[image: image1.jpg]"sOMaQa

Open Mobile Alliance



Doc# OMA-PoC-2004-0425-CP-Comparison of 421 and 418 solutions 
Submitted to POC WG
Submission date: 13th July 2004
Doc# OMA-PoC-2004-0425-CP-Comparison of 421 and 418 solutions 
Submitted to POC WG
Submission date: 13th July 2004

Input Contribution

	Title:
	Comparison of the session flows for the unconfirmed indication using on-demand session in contributions 0421 and 0418, Stage 3
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	To:
	PoC WG

	Source:
	Ilkka Westman, NOKIA

+ 358 40 7618290

ilkka.westman@nokia.com

	Attachments:
	n/a
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Replaces:
	n/a


1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution tries to compare the solutions presented in the contributions 0421 and 0418 as solutions to the auto-answer on-demand case. 

2 Summary of Contribution

The contribution contains step by step comparison of the two proposals in case SBLP is applied and in case SBLP is not applied.

3 Detailed Proposal

See the text below:

4 Intellectual Property Rights Considerations

None known.

5 Recommendation

It is proposed to discuss about the presented comparison to make the decision what flow to use in PoC.

Global view:

· The main idea of Nokia's both compromise proposals (421, and 396 with 200OK active sent from PoC server A to PoC Client A) is to find flows that can be used independently whether the SBLP is applied or not. We do not see any benefit to go forward with a flow that cannot be applied also in case SBLP is applied. The contributions 421 and 396 both are flows where SBLP can easily be included. According to the SBLP the media authorization token has to be carried in a reliable way, so we need 183 and PRACK in UNI interface (as proposed in contribution 421) or alternatively 200 OK and UPDATE (as proposed in contribution 396).
 

Comparison of the solutions in the contributions 421 and 418:
 UNI interface (terminal ---- network interface) (see fig 1 in 421 and 418):
1. When the first reliable response arrives from the PoC server A to the PoC Client A:

· In the first reliable response the PoC Client receives the media authorization token needed to establish/modify PDP context when SBLP is applied.

1a. If SBLP is not applied:

· Doesn’t matter.

· ==> Conclusion: No difference.
1b. If SBLP is applied:

· In 418 the first reliable response received on the PoC Client A is 200 OK (step 6), which the PoC server A&X cannot sent before the 183 from the PoC server B has arrived.

· In 421 the first reliable response (183 in step 7) is returned from the PoC server A immediately after it has sent 100 Trying in step 4.
· ==> Conclusion: In 421 the first reliable response arrives to PoC Client A faster and thus the PoC Client A can start to establish/modify the PDP context quicker when SBLP is applied. And consequently the PoC Client A can start to talk quicker when SBLP is applied.

 

2. What triggers the sending of Talk Burst Granted to PoC Client A

2a. If PoC server A can/is willing to store talk bursts:

· In both 418 and 421 the response 183 from NNI is the trigger.

· ==> Conclusion: No difference.
2b. If PoC server A cannot/is not willing to store talk bursts:

· In 421 the first 200 OK final response is the trigger.

· Evidently the similar solution is applicable in 418 too.

· ==> Conclusion: No difference.
3. When the Talk Burst Granted can be sent from the PoC server A&X to the PoC Client A:

3a. If SBLP is not applied:

· When the first 183 provisional response arrives to PoC server A&X, it triggers the PoC server A&X to send Talk Burst Granted to the PoC Client A.

· Note that in 421 the step 5 and 6 may be parallel. In 421 after the steps 5 and 6 the PoC server A&X waits the PARCK (step 9) from the PoC Client A and at the same time it waits the first 183 provisional response (step 12) from the PoC server B. So these are overlapping. Because we have radio interface and compression/decompression in the UNI round trip, it is probable that the signal 12 arrives before the signal 9 to the PoC server A&X provided that all the URIs host domain names needed to route the initial request are cached in the DNS servers along the path of the initial request in the NNI round trip. Normally this is not the case because here an initial INVITE is sent. Thus host domain names are not cached, and the UNI round trip is probably faster. When the PRACK is received (step 9) the PoC server A&X sends 200 OK to acknowledge it (in step 10) and immediately the Talk Burst Granted in step A if it already has received the first 183 provisional response from NNI (step 12).

· ==> Conclusion: 421 is probably faster than 418 when SBLP is not applied and the host domain names are not in the caches of DNS servers.

· ==> Conclusion: 418 is probably faster than 421 when SBLP is not applied and the host domain names are in the caches of DNS servers.

3b If SBLP is applied:

· The latter of the following two triggers the PoC server A&X to send Talk Burst Granted to the PoC Client A:

· The first 183 provisional response from NNI

· UPDATE from the PoC Client A to the PoC server A&X to indicate that the PoC Client has established/modified the PDP context and is ready to send/receive media (done like in 224R02)
· In 421 the PRACK makes 183 reliable while in 418 the 183 response is not sent reliably.

· In 421 the PoC Client A can start to establish/modify PDP context immediately it has received the signal 7 while in 418 it has to wait until it has received the signal 6. (See details in the bullet point 1 above).

· ==> Conclusion: 421 is SBLP compliant while 418 is not.

· ==> Conclusion: 421 is certainly faster when SBLP is applied.

 

4. When the indication that the first PoC Client B has answered arrives to the PoC Client A:
· In 421 PoC server A&X sends it immediately after it receives the first 200 OK final response.

· In 418 it never arrives.

· ==> Conclusion: 421 gives more information to PoC user A

 

===> Overall conclusion of UNI: 421 solution is SBLP compliant, gives more information to PoC user A and is faster when SBLP is applied and is probably faster even if SBLP is not applied.

 

 NNI (network --- network interface) (see fig 2 in 421 and 418:

 5. When the indication to start to talk is sent to PoC server A&X:

· In both 421 and 418 the indication to start talking (from the PoC server B to the PoC server A&X) is sent in one round trip (INVITE and 183).
· ==> Conclusion: No difference.

 

6. When the first 200 OK final response arrives to the PoC server A&X:

· In 421 the PRACK makes 183 reliable while in 418 the 183 response is not sent reliably.

· Note that in 421 step 9 and 19 may be parallel or signal 19 is sent right after the signal 9. After sending these the PoC server B waits the PARCK (step 15) from PoC server A&X at the same time as it waits the 200 OK (step 24) from the PoC Client B. So these are overlapping. Because we have radio interface and compression/decompression in the UNI round trip, it is very probable that the signal 15 arrives before the signal 24 to the PoC server B. Note: Here the host domain names needed during NNI round trip are most probably already cached in the DNS servers or IP addresses are used. When the PRACK is received (step 15) the PoC server B sends 200 OK to acknowledge it (in step 16) and immediately the 200 OK for INVITE in step 25 if it already has received the 200 OK (step 24) from the PoC Client B.

· The point is: The NNI round trip (183 and PRACK) from PoC server B to PoC server A&X (steps 9-11 and 13-15) is most probably faster than the UNI round trip (INVITE and 200 OK) from the PoC server B to PoC Client B (19-22 and 23-24). In case the SBLP is applied NNI round trip is certainly faster.

· ==> Conclusion: No difference between 421 and 418 concerning when the first 200 OK final response arrives to the PoC server A&X.

 

7. When the indication that the PoC user B has answered is carried to PoC server A&X:

· In both 421 and 418 the indication is carried similarly in 200 OK response that is acknowledged with ACK.

· ==> Conclusion: No difference.
 

===> Overall conclusion of NNI: No difference.

 

UNI+NNI comparison overall conclusion: 

===> 421 solution is SBLP compliant, gives more information to PoC user A and is faster when SBLP is applied and is probably faster even if SBLP is not applied.
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