. But the control logic is too complex and SCP is involved in the control path so that the MSC server needs to provide many changes to adapt the alternative.
The alternative prolongs the setup time of call.

10.2.5 Alternative 5 – Terminating MSC Server switch architecture
10.2.5.1 Technical impacts
 There are two main technical problems for this alternative:

(1) If called party roams to VPLMN and calling parting in the HPLMN makes a call to the called party, long distance circuity in user plane will be involved during the CAT is played to the calling party.

(2) If called party roams to VPLMN and the VPLMN does not support CAT service, the CAT can not be played to the calling party which influence the calling party experience.

The alternative does not prolong the setup time of the call.
10.2.6 Alternative 6 – (G)MSC Server bridge architecture
10.2.6.1 Technical impacts
The alternative needs the (G)MSC server and MGW to be involved in the H.245 negotiation procedure.

The cost for  (G)MSC server  and MGW to support that is high. But there will be less gap during the second H.245 negotiation.
#######################################end of change################################










































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































