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1. Overall Description:

SA1 likes to thank CT4 for their LS titled: "LS on “CLI” in CSFB".

Concerning your questions SA1 have discussed and agreed to provide following answers:

Question 1: In current 3GPP approach, voice bearer is connected end to end before the UE is alerted with/without CLI. When the “accept” key is pressed, the user can talk immediately. In CSFB scenario, the user will be alerted with the incoming call while being active in LTE (e.g., web browsing, streaming, download, always-on connection, etc). Similarly when the “accept” key is pressed, the user will be expecting the speech. Unlike the current 3GPP approach, there will be a gap time which will be depended on the CSFB procedure, and speech circuit setup time within the PSTN, and whether pre-paging is used, optimal routing is used, etc

In the case of optimal routing with pre-paging, the user gets the alert (with CLI) long before the rerouting of the call took place. The gap time can be much longer when comparing to normal MT CSFB call. 

Furthermore, if there is congestion within the CS domain (either CS radio network or PSTN), the speech will never come but the user is already alerted of the call. UE can also switch access (i.e., cell reselect) between LTE or 2/3G. the user experience will be different depended on the access in used during the time Mobile terminating call is in progress.

Can SA1 confirm the above behaviour is correct/okay? or should CT4 develop a solution that comply with the current 3GPP approach where the end to end connection is reserved prior to notifying the end user in LTE with CSFB?
Answer 1:
SA1 understand that there will be a gap time between pressing the answer key and the CS connection being available. The described behavior is acceptable to SA1. SA1 trust that UEs will be implemented in a way that an indication is given to the users that the transfer and establishment of the CS call is ongoing and may take some time.

It is not required to find a different solution which shortens the gap by reservation of the end to end connection. 
Question 2:
In call forwarding scenario, should the CSFB UE gets both the calling party and forwarding party number?
Answer 2:
The CLI to be presented to the terminating party should be consistent with TS 22.081, this is the A party CLI in the scenario described.

Question 3:
If the CSFB UE decided to rejects the call explicitly, which type of call forwarding services should be triggered in the MSC? (e.g., User Determined User Busy (UDUB))

Answer 3:
If the call is rejected UDUB should be applied.

Question 4:
If the user decided to ignore the CSFB’s CLI by not responding (i.e., not explicit rejected), should the MSC treats this condition with the same treatment as in the previous question? Or should this be treated differently (e.g., Mobile subscriber not reachable or due to No reply)?

Answer 4:
If the call is not answered the “No Reply” handling should be applied.

Question 5:
TS 22.182 CAT defined 4 conditions for the called party (i.e., ringing, busy, no answer, not reachable) and corresponding behavior on the calling party. When CSFB UE is being alerted with the CLI, which one of those conditions should be used?

Answer 5:
When the CSFB user is alerted with the CLI the condition being used for CAT should be “ringing”.
Question 6:
While the “The UE may decide to reject CSFB based on Caller Line Identification”, the MSC will be waiting for this response from the user. Should this wait time be configurable? And what is the typical timeout value and its default behavior (accept or reject)?

Answer 6:
The MSC should use existing “no reply” timer values for waiting to a user response. If no response is received the “no reply” handling shall be applied (see also answer 4).
SA1 would like to highlight that the highest priority should be given to a finalization of the CSFB work in Release 8. By accepting the limitations and providing these answers SA1 hopes that CSFB with CLI can be made available in Rel-8 timeframe.

2. Actions:

To 3GPP CT4 group.

ACTION: CT4 to take into account the points made above.
3. Date of Next TSG-SA WG1 Meetings:

SA1#43   
17 - 21 Nov 2008   
Miami, USA
SA1#44   
 2 - 6 Feb 2009   
San Antonio, USA
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