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Introduction

This document represents the results of a set of informal conference calls on VCC stage 3. The calls do not constitute 3GPP CT1 meetings, nor do the discussions mandate subsequent discussion within 3GPP CT1. The results of those discussions are various contributions from 3GPP member organisations which can be fully discussed and agreed, revised or rejected. 

This notes are presented for information so that decisions on various issues are readily apparent, and as such may avoid (because the answers are here) or shorten some discussion in the 3GPP CT1 meeting itself.

Conference call held on 26th September 2006

Participation:

	Name
	Organisation

	Keith Drage
	Lucent Technologies

	Chen-Ho Chin
	Samsung

	Milan Patel
	Nortel

	Roozbeh Atarius
	Qualcomm

	Peter Leis
	Siemens

	Alf Heidermark
	Ericsson

	Val Oprescu
	Motorola

	Kyungae Yoon
	LG

	Georg Mayer
	Nokia

	Robert Zaus
	Siemens

	Apostolis Salkinzis
	Motorola


Discussion:

Milan Patel (Nortel) presented 24206-add-SRI.doc "CR: Addition of Send Routing Information message to termination flow in A.5.4". Discussion of the document was as follows:
1. Keith asked how many flows were impacted by this change. The answer was that within the existing document 24.206, only this flow is impacted. The Huawai flows that were not accepted at the last meeting would be impacted. Milan agreed to double check if other flows were impacted.

2. Chen pointed out that in this example, the GMSC goes direct to the gsmSCF, with this preconfigured in the GMSC. In the annex showing this in the stage 2, this is shown as option. Robert identified that what was shown in the contribution was normal CAMEL handling. It was clarified that the option referred to in the stage 2 is referring to direct ISUP crcuits.

3. Keith asked if any of the introduction text to the signalling flows was impacted, or if changes were also required to subclause 4.2 of 24.206 as a result of this flow. Milan to look and see if more text in the main body of 24.206 is needed as a result of this contribution.

4. The HLR "provides" the T-CSI to the GMSC rather than the GMSC "retrieves" it. In response to a question, it was identified that the T-CSI is embedded in the CAMEL/MAP procedures.

5. The service key indicates VCC specific service logic. If there is a combination of different CAMEL services on the same point, then may need a different service key for VCC by itself, versus VCC combined with another service, and so on. The HLR knows nothing specifically about VCC, only that this user has this particular service key.

6. Once the document had been revised, it was suggested that it would benefit from further discussion on the list.

Keith Drage (Lucent Technologies) presented C1-06eeee-24206-scope.doc "CR to 24.206: Closure of open issues on scope clause". Discussion of the document was as follows:

1. An offline comment was received from Adrian Buckley as follows: 06eeee - I'm ok with your deletion but not the insertion. Why don't we just keep the text simple and not put in a negative statement in the scope.
2. The one remaining open issue concerns whether extensions are required to SIP or not, and whether these need to be reflected in the scope. This issue needs initially to be solved by SA2 (as regards deciding if there are additional information transfer requirements), who are meeting the week before CT1. Lucent will probably contribute, but are willing to postpone document if SA2 have not resolved the issue.
Keith Drage (Lucent Technologies) presented C1-06ffff-24206-cl4.doc "CR to 24.206: Closure of clause 4 editor's notes". Discussion of the document was as follows:

1. Offline comments were received from Adrian Buckley as follows: 06ffff - Changes to 4.3.  I cannot accept this change, if you look at the cover sheet for stage 2 TS you will see that VDN is still an outstanding issue.  I have also presented a use case for dynamic VDN that clearly demonstrates the need for them.  The solutions presented may not be acceptable but I did speak with Bob from your company about a way forward.  Therefore the editors note is still correct and the addition is not. As for the green text, what does it mean?
2. For issue 1 (Editor's note: There are other configuration options for terminating procedures that are not covered by the above text.), it was noted that Annex A in the stage 2 mentions these other possibilities.
3. For issue 2, we need information from SA2 as to whether this is intended to be static (i.e. not change for every call) or dynamic (possibly change on a per-call basis). This issue needs initially to be solved by SA2 (as regards deciding if there are additional information transfer requirements), who are meeting the week before CT1. Lucent will probably contribute, but are willing to postpone document if SA2 have not resolved the issue. If it is configured, then DM is probably the way to go, but then we will need a decision on the best place to document this.
Keith Drage (Lucent Technologies) presented C1-06gggg-24206-cl5.doc "CR to 24.206: Closure of clause 5 editor's notes". Discussion of the document was as follows:

1. Offline comments were received from Adrian Buckley as follows: 06gggg - This is an interesting point that you raise.  For people like us who have been involved in the work I think the conclusion is acceptable. However, I would say that to make the reading of specifications clear to the new reader that stage 2 and 3 should be aligned.
2. On the call there was no objection to performing 2). Keith will expand the contribution for the next call.
Keith Drage (Lucent Technologies) presented C1-06hhhh2-24206-reg.doc "CR to 24.206: Proposed text for clause 6". Discussion of the document was as follows:

1. Rather than present a list, it was suggested that rather than present a list, a reference to 24.229 and 29.328/9 would be sufficient.

2. Rouzbeh raised discussion of the CSID and asked if it was useful for VCC. Siemens and Nokia were not keen to include.

3. In the proposed subclause 6.3, Peter was not keen on "shall store". He preferred a wording "The VCC application can obtain information from …"

4. A possible rewording of proposed subclause 6.1 would be: "Depending on the information needed by the VCC application, the following options, individually or in combination …

5. For the information provided, it was suggested to reference the stage 2.

6. In 23.206, subclause 4.3 it was asked how to implement the first requirement " The state of the UE in the circuit switched domain. This state information shall include: Detached, Attached" Robert indicated that if implicit detach exists, then this information may only be known by the VLR until another call comes in in the CS domain. Ericsson indicated that it might be possible to transport this information using CAMEL.

Keith Drage (Lucent Technologies) presented C1-06mmmm2-24206-check.doc " CR to 24.206: Decision text for anchoring and domain transfer". Discussion of the document was as follows:
1. On section 3 of the contribution, it was indicated that this would be better expressed as a single UE, rather than a single user.

2. On section 4, it was commented that the presence of a supplementary service on one call does not preclude the use of VCC on another call.

3. On section 6, it was suggested that the third bullet of the stage 2 was not particularly clear. We need to make clear that it is an anchoring problem rather than a domain transfer problem.

There was then a general discussion of the order of execution of application servers. It was agreed that 7.4.2 and 8.4.4 were not the right place to put text relating to this, despite that is where the editor's notes currently are. It was suggested that one solution might be an informative annex of an example of filter criteria (however we need to check the stage 2 requirements to see if this works). Chen indicated that he may look at addressing this.

Conference call held on 10th October 2006

Participation:

	Name
	Organisation

	Keith Drage
	Lucent Technologies

	Chen-Ho Chin
	Samsung

	Milan Patel
	Nortel

	Roozbeh Atarius
	Qualcomm

	Peter Leis
	Siemens

	Alf Heidermark
	Ericsson

	Georg Mayer
	Nokia

	Yannick Lair
	NEC


Discussion:

Chen-Ho presented C1-06cccc Informative example of an iFC 061009.doc: "Example of user profile iFCs of a VCC subscriber in the S-CSCF". Discussion was as follows:

1. Agreed that it was desirable to only show one example rather than many, but do need to show multiple services operating, ideally with services that need to be visited before VCC and ones that need to be visited after VCC. Therefore need to show a TIP/TIR AS or a diversion AS, or whatever, rather than a combined TAS. People were also not keen on using the name TAS.

2. It was noted that the example only showed the INVITE request. Many supplementary services work on all initial and standalone requests (e.g. TIP/TIR) and REGISTER requests are a special case. Agreed that this was a complexity not needed for the example, but would need to make clear in text that the example shown was only a portion for exaplanation and not the full iFC.

There was then a discussion of the remaining editor's notes in the main body of 3GPP TS 24.206. Discussion was as follows:
1. Subclause 3.1: "Editor's note: It needs to be investigated whether the base reference for the above definitions should be 3GPP TS 23.206 or some other specification owned by CT4." It was agreed that the appropriate place for this was in 23.003. Keith indicated that there could be a Lucent contribution that does this.

2. Subclause 7.4.2: "Editor’s note: The call anchoring and domain selection should be performed after all terminating services have been executed and thus the VCC application is invoked again as the last AS in the terminating iFC. Text is required to specify this in order to complete call termination procedures for VCC application." It was proposed that this editor's note should be turned into a note referencing the new informative annex. Georg offered to write a contribution on this.

3. Subclause 7.4.2, item 4): "4) if the session is subject to anchoring, leave the Request-URI unchanged between the incoming SIP INVITE request and the outgoing SIP INVITE request;" it was suggested that we need to specify more that this. Resolution left open.
4. Subclause 7.4.2, 3rd editor's note: "Editor's note: Need to specify the impact on offer/answer exchanges." Proposal was to delete as this was not an anchoring issue. Georg offered to do this.

5. Subclause 7.4.3, 2nd editor's note: "Editor's note: Do we need additional text on how IMRNs are allocated, or do we leave this entirely proprietary, with the constraint already specified in clause 4. Propose to leave as above and provide no other specification.". Proposal was just to delete. Keith to do.

6. Subclause 7.4.3, Peter indicated that he had an editorial issue with item 3 and would be proposing a contribution on rewording.

7. Subclause 7.4.3, item 4) b). Peter indicated that Siemens were working on a contribution on service key, in relation to services in addition to VCC, and this would deal with the xxxx.

8. Subclause 7.4.4, 1st editor's note: "Editor's note: Other actions are required to be specified, since the VCC AS works as an initiating B2BUA." Georg agreed to make a proposal to delete, but would check 24.229 procedures to see if other text was needed.

9. Subclause 7.4.4, 2nd editor's note: "Editor's note: The value of the P-Asserted-Identity header needs to be specified." Alf will produce a contribution on this. It is included but we need to agree text that specifies where it is taken from. 

10. Subclause 7.4.4, 3rd editor's note: "Editor's note: Need to specify any impact on offer/answer exchanges.". Proposal was to delete as this was not an anchoring issue. Georg offered to do this.

11. Subclause 8.3, editor' note. "Editor's note: At least one termination option (see subclause A.5.5) relies on MAP procedures at the terminating exchange. Does this imply that we need to specify HSS procedures for this option." Milan indicated that he was drafting a contribution in this area, and would delete it as part of that contribution. It was no longer required.

12. Subclause 8.4.2, 2nd editor's note: " Editor's note: It needs to be clarified how many of the above failure options are required.". Georg would make a proposal to delete, it was now obsolete as the implicated text had disappeared.
13. Subclause 8.4.3, 2nd editor's note: "Editor's note: Do we need additional text on how IMRNs are allocated, or do we leave this entirely proprietary, with the constraint already specified in clause 4. Propose to leave as above and provide no other specification." Proposal was just to delete. Keith to do.

14. Subclause 8.4.3, Peter indicated that he had an editorial issue with item 3 and would be proposing a contribution on rewording, and that he would also deal with the xxxx text.

15. Subclause 8.4.4, 1st and 2nd editor's notes: "Editor’s note: The call anchoring and domain selection should be performed after all terminating services have been executed and thus the VCC application is invoked again as the last AS in the terminating iFC. Text is required to specify this in order to complete call termination procedures for VCC application." and "Editor's note: Need to specify any impact on offer/answer exchanges.". Georg took the action to deal with both these notes in alignment with comments on previous clauses.

16. Subclause 9.2, 1st editor's note: " Editor's note: Do we need to specify that the ongoing call must be in the active state, i.e. that the CONNECT message has been sent? Working assumption should be that it has." It was agreed that this should only occur in the active state. Keith took an action to draft text on this.

17. Subclause 9.2, 2nd editor's note: "Editor's note: It needs to be discussed how the received domain transfer request is correlated to any particular anchored call." This note appears to be in the wrong place. It is needed to indicate that a held call will be lost. Milan will draft a contribution to deal with this and the editor's note.

18. Subclause 9.2, item 4: 4) [need to ensure suitable SDP contents]. Georg undertook to draft a contribution indicating that it would be a call with audio only.

19. Subclause 9.3.2, item 3: 2)
[change B2BUA characteristics – specify how much?]. Georg undertook to investigate this and make a text proposal.

20. Subclause 9.3.2, it was identified that text was needed here about call hold. Keith undertook to draft text.

21. Subclause 10.2, 1st editors note: "Editor's note: Do we need to specify that the ongoing call must be in the active state, i.e. that the 2xx response to the INVITE request has been sent? Working assumption should be that it has." Keith undertook to draft, based on previous discussion.

22. Subclause 10.2, 2nd item: "2)
[need to ensure suitable bearer characteristics]". Keith undertook to draft some text for this.

23. Subclause 10.4.2, 2nd editor's note: " Editor's note: Do we need additional text on how IMRNs are allocated, or do we leave this entirely proprietary, with the constraint already specified in clause 4. Propose to leave as above and provide no other specification." Keith to propose deletion – see previous discussion.
24. Subclause 10.4.3, item 2:"2)
[change B2BUA characteristics – specify how much?]" Georg undertook to investigate this and make a text proposal.

25. Subclause 10.4.3, editor's note: "Editor's note: Need to specify any impact on offer/answer exchanges." Georg undertook to make a proposal.

All the undiscussed editor's notes were already covered by contributions discussed on call1. 

A further call was discussed and it was agreed to have a further call on 17th October at the same time. Same call details. This call would deal with any contributions, and would then look at open issues in Annex A.

Conference call held on 17th October 2006

Participation:

	Name
	Organisation

	Keith Drage
	Lucent Technologies

	Chen-Ho Chin
	Samsung

	Roozbeh Atarius
	Qualcomm

	Peter Leis
	Siemens

	Alf Heidermark
	Ericsson

	Georg Mayer
	Nokia

	Yannick Lair
	NEC

	Kyungae Yoon
	LG

	Robert Zaus
	Siemens


Discussion:

Georg Mayer presented VCC-AS-sequence.doc: Change to 7.4.2 and 8.4.4. Discussion was as follows:
1. The 7.4.2 change was a straight transform of the existing editor's note into a Note with an additional reference to Annex B.

2. This note should refer only to call anchoring and the DTF. The originating DTF is contacted first. Call anchoring must occur before originating services.

3. 7.4.3 and 8.4.4 do not need such a note as the VCC is the only entity in the chain.

4. 8.4.2 should also have a note. In this note do not need anything on domain transfer.

5. In 8.4.4 again this was a transform of the existing editor's note.

6. Suggested that the 2nd note in 8.4.4 was combined with the 3rd note. Both concern the DTF. Domain selection will not be proscribed.
Georg Mayer presented VCC-SDP-impact.doc: Change to all text on offer/answer. Discussion was as follows:
1. Case of the UE putting codec in.

2. In 10.4.3 Chen identified correction to "domain transfer".

3. In 10.4.3 need to delete the final editor's note.

4. If there is a failed reINVITE to remote user, then need to map the 4xx response to VCC UE.

5. SDP treatment is not in flows.

Alf Heidermark presented 24206 addition.doc: " Addition to subclause 7.4.4 of TS 24.206". Discussion was as follows:

1. Suggested that item 6) needed to be SHOULD strength. Note to be added to explain.

2. Peter had a problem with item 5) and the mapping from the unspecified interface. Change "mapped" to "available" and "stored" to "associated". Peter accepted these as a first try. Peter's attention was drawn to subclause 6.2.2.1 item 8 of the stage 2 (3GPP TS 23.206): "8.
If When the INVITE arrives at the VCC Application, it is processed by the CSAF of the VCC Application which may use the IMRN to retrieve the original called party number and the calling party number from the CAMEL Service. The CSAF uses the original called number and the calling party number to setup the outgoing call leg to party-B in accordance with the AS origination procedure defined in clause 5.6.5 of TS 23.228 [2]"

Peter Leis presented C1-06xxxx(VCC-7-4).doc: " CR 24.206 – Clean up Subclause 7.4 VCC application". Discussion was as follows:
1. For the change in subclause 7.4.1, need to reintroduce some of the text in a note. Keith to discuss offline with Peter.
Peter Leis presented C1-06xxxx(VCC-flowA-4-4).doc: "CR 24.206, New flow for call origination from CS ". Discussion was as follows:

1. The A.4.1 change is because the current sequence is incorrect.

2. There was some disagreement about the proposed new flow. Changes have been proposed to the stage 2 for the forthcoming meeting.

3. Keith needs to work with Alf on original dialled number usage.

Keith Drage briefly presented C1-06nnnn-imrn.doc: " CR to 24.206: Deletion of editor's notes relating to IMRN " without discussion due to lack of time.

Keith Drage briefly presented C1-06ggggr1-24206-cl5.doc: " CR to 24.206: Closure of clause 5 editor's notes " without discussion due to lack of time. The prime reason for presenting this in the current incomplete state was to identify the naming of the functional entities within the VCC application. Keith asked the question as to whether we should work in mention of the gsmSCF somewhere into this new text.

