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1 Question 2 Meeting Report (MM over Packet Networks using H.323 Systems)

1.1 Objectives

Progress work in these areas:

· Annex Gv2/H.225.0

· H.323 Annex N (QoS)

· H.323 Annex O (I-net protocols)

· H.323 Annex P “Modem Relay”

· H.460.1 (GEF Framework)

· H.460.3 (Presence)

· H.460.4 (Service Class Designations)

· H.225.0v5

· H.323v5

Discuss miscellaneous topic:

· MCU Decomposition

· Extended Fast Connect

1.2 Coordination

AVD-2157 – Liaison from ECMA: Two new standards for interworking between H.323 and QSIG [ECMA TC32-TG17]

Section 7 of 2001tg17-088 says “The gateway shall be able to interoperate with other H.323 entities that comply with H.323 version 2 or later in accordance with the provisions of H.323 version 4.”  This caused some confusion, as we were not sure whether version 2 or version 4 is required for interoperability.

We will draft a liaison to ECMA suggesting that they may want to clarify that sentence.  See TD-29.

TD-29 – Comments on “Corporate Telecommunication Networks - Signalling Interworking between QSIG and H.323 - Basic Services”

It was agreed that we will send this liaison.

1.3 H.323-Series Implementers Guide

AVD-2104c – Corrections to the H.323 URL Syntax [Cisco]

It was agreed to add these corrections to the H.323-Series Implementers Guide.

AVD-2134 – UDP port number assignment in the H.323 system [Waseda University] and
AVD-2156 – Pairing of the "corresponding" RTP channels [Waseda University]

The proposal was that the master endpoint shall assign sessionID values in the order in which OLCs were received.  However, some expressed concern, saying that the order should be arbitrary—does the order in which channels are opened matter?  Perhaps the real problem is how to associate two unidirectional channels?  Do we need some means of describing the sessions?  Is there even a need to pair two unidirectional sessions?  The only advantage might be to save on the number of ports that are used, though there might be a need to know what kind of information is in the streams and to pair like streams.

Several temporary documents were generated to further attempt to resolve the issues raised here and are discussed below.

TD-24 – Case study for multiple audio terminals

This document was presented and the author suggested that TD-26 might be one solution to the issues presented.  It was suggested that the “communicationModeCommand” might solve these issues, as well.

Unfortunately, we do not have an immediate solution to the problem of associating media streams as described in AVD-2156 and TD-24.  Further contributions on this topic are solicited.

TD-20 – Multiplexing of RTP/RTCP streams

It was felt that this contribution might be quite useful, but people felt that they needed time to review the document before agreeing to add this to H.323 and H.245.

Questions were raised about whether sending both audio and video to the same RTP port were in line with the design of RTP. However, others argued that the benefits were pretty clear, regardless of whether it is strictly in line with the spirit of RTP.

Questions were raised related to QoS measurements when the RTP traffic is all being multiplexed to the same port.  Monitoring traffic might yield invalid statistics.

The author was asked to continue the work and bring a contribution to the next SG-16 meeting.

TD-26 – Adding description to the H.245 channels

There is a problem with this proposal in the case where you may have a sender with two cameras and the ability to send H.261 and H.263 (say, “description = main video”) from one camera and only H.261 (say, “description = document”) from the second camera.  Since the descriptions are defined such that the descriptions are not associated with a specific codec, the user may request to receive “document” video via H.263.

For the “GenericCapability”, it was suggested putting the description inside the “CapabilityIdentifier”.

It was suggested that we try to resolve these problems, but do it in such a way that we can use generic parameters.

The author was requested to continue work on this document and bring a contribution to the next SG-16 meeting.

AVD-2140v2 – Additions to H.450.6 to allow for Gatekeepers/Proxies to fully implement H.450.6 [Philips]

The editor of H.450.6 acknowledged that the contribution raises a point that is not clear, but also expressed some concerns with the proposal to correct the problem.  Most seriously, he felt that the addition of the new ASN.1 would break backward compatibility with existing implementations.  He said there were a number of ways the problem might be solved, but we should try to find a solution that preserves backward compatibility.

Contributions on how to resolve this issue are solicited for the SG16 meeting in February 2002.

AVD-2143 – H.323 Ver4 editorial error [NEC]

This was accepted for the Implementers Guide.

AVD-2166 – Inconsistency between implementer's guide and H.225.0 on IE Redirecting number [France Telecom]

As rightfully pointed out in the contribution, the text in the H.323-Series Implementers Guide is flawed due to the introduction of two Redirecting number IE elements within the H.225.0 call signaling message.  TD-36 was generated as a proposal to solving this issue.

TD-36 – H.225.0 transport of multiple Q.931 IE of the same type

We need to clarify some text in H.225.0.  For example, some text in H.225.0 says that Gateways should be able to pass on IEs received from Q.931.  Q.931 allows multiple IEs for certain types, but H.225.0 specifies that multiple IEs of the same type are not allowed.  Contributions are solicited to clarify inconsistencies in H.225.0.

It was also mentioned that there is a field in H.225.0v4 for carrying additional calling party numbers.  This proposal would allow for two ways of carrying that information.  The Rapporteur proposed that, if we adopt the method in this TD, that we deprecate the field in H.225.0v4.

It was agreed that, in addition to clarifying H.225.0, we should move forward with this Recommendation.

1.4 H.225.0 Annex Gv2

AVD-2113 – Extended H.235 error codes [Siemens]

A few minor errors were found in the contribution. This document was updated as TD-27.  TD-27 was accepted for Annex Gv2.

AVD-2147 – H.225.0 AnnexG: Number Portability Information Signalling between Administration Domains [Cisco]

Approved for Annex Gv2.

AVD-2148 – H.225.0 AnnexG: Additional Reject Reasons Related to Service Relationships [Cisco]

Approved for Annex Gv2.

AVD-2149 – H.225.0 AnnexG: AnnexG Capability Advertizing for AccessRequest Messages [Cisco]

There needs to be an extension marker added to the “OptionalProcedure” sequence.  Better, if there are only a few capabilities, we should consider collapsing them into the AccessRequest message itself.  The name “OptionalProcedure” should probably be more descriptive in purpose if we choose to keep the structure.  This was approved for inclusion, but should be reviewed in the version 2 draft at the next meeting.

AVD-2150 – H.225.0 AnnexG: Additional Reject Reasons Related to Usage Reporting [Cisco]

This was approved for Annex Gv2.

1.5 H.323 Annex N

No Contributions.

1.6 H.323 Annex O

AVD-2118 – Draft H.323 Annex O [Editor]

It was suggested that table on Page 8 may be missing some fields.  The editor took notes of the proposed missing fields and will add those to the next draft.

It was suggested and agreed that we put the entire H.323 URL into Annex O and remove it from H.323v5.

There were some concerns expressed over the wording of the Scope section, as it was felt that it suggested that H.323 could not be used on the Internet.

The Appendixes should be referred to as “Informational Notes” or similar to indicate that they are for information.

1.7 H.323 Annex P

Q.2 met jointly with Q.3 and Q.11 to discuss Modem over IP matters on Tuesday and Thursday.  Question 11 indicated that they will provide to Q.2 all of the information necessary for us to signal to the remote entity such that we can properly negotiate the opening of a MoIP channel or switch from an audio channel to a MoIP channel.  This should be done over the next few months.  We hope to have a draft of Annex P by the end of the SG-16 meeting in February 2002 that will be ready for Consent in October 2002.

1.8 H.460.1

AVD-2101 – Draft H.460.1 [Tech-Know-Ware]

This document was briefly presented.  The experts were urged to review the document and to provide the editor with any comments.  It was suggested that the value used for the capabilities/feature should be associated with the H.460.x document, where “x” would be an integer value for the “Feature identifier value” of the “Feature identifier type” of “standard”. This should be stated in H.460.1.  Of course, this does not preclude the use of other “Feature identifier types” for things defined outside of the H.460.x or things that are below the “base” value of the feature/capability.

The usage of GEF has two parts: 1) Feature Negotiation and 2) Usage of GEF in signaling.  If was felt that further description was needed on signaling usage.  For example, the user might send a RAS message with GEF data and if a reply is expected, it is assumed that the reply would arrive via RAS and not the H.225.0 Call Signaling channel.  Guidelines on such usage should be included in the Recommendation.

For section 6.2, the question was asked whether XML would be appropriate for the Raw Method.  Perhaps the Editor might consider adding XML explicitly.

The intent is to put this document forward for Consent at the ITU SG-16 meeting in February 2002.

1.9 H.460.3

AVD-2109 – H.GEF.3 (Presence in H.323 Systems) [RADVision]

This was an initial draft for H.460.3.  There were concerns raised over the need to specify requirements before we produce a Recommendation.  The Rapporteur noted that Question 5 is looking at requirements produced by 3GPP and that may have influence on the work done within Question 2.  Do we need a specific H.323 presence protocol or just use something that is common to other protocols?  It was noted that there is no common end-to-end presence protocol today.  This proposal tries to solve this problem for H.323 networks in such a way that a presence server in the network might later interface with other presence systems.

It was noted that AVD-2161 contains the Scope and Terms of Reference for supporting presence and instant messaging within mobile H.323 networks for Question 5.

AVD-2159 – Presence Services requirements (Stage1) from 3GPP SA1 group [Intel]

This document was presented for information.  It was hoped that these requirements might help guide us in developing requirements and protocols.

AVD-2162 – XML based protocol for Mobile Presence and Instant Messaging recommendation H.MMS.3

It was said that we need to discuss requirements and architecture before discussing how we move forward with a protocol.

AVD-2163 – Inter-working function between existing Presence and IM systems (e.g., AOL, MSN etc.) and Mobile Presence and IM systems based on XML based protocols [Jabber, Intel]

This was contributed for discussion.  It showed an architecture that is based on XML, but the feeling was that we should not specify XMPP, XML, or other technologies at this stage.  Rather, we should focus on describing generic elements and figure out what technologies will be employed as we progress the work.

Looking at the diagram in this document, it was pointed out that H.323 Gatekeepers could exist within the CCM or elsewhere.  Where do the H.323 entities reside?

A Terms of Reference for presence and instant messaging will be developed jointly with Q.2, Q.5, and Q.G.  The Terms of Reference appears in TD-34.  Refer to the Q.5 meeting report for a discussion of TD-34.

1.10 H.460.4

AVD-2106c – Concepts of Emergency Communications Service [NCS]

This document was provided for information to our meeting.  It outlines the requirements for providing Emergency Telecommunications Services (ETS).  It is recommended to each Question that we should consider emergency services as work progresses.

The author of the document hopes that this document will be published as an Information RFC in the IETF.  It has also been submitted to ITU-T Q.1/13 for potential publication as a Recommendation.  SG-13 has now produced draft Recommendation Y.roec on emergency communications, which was provided as TD-48 for information at this meeting.

Refer to the Question F/16 and Question 5/16 meeting reports for further information.

AVD-2136 – H.GEF.4 Service Class designations for H.323 Calls [Delta]

It was noted that in the H.priority (TD-30) document under development by Question F, there are five priority classes: it appears that “best effort” is missing from this contribution.

We should consider what happens if the Gatekeeper is heavily loaded and the ARQ for a high-priority call cannot get through.

It is intended that we will review this document again at the next meeting.  It is felt that the document is sufficiently mature, but we may not want to put it forward for consent until we also mature H.priority and H.mmclass (TD-30 and TD-31 at this meeting, respectively, under development by Question F), to ensure that there are no discrepancies.

1.11 H.225.0v5

AVD-2103 – Circuit Information Signalling for Alternate Endpoints [Cisco]

Approved for H.225.0v5.

AVD-2113 – Extended H.235 error codes [Siemens]

A few minor errors were found in the contribution. This document was updated as TD-27.  TD-27 was accepted for H.225.0v5.

AVD-2158 – CallIdentifier in the LRQ Message [Cisco, Avaya]

It was felt that there was no need to make this addition, as clear tokens could serve in the scenarios described in this contribution.  This contribution was not accepted toward H.225.0v5.

1.12 H.323v5

AVD-2167 – Proposal to Add Media Forking to H.323 [Cisco]

It was felt by some that this was a specialized case of a conference.  Is there anything to prevent any participant in a multipoint conference from arbitrarily closing a forked stream?  Why doesn’t the called party simply copy the media streams, rather than introduce complex signaling?  How do you support multipoint calls, rather than just point-to-point calls?  We need to consider all of the topologies under H.323. This contribution was not accepted toward H.323v5.

AVD-2168 – Directory Gatekeeper Concept [Cisco]

It was felt like this was not needed, as the architecture described mimics Annex G/H.225.0. This contribution was not accepted toward H.323v5.

1.13 Miscellaneous

AVD-2102 – MCU Decomposition [Polycom]

Refer to the Q.3 meeting report.

AVD-2146 – Extended Fast Connect Feature – H.GEF.x [Avaya]

There were concerns that this proposal will complicate the call signaling, as we already have Fast Connect and H.245 procedures that perform the desired functionality.  While there was agreement that the procedures might be efficient, it was felt that it might complicate matters further.

TD-37 – Extended Fast Connect Feature – H.GEF.x

The Rapporteur suggested that one issue that should be considered is how to switch a fast connect initiated call to a 3rd party before the called party answers and doing so in such a way that the Gatekeeper does not have to maintain any state about open channels.

This document will be further developed and brought to the next meeting as a proposed Recommendation H.460.6.

AVD-2153 – Wideband audio work in TIA TR-41 for VoIP [PictureTel]

Refer to the meeting report for Q.3.

1.14 Documents Status

	Recommendation
	Approval
	Editor

	H.323-Series Implementers Guide
	02-2002
	V. Bhargava (Cisco)

	H.460.1 (GEF Usage and Specification)
	02-2002
	P. Cordell

	H.225.0 Annex Gv2

(Inter-domain)
	10-2002
	M. Gleason (Cisco)

	H.460.3 (Presence)
	10-2002
	M. Paul (Trillium), S. Ruditsky (RADVision)

	H.460.4 (Service Class Designations)
	10-2002
	G. Thom (Delta)

	H.460.5 (Multiple Q.931 IEs)
	10-2002
	S. Ruditsky (RADVision)

	H.460.6 (Extended Fast Connect)
	10-2002
	B. Gilman (Avaya)

	H.323 Annex I (Packet based MM Telephony over Error Prone Channels)
	10-2002
	A. Li (Samsung)

	H.323 Annex N (QoS)
	10-2002
	M. Buckley (Lucent)

	H.323 Annex O (Internet protocols and Technologies complementary to H.323)
	10-2002
	O. Levin (RADVision)

	H.323 Annex P (Modem Relay)
	10-2002
	???

	H.225.0v5
	2003
	V. Bhargava (Cisco)

	H.323v5
	2003
	R. Even (Accord)


1.15 Future Meetings

	Questions
	Date
	Place
	Host
	Objectives

	SG 16 Meeting
	4 – 15 February 2002
	Geneva
	ITU
	Progress work for:

Annex Gv2/H.225.0

H.323 Annex N (QoS)

H.323 Annex O (I-net protocols)

H.323 Annex P “Modem Relay”

H.460.1 (GEF Framework)

H.460.3 (Presence)

H.460.4 (Service Class Designations)

H.460.5 (Multiple Q.931 IEs)

H.460.6 (Extended Fast Connect)

H.460.4 (Emergency Services)

H.225.0v5

H.323v5


1.16 Liaison Statements

	Input Liaison
	Input Entity
	Output Liaison
	Output Entity
	Topic
	Expecting Reply?

	AVD-2157
	ECMA TC32-TG17
	TD-29
	ECMA TC32-TG17
	Comments on “Corporate Telecommunication Networks - Signalling Interworking between QSIG and H.323 - Basic Services”

[P Jones]
	No


___________________
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