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ABSTRACT

This version of the Issues List represents an interim output from the ITU-T Q11/16 Rapporteur meeting in Dublin, Ireland, October 2001.

This document also contains figures showing connection scenario types that have been considered, and a preliminary comparison table.

Important subjects to discuss







Issues

1) criteria for selecting connection scenario 0 vs modem relay

2.15

2) call discrimination procedure, including treatment of initial

    modem signals (block, signal or pass through)



7.3.x, 7.4.x, 7.5.x, 7.8

3) gateway configuration procedure, including information

    exchanges (at call setup and after call discrimination)


5.51, 5.53.x, 5.54

4) methods to optimise connection scenario 2a




5.52

5) transport protocol selection






5.22.x

5) V.14 support









5.14.1

6) support of V.92 quick connect and modem-on-hold


5.55

7) 2-stage standardisation process






1.1

8) concerns with H.248 Annex F

1.
Issues List Structure

The ‘Issues List’ consists of 4 columns as shown below:

	Item Number
	Status
	Item Description
	Reference(s)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


· The ‘Item Number’ uniquely identifies an issue for quick reference.

· The ‘Status’ of an issue shall be either ‘Open’, ‘Agreed (resolution date – mm/yy)’ or 'Closed (resolution date)'.

· An issue may become partially resolved at some point in time. In this case, it shall be split apart. The unresolved part of the issue shall keep the original item number and Open status. The resolved part of the issue shall use the same number with an added numerical suffix (e.g., “9.1”) and shall have the status ‘Agreed (resolution date)’.

· The ‘Item Description’ delineates an issue as follows:

· ‘Open’ issues, which generally address what the issue is, shall be formatted as questions.



Examples:
“What QOS needs to be supported?”





“Which modulation modes need to be supported by V.moip?”

· ‘Agreed (resolution date)’ issues, which generally address how the issue has been resolved,  can be categorized as general ‘goals’ or ‘requirements’, or as ‘specific actions’.

· Goals shall be identified by using the words ‘that ... should ...’ in the delineation of an issue.


Example:
“that V.moip should support V.34 modulation”.

· Requirements shall be identified by using the words ‘that ... shall ...’ in the delineation of an issue.


Example:
“that a maximum latency of xxx ms. shall be supported”.

· Specific actions shall be identified by using the words ‘to adopt ... ’ in the delineation of an issue. These are generally for adopting referenced text 


Examples:
“to adopt TD-xx as the initial working text for V.moip”





“to adopt the text of TD-yy as the text for section y.y of V.moip”.

· 'Closed (resolution date)' issues are those that will no longer be considered, either because it has been explicitly agreed to no longer consider them, or because they have been superceded by other agreements and are no longer pertinent.

· The ‘Reference(s)’ is a list of meeting contribution numbers that address a particular issue.

New items for the Issues List are generally identified in committee contributions. Only those issues that have been delineated in the ‘summary’ section of said contributions shall be added to the list. These issues are automatically added to the list as ‘Open’ issues (questions) without prior committee review. Upon review by the committee, these issues may become agreed goals, requirements, or specific actions.

New items for the Issues List may also be identified during committee deliberations and added to the list as either Open issues, Agreed goals, Agreed requirements or Agreed specific actions, based on approval by the committee.

2.
V.moip Issues List

The following table represents the Issues List for V.moip.

	Item Number
	Status
	Item Description
	Reference(s)

	
	
	
	

	1.
	
	General
	

	1.1
	Open
	Should a 2-stage process (approval of a first version, followed by development of an enhanced version) be adopted for the standardisation of V.moip?
	PCM01-048

	
	
	
	

	2.
	
	Network Architectures
	

	2.1
	Agreed

(03/01)
	that both, PSTN ( IP ( PSTN and PSTN ( IP architectures should be supported.
	TR-30.1/01-03-009R1,

TR-30.1/01-03-019

	2.2
	Open
	Should a path be provided for either side to migrate from PSTN to IP termination?
	TR-30.1/01-03-009R1

	2.3
	Agreed

(01/01)
	that, for the PSTN ( IP ( PSTN case, V.moip shall support, as a minimum, scenario Type 0
	PCM01-005

	2.4
	Open
	What are the required network characteristics to support scenario Type 0?
	

	2.5
	Agreed

(01/01)
	that V.moip shall specify more than just scenario Type 0 for reasons of:

· robustness (packet loss)

· bandwidth control

· enable network evolution (e.g., new services & network topologies)
	

	2.6
	Open
	What scenario types need to be supported besides Type 0?
	TR-30.1/01-03-016,

PCM01-026,

TR-30.1/01-05-038, D.125

	2.6.1
	Open
	How many scenario types beyond Type 0 should be specified?
	

	2.6.2
	Agreed

(04/01)
	that V.moip shall be specified in such a way as to allow the addition of new connection scenarios in future versions while maintaining backward compatibility.
	PCM01-017

	2.7
	Agreed

(05/01)
	that the first version of V.moip shall not include support for scenario Types 1a, 1b, 1c, 2b, 2c, or 3a.
	PCM01-001,

PCM01-008,

TR-30.1/01-03-015,

TR-30.1/01-03-020,

PCM01-026

TR-30.1/01-05-036, D.137

	2.8
	
Agreed

(10/01)
	that V.moip shall support scenario Type 2a.
· see Issue 5.47
	PCM01-002,

TR-30.1/01-03-009R1, TR-30.1/01-05-036, D.137

	2.9
	Open
	Should V.moip support scenario Types 3b or 3c?
	PCM01-008,

TR-30.1/01-03-016

	2.9.1
	Open
	Are the IP bandwidth requirements for scenario Type 3b acceptable?
	PCM01-008

	2.9.2
	Open
	Are the resource (e.g., CPU, memory) requirements for scenario Type 3c acceptable?
	PCM01-008,

TR-30.1/01-03-016

	2.10
	Agreed

(01/01)
	that V.moip shall not require any changes to the latency, jitter, or packet loss of existing Voice-over-IP networks
	

	2.11
	Open
	Should V.moip specify procedures where the functionality may be partitioned between gateways asymmetrically?
	

	2.12
	
Agreed

(10/01)
	that V.moip shall support scenario Type 4.
· see Issue 5.47
	TR-30.1/01-03-016

	2.13
	
Agreed

(10/01)
	that V.moip shall support scenario Type 5.
· see Issue 5.47
	

	2.14
	Agreed

(07/01)
	that in all remaining scenarios under consideration for V.moip, the ARQ and HDLC framing layers shall be combined into a single error control layer.
	TR-30.1/01-07-060

	2.15
	Open
	What criteria should be used to decide when to use connection scenario 0 (VBD mode) vs a non type 0 connection scenario (modem relay mode)?

· examples of criteria are network characteristics, modulation capability/presence of V.8, and application
· see also Issue 5.33 and 7.3.1
	PCM01-038R1, PCM01-040R2,

PCM01-060

	
	
	
	

	3.
	
	Application Scenarios
	

	3.1
	Open
	What application scenarios need to be supported within V.moip, outside of V.moip? This relates to call discrimination using for example V.8, V.8 bis or H.248 Annex F.
	

	3.2
	Open
	What are the requirements to support online gaming?
	

	3.3
	Open
	What limitations may be imposed on V.moip based on the large installed base of modems?
	

	3.4
	Open
	What scenarios that include the switching between analog voice and data (e.g., using V.8 bis) need to be considered?
	

	3.5
	Open
	What interactions are there between VOIP and V.moip?
	

	3.6
	Open
	What multimedia services (e.g., H.324) need to be supported?
	

	3.7
	Open
	How should telephony signalling (e.g., call waiting, operator intrusion) be supported in MoIP mode?
	TR-30.1/01-03-010R1, TR-30.1/01-03-018R1,

TR-30.1/01-03-021

	3.7.1
	Open
	Which telephony signalling should be supported?
	TR-30.1/01-03-010R1, TR-30.1/01-03-018R1,

TR-30.1/01-03-021

	3.7.2
	Open
	Which mechanism should be used to convey this (RFC2833, RFC2543 - SIP, H.248 - MGCP, H.245, other)?
	TR-30.1/01-03-010R1, TR-30.1/01-03-018R1,

TR-30.1/01-03-021, D.122

	3.7.3
	Open
	Should V.moip be compatible with the signalling of DTMF digits and other telephony events both:

· in the media stream but out of the audio band (using RFC 2833), and

· in the call signalling stream (out of the media stream) using the appropriate call signalling protocol?
	PCM01-018

	3.7.4
	Open
	Should V.moip recommend that implementations minimize the use of signalling DTMF digits and other telephony events and signals in the call signalling stream, maximizing the use of the media stream?
	PCM01-018

	3.9
	Open
	How should V.moip interoperate with existing "data offloading" systems using L2TP (applies to asymmetric V.moip connection scenario types)?
	TR-30.1/01-03-008R1,

TR-30.1/01-03-009R1

	3.10
	Open
	Should V.moip support V.61?
	

	
	
	
	

	4.
	
	Quality of Service (QoS)
	

	4.1
	Open
	What level of QoS needs to be supported?
	

	4.2
	Open
	What increase in connection time is acceptable to the end user?
	

	4.3
	Open
	What increase in latency is acceptable to the end user?
	

	4.3.1
	Open
	Should V.moip recommend, in a note contained in the recommendation, that a gateway should, to minimize end-to-end latency, immediately and without delay forward to the other gateway frames correctly received from its near modem?
	TR-30.1/01-07-060

	4.4
	Open
	What are the desired characteristics of the IP Transport Layer that will be needed to effectively transport control channel information and data mode traffic with minimum degradation?
	

	4.4.1
	Agreed

(07/01)
	that the transport layer shall have the following characteristics as defined and specified in section 2.1 of TR-30.1/01-07-061R1:

· point-to-point and two-way,

· packet preserving,

· graceful transition to/from RTP (however, agreed to reword to “easily uniquely identifiable”),

· error detecting and error correcting, non-corrupting, non-erasing and non-duplicating,

· error correction by retransmission,

· expedited delivery,

· sequenced delivery,

· selectively destuctive,

· low latency,

· transmit bandwidth limiting,

· bandwidth efficient,

· windowed flow control, and

· light weight.

The following other characteristics defined and specified in section 2.2 of TR-30.1/01-07-061R1 need further consideration:

· instrumented,

· forward error correction (see also issue 5.3),

· error correction by continuous transmission,

· explicit flow control (see also issue 5.36),

· robust under congestion, congestion control, and transmit bandwidth limiting,

· fairness, and

· graceful transitions to/from UDP/TL.
	PCM01-020,

TR-30.1/01-07-061R1

	4.4.2
	Open
	Should the transport layer be a new payload type for RTP?
	PCM01-020

	4.5
	Open
	Should V.moip use TCP, UDP, or SCTP?
	

	4.6
	Agreed

(01/01)
	that V.moip should attempt to minimize degradation of QOS to user with respect to the current PSTN network. For example:

· virtually transparent to user

· connection reliability (establishment & keeping it up)

· frequency of retrains

· connection stability

· throughput
	

	4.7
	Open
	Can modems work reliably over tandem "IP cloud" links?

(see also Issue 5.35)
	

	4.8
	Open
	What diagnostic facilities should be provided to support V.moip?
	

	
	
	
	

	5.
	
	V.moip Technologies
	

	5.1
	Open
	Which modulations need to be supported by V.moip?
	

	5.1.1
	Open
	Which modulations need to be supported for non-Type 0 scenarios?
	PCM01-005

	5.2
	Open
	Which Layer 2 protocols need to be supported by V.moip?
	

	5.3
	Open
	Should new technologies be considered (e.g., FEC)?
	

	5.4
	Open
	What form of gateway-to-gateway control channel(s) need to be in place during call setup and during the connection (data or voice)?
	

	5.4.1
	Agreed

(01/01)
	that V.moip shall use a gateway-to-gateway control channel with fairly high reliability for non Type 0 scenarios. The method to achieve high reliability is still TBD.

· see also Issue 5.11
	

	5.5
	Agreed

(05/01)
	that non error-corrected end-to-end connections shall be supported?
	

	5.6
	Agreed

(05/01)
	that V.moip shall support differing modulation modes on each modem link in the demod-remod scenario?
	TR-30.1/01-05-043, D.139

	5.7
	Open
	For the demod-remod scenario, how should end-to-end data compression be handled?
	

	5.8
	Closed

(05/01)
	For legacy modems, how should V.moip resolve the resulting delays associated with terminating the modulation and error control at different points in the network (e.g., round trip delay estimation)?

· see Issue 2.7
	PCM01-001

	5.9
	Open
	Should event transparency (e.g., retrain, rate renegotiation) be supported?
	APC-1946,

TR-30.1/01-03-008R1

	5.10
	Open
	Should the ability to force the modulation type to be the same on the two modem links be supported?
	APC-1946

	5.10.6
	Open
	Should end-to-end compelled V.8 signalling be used to accomplish this?
	

	5.10.7
	Open
	How should this be accomplished for non-V.8 capable modems?
	

	5.11
	Agreed

(05/01)
	that V.moip should specify a reliable control channel.

· see also Issue 5.4.1
	APC-1946,

PCM01-001,

PCM01-002,

PCM01-003,

PCM01-050

	5.12
	Closed

(05/01)
	Is it feasible for V.moip to support synchronized entry into data mode across various modulation types?

· V.34 MP sequence exchange already supports this.

· see Issue 2.7
	TR-30.1/01-03-008R1,

TR-30.1/01-03-017

	5.13
	Closed

(05/01)
	Is it feasible or desirable for V.moip to negotiate data compression parameters end-to-end for scenario Types 2 & 3?

· see Issue 2.7
	PCM01-002,

PCM01-006,

PCM01-008,

TR-30.1/01-03-019

	5.14
	Agreed

(05/01)
	that non error-correction modes (e.g., V.14) shall be supported.
	PCM01-003

	5.14.1
	Open
	How should it be supported?
	PCM01-045

	5.15
	Agreed

(05/01)
	that reliable transport across the IP network is required for V.moip, except for connection scenario 0.
	PCM01-003

	5.15.1
	Closed

(05/01)
	For which scenario types?

· see Issue 2.7
	

	5.15.2
	
Agreed

(10/01)
	that V.moip shall provide this reliable transport.
· see Issue 5.22.x
	

	5.16
	Closed

(05/01)
	Should V.moip support non-standard modulations?

· see Issue 5.18
	PCM01-005

	5.17
	Open
	Should V.moip support non-standard uses of V.42 (e.g., dial security using the User Data Subfield of the XID frame), or future standard uses of V.42 (e.g., remote modem management information exchange using UI frames)?

· see also Issue 6.5
	PCM01-005

	5.18
	Agreed

(05/01)
	that V.moip shall neither require nor preclude the use of non-standard protocols or modulations.
	PCM01-005,

PCM01-006,

TR-30.1/01-03-019

	5.20
	Closed

(05/01)
	How should scenario Type 1 address the increased stress on the V.42 error control protocol?

· see Issue 2.7
	PCM01-005,

TR-30.1/01-03-015,

TR-30.1/01-03-020

	5.21
	Closed

(05/01)
	Should V.moip specify a mechanism to improve the reliability of unreliable IP link (e.g., by adding redundancy)?

· see Issues 2.7 and 5.15
	

	5.22
	Open
	Is a gateway-to-gateway reliable protocol that is more efficient than existing recognized protocols needed to support V.moip?
	PCM01-006,

TR-30.1/01-03-019

	5.22.1
	Open
	Does SPRT satisfy the requirements?
	PCM01-006,

TR-30.1/01-03-019,

TR-30.1/01-05-040,

D.113, PCM01-057

	5.22.2
	Agreed

(10/01)
	that Q11/16 will define/select a transport protocol for V.moip as an interim solution.
	PCM01-057

	5.22.3
	Agreed

(10/10)
	that a transport protocol requirements document will be sent to the IETF for their consideration in developing DCP
	PCM01-055

	5.22.4
	Agreed

(10/01)
	that V.moip shall include a mechanism to allow negotiation of future transport protocols
	

	5.23
	Open
	Are predefined data compression parameters an acceptable restriction for scenario Type 2?
	PCM01-006,

TR-30.1/01-03-019

	5.24
	Agreed

(04/01)
	that V.moip shall specify a mechanism to dynamically switch between scenario types during a call or at call setup.
	

	5.24.1
	Open
	Should this switch require negotiation with the remote gateway, call agent or other controlling entity?
	PCM01-034

	5.25
	
Agreed

(10/01)
	that V.moip shall support different protocols (e.g., data compression) on the two modem links.
· see Issue 5.47
	PCM01-002,

PCM01-006,

TR-30.1/01-03-016,

TR-30.1/01-03-019

	5.25.1
	Agreed

(05/01)
	that V.moip shall support differing error correcting protocols on each modem link.
	

	5.25.2
	Agreed

(07/01)
	that V.moip shall not provide the capability to negotiate any error control layer parameters end-to-end (Note: this requires gateways to, e.g., possibly split frames received from the far modem before transmission to the near modem in the case of unequal PSTN link error control maximum frame sizes.)
	TR-30.1/01-07-060

	5.26
	Closed

(05/01)
	What limitations need to be imposed upon the gateway-to-gateway transport protocol?

· see Issue 4.4.1
	

	5.27
	Open
	Should the ability to force the data signalling rate to be the same on the two modem links be supported?

· see also Issue 5.9
	TR-30.1/01-03-008R1

	5.27.6
	Agreed

(05/01)
	that V.moip shall support differing data signalling rates on each modem link.
	

	5.27.7
	Agreed

(07/01)
	that V.moip shall provide a mechanism for one gateway (“gateway A”.) to request that the other gateway (“gateway B”.) inform it (gateway A) of its (gateway B’s) PSTN link data signalling transmit and receive rates upon initial determination of them and thereafter upon every change of them.
	TR-30.1/01-07-060

	5.27.7.1
	Open
	Should any specific action be taken with this information by the receiving gateway?
	TR-30.1/01-07-060

	5.28
	Open
	What characteristics of a PSTN modem connection need to be preserved for a MoIP connection (e.g., same trellis code, same data compression, and same dictionary size for each modem pair in the connection) – see also related Issues 5.6 and 5.25
	

	5.29
	Agreed

(05/01)
	that there is a link between the V.42 frame retransmission rate and the modem's physical layer data rate for legacy modems.
	TR-30.1/01-03-015,

TR-30.1/01-03-020,

PCM01-027R1,

TR-30.1/01-05-036

	5.30
	Agreed

(04/01)
	that gateways with the following common capabilities shall start in the mode indicated at call establishment:


Supported Modes


Start as


FoIP
VoIP
MoIP


  0
  0
  1


MoIP


  0
  1
  1


VoIP


  1
  0
  1


MoIP


  1
  1
  1


VoIP


	

	5.33
	Open
	What is the relationship between the MoIP connection scenario selected and the modulation mode(s) selected?
· see also Issue 2.15
	

	5.34
	Open
	Should V.moip recommend that, where possible, implementations of MoIP that include other xoIP modes signal their CODEC configurations with one configuration set containing all CODECS that they support?
	PCM01-018

	5.35
	Open
	How should V.moip support tandem IP clouds?
	PCM01-019

	5.35.1
	Open
	Should V.moip support a transparent pass-through of packets between the inner gateways (IP ( PSTN ( IP)?
	PCM01-019

	5.36
	Open
	What entities in an MoIP connection should respect explicit flow control (e.g., V.42 RNR) from one modem:

· it's local gateway,

· the remote gateway,

· the remote modem, or

· some combination of the above?
	PCM01-020,

TR-30.1/01-05-031,

D.121, D.141

	5.37
	Open
	How should V.moip handle digital protocols (e.g., V.120, V.110, X.75, PPP)?
	

	5.38
	Agreed

(07/01)
	that a Double-Compression type of gateway is a gateway that has the resources to support Decompression followed by Compression in both directions of the data flow.
	TR-30.1/01-07-052

	5.39
	Agreed


(10/01)
	that a Single-Compression type of gateway is a gateway that has the ability to perform a decompression followed by a compression in only one direction of the data flow (serial). For the other direction the data is passed through transparently with minimum of delay to the outputs.
· support for a parallel implementation of single compression is for further study
	TR-30.1/01-07-052

	5.40
	Agreed

(07/01)
	that a No-Compression type of gateway is a gateway whose data input in both directions is transferred transparently to the outputs with a minimum of delay.
	TR-30.1/01-07-052

	5.41
	Agreed

(07/01)
	that a Double-Compression type of gateway shall support double, single and no compression modes.
	TR-30.1/01-07-052

	5.42
	Agreed

(07/01)
	that a Single-Compression type of gateway shall support single and no compression modes.
	TR-30.1/01-07-052

	5.43
	Agreed

(07/01)
	that for the No-Compression to No-Compression case connection scenario 2A shall be used.
	TR-30.1/01-07-052

	5.44
	Open
	For the Double to Double compression mode case, should both gateways switch to Single-Compression mode and use connection scenario 4?
	TR-30.1/01-07-052

	5.45
	Agreed

(07/01)
	to the following definitions:

On-Ramp Gateway: The access point called by the originating DCE that interfaces to the IP network (Abbreviated to G1).

Off-Ramp Gateway:  The IP network access point that calls the Answering DCE (Abbreviated to G2).
	TR-30.1/01-07-052

	5.46
	Open
	For connection scenario 4, should the On-Ramp gateway insert the compression function in the G1 to M1 transmission path and the Off-Ramp gateway insert its compression function in the G2 to M2 transmission path?
	TR-30.1/01-07-052


	5.47
	
Agreed

(10/01)
	that the gateways shall select the connection scenario and thereby configure their compression functionality according to the table below.
Connecting Scenario

Off-Ramp Max Capability

None

Single

Double

On-Ramp Max Capability

None

2A

2A

5

Single

2A

4

4

Double

5

4

TBD

	TR-30.1/01-07-052
PCM01-043

	5.48
	Agreed

(10/01)
	that the terminology “double compression”, “single compression”, and “no compression” needs to be changed.

· see Issues 5.38 through 5.44, and 5.47
	

	5.49
	Agreed

(10/01)
	that, when a modem link has disabled compression, compression across the other links in the connection shall not be forced to be disabled.
	

	5.50
	Open
	Should IP Network only compression be supported?
	PCM01-044

	5.51
	Open
	What V.MoIP parameters need to be negotiated during call setup using the appropriate external signalling mechanisms, e.g. H.245, SDP, etc?
	PCM01-041,

PCM01-050

	5.52
	Open
	To what extent should  mechanisms to optimise the performance of connection scenario 2a be specified?
	PCM01-042,

PCM01-046R1, PCM01-056

	5.53
	Open
	What information exchanges are required after call setup but prior to entering data mode, and when should this information be exchanged?
· see also Issue 7.3
	TR-30.1/01-07-053, TR-30.1/01-07-054,
PCM01-044,

PCM01-050

	5.53.1
	Open
	Should any compression configuration procedures accommodate the restriction of not changing the negotiated compression by end-point modems after the completion of the initial protocol establishment?
	PCM01-044

	5.53.2
	Open
	With the exception of the no-compression configurations, should gateways not perform any gateway-to-gateway negotiation of compression, but rather simply allow the modem-gateway pairs to resolve the issue and to then inform their remote gateways of the result.
	PCM01-044

	5.54
	Open
	When should the call signalling stream be used and when should the media stream be used for information exchanges, and how should their use be negotiated?
	PCM01-058

	5.55
	Open
	How should V.moip support V.92 quick connect and modem-on-hold?
	PCM01-049R1

	
	
	
	

	6.
	
	Relationship to other Recommendations
	

	6.1
	Open
	Which Recommendations should be updated to support V.moip (e.g., H.323 Annex P, H.245, H.248)?
	

	6.2
	Agreed

(11/00)
	that V.moip should be compatible with H.248 Annex F to allow coexistence of text telephony, fax and data.
	PCM01-053

	6.3
	Open
	What is the relationship between T.38 and V.moip?
	TR-30.1/01-03-010R1,

TR-30.1/01-03-018,

TR-30.1/01-03-021

	6.3.1
	Open
	How should T.38 and V.moip interoperate?
	TR-30.1/01-03-021

	6.3.3
	Agreed

(05/01)
	that proposed Amendment 3 to T.38 (TD49 plen, November 2000) is problematic to V.moip
	PCM01-028

	6.4
	Agreed

(04/01)
	that V.moip should have minimal impact on existing call establishment and media gateway controller protocols.
	PCM01-018

	6.5
	Open
	Should Remote Modem Management Information Exchange (RMMIE) be supported for non Type 0 connection scenarios (e.g., passing UI and ACK frames through the gateways)?
	PCM01-025

	6.5.1
	Open
	Should RMMIE be expanded to support multiple hops (e.g., V.moip non Type 0 connection scenarios) ( ability for RMMIE to query any modem in the connection?
	PCM01-025

	6.6
	Open
	Should V.8/V.8 bis be modified to include a new PSTN access octet code point indicating a gateway?
	PCM01-028

	6.7
	Open
	Should a gateway that supports VoIP operation be responsible for cancelling local acoustic echos, or should that be the responsibility of the local terminal?
	

	
	
	
	

	7.
	
	Call Discrimination
	

	7.1
	Open
	What call discrimination procedure should be adopted?
	PCM01-034,

TR-30.1/01-05-037, D.124, D.140,

TR-30.1/01-07-055

	7.2
	Open
	When is the connection scenario negotiated:

· before call setup

· during call establishment

· during call discrimination?
	PCM01-021,

PCM01-028,

PCM01-034,

TR-30.1/01-05-032, TR-30.1/01-05-037, D.124

	7.3
	Open
	Should call discrimination use information extracted from V.8/V.8 bis messages?
· see also Issue 5.53
	PCM01-028,

TR-30.1/01-07-054

	7.3.1
	Open
	Should reception of a V.8 CM message indicating a data modem with modulation mode of V.34 or higher be used to transition out of VBD and into modem relay?
· see also Issue 2.15
	PCM01-039R2,

TR-30.1/01-07-055

	7.4
	Open
	What transitions between FoIP, VBD and modem relay should be supported by V.moip?
	PCM01-038R1

	7.4.1
	Open
	How should the transition between FoIP, VoIP, and MoIP be achieved?

– see also related Issue 6.3
	TR-30.1/01-03-010R1, TR-30.1/01-03-018R1,

TR-30.1/01-03-021,

TR-30.1/01-07-055,

PCM01-038R1, PCM01-039R2

	7.4.1.1
	Open
	Should RTP payload switching (RFC1889) be used to accomplish this?
	TR-30.1/01-03-010R1, TR-30.1/01-03-018R1

	7.5
	Open
	Should modem signals that are used for call discrimination :

· be transferred across the IP network (e.g., G.711 encapsulated), or

· suppressed and regenerated at the remote gateway, or

· suppressed by the local or remote gateway?
	PCM01-028,

PCM01-034

	7.5.1
	Open
	Should an answering gateway detect the presence of a modem signal and prevent the passing through of that signal within TBD ms?
	

	7.5.2
	Open
	Should the answering gateway, as part of its discrimination, verify that the initiating stimuli is not a voice signal withing TBD ms?
	

	7.5.3
	Open
	Should gateways maintain ANS semantic and tone integrity into the IP network as defined in section 2.2 of PCM01-038R1?
	PCM01-038R1

	7.5.4
	Open
	Should the gateways support V.8bis suppression?  Should V.8bis signalling be optionally supported in addition to V.8bis suppression?
	PCM01-038R1

	7.6
	Open
	Should the call discrimination mechanism rely on a stimulus and response, and gateway-to-gateway communication of these signals?
	PCM01-021

	7.6.1
	Open
	Should the gateway-to-gateway communication also include connection scenario proposals and selections, and modes of operation (e.g., Fax vs. Data)?
	PCM01-021

	7.7
	Open
	How should gateways discriminate between fax and data traffic?
	TR-30.1/01-03-021

	7.8
	Open
	How should legacy (pre V.8) automoding procedures be supported in V.moip?
	PCM01-047,

PCM01-060

	
	
	
	

	8.
	
	Draft Specification
	

	8.1
	Agreed

(05/01)
	that X.680 (ASN.1) and X.691 (PER) shall be used for V.moip PDU definitions?
	TR-30.1/01-03-018

	8.1.1
	Agreed

(05/01)
	that V.moip shall not require run time compilation of ASN.1.
	

	8.1.2
	Agreed

(06/01)
	that, in the case of a conflict between ASN.1 and text, ASN.1 will prevail.
	

	8.2
	Agreed
(10/01)

	that PCM01-037 plus the structure of PCM01-052 represents the latest draft for V.moip.

· agreed to include definitions from TR-30.1/01-05-037
	TR-30.1/01-05-033R1, TR-30.1/01-05-037,

D.124,

TR-30.1/01-07-049,

PCM01-037,

PCM01-052

	
	
	
	

	9.
	
	Actions
	

	9.1
	Agreed

(03/01)
	that Q11/16 should send a liaison to ITU-T SG9 and a communication to CableLabs concerning the work on V.MoIP.
	

	9.2
	Agreed

(03/01)
	that Q11/16 should send a communication to IEEE 802 concerning V.MoIP over "wireless local loops"
	

	9.3
	Open
	Should Q11/16 send a communication to IETF concerning updating RFC2833 (new modem signals and "best current practice", i.e., procedures)?
	TR-30.1/01-03-021,

TR-30.1/01-05-032, D.122

	9.4
	Agreed
	to prepare a liaison to ITU-T SG12 at the May 2001 meeting of SG16
	TR-30.1/01-05-040


Connection Scenarios

The following figures show connection scenarios for a PSTN ( IP ( PSTN network architecture. It was agreed (Issue 2.1) that a PSTN ( IP architecture should also be supported. These same figures can be applied to this architecture by simply removing one of the PSTN links and terminating all signals/protocols at the gateway that the PSTN link was attached to.
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Connection Scenario Type 0

0a – unreliable data

0b – unreliable data with redundancy
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Connection Scenario Type 1

Note:
1a – unreliable data

1b – reliable transport

1c – unreliable data with redundancy
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Connection Scenario Type 2a
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Connection Scenarion Types 2b and 2c

Note:
2b – unreliable data

2c – reliable transport
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Connection Type 3

Note:
3a – unreliable data

3b – reliable transport without data compression

3c – reliable transport with data compression
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Connection Type 4


[image: image7.wmf]M

o

d

u

l

a

t

i

o

n

M

o

d

u

l

a

t

i

o

n

H

D

L

C

H

D

L

C

A

R

Q

A

R

Q

D

a

t

a

 

C

o

m

p

r

e

s

s

i

o

n

 

(

1

)

D

a

t

a

 

C

o

m

p

r

e

s

s

i

o

n

 

(

2

)

P

S

T

N

P

S

T

N

P

a

c

k

e

t

 

N

e

t

w

o

r

k

R

e

l

i

a

b

l

e

 

T

r

a

n

s

p

o

r

t


Connection Type 5

Preliminary Scenario Comparison Scores:
0 = N/A, 1 = bad, 5 = good

	
	Criteria
	
	
	
	Scenario Type
	
	
	
	

	
	
	0a
	0b
	1a
	1b
	1c
	2a
	2b
	2c
	3a
	3b
	3c

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	reliable end-to-end error control negotiation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	reliable end-to-end data compression negotiation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	support of different protocols at each end
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	memory requirements
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	CPU load (beyond minimum requirements)
	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	robustness with respect to IP impairments (latency, jitter, packet loss) ( retrains, dropouts, failure to connect, etc.
	1
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	performance (e.g., throughput)
	
	
	21
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	bandwidth efficiency
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	dynamic bandwidth allocation (e.g., RSVP)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	protocol complexity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	legacy modem support
	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	support of non error control modes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	overall system latency (includes IP network, protocol latency, flow control buffering)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	dependence on higher layer error control protocol
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	need to go beyond existing IP protocols
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	requires end-to-end coupling (synchronization of modem operating procedures: startup, retrain, etc)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


1 without selective reject

* 	Les Brown				Cell:	+1 714 915 8787


	Conexant Systems			Email:	Les.Brown@mindspeed.com
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