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IMS drafting topics

Meeting date: Tuesday, August 28, 2001

Starting Time: 9am

Meeting room: Hermes

Chaired by: Bonnie Chen

Based on the incoming contributions the following possible IMS drafting topics have been identified for Tuesday, they are listed in order of priority.

1. ISC 

· The ISC parts of 23.228 need clean-up in order to align these parts with the decision that ISC=SIP.
Incoming contribution: S2-012143, 160, 161

S2-012143, Ericsson, “Revisiting some of the ISC requirements”

This contribution proposed to revisit the revising some of the ISC requirement.  Siemens asked why deleting requirement #16, because it will be decided at the charging joint discussion.  Hence, Siemens can’t agree to remove it.  The removal does not imply AS does not conveying charging.  Alcatel felt it should be included requirement, S2 is not responsible for protocol selection, and we should focus on the architecture requirements.  Lucent proposed to enhance the wording of this requirement.  Nokia agreed to remove requirements.   Ericsson volunteered to draft a new CR.  BT asked clarification on requirement #19?  The AS has the same info. as the S-CSCF, hence why generate the information.  BT felt it should be kept in the AS.  Alcatel commented this information could be left; it will have not impact to the future system.  Lucent commented #19 is misleading currently, hence support to delete. Nokia proposed to delete the requirements in the second set.  Siemens does not agree to Nokia proposal to delete the 2nd set of requirements.  Ericsson will incorporate the comments received at the discussion; the revised version is in tdoc S2-012326.

S2-012160, BT, “Comments to IMS Service Control during Registration/de-registration”

This paper discusses comments received at the S2 Dallas June 2001 drafting meeting and introduces a revised version of the draft CR presented in Tdoc 1605.   The meeting minutes record some of the discussion views and issues , this contribution explains why this capability is required, and, where possible, provides answers to the issues recorded in the drafting minutes.  The proposed CR is in Tdoc S2-012161.  Noted.
S2-012161, BT, “Service control during registration and de-registration (revised Td 1605)” 

The justification of this CR is to meet service needs it is essential for the service platform to be able to monitor and control UE registration/de-registration at the S-CSCF. This is needed for services such as fraud control.  The chair commented the CR cover page need to be updated with correct version number and CR number.  Siemens asked in figure 5.6 step 2, who send the retransmission, S-CSCF or AS?  If AS, then how does it related to step 6. The answer from BT is FFS.  Nokia commented the filter criteria need to be included in the registration call, it will require a contribution to N1 TS 23.218? BT does not plan to submit a contribution to N1.  Alcatel does not think it is necessary to proposal CR to N1 TS based on the BT contributions.  The revised version will include the new CR# and correct version number.  The revision S2-012327 was approved.
· Sh
Incoming contributions: S2-012112, 127, 128, 134, 166, 167

S2-012112, Nortel Networks, “Discussion on Sh interface requirements”

This contribution explores the functional requirements of the Sh interface in order to make progress on this newly defined interface in 3GPP.  Ericsson asked what is the terminal capability?  The terminal capability is registered in HSS and transfer via Sh interface.  The general understanding of the group is that HSS should not be container of everything, but it is the central general element to perform various functionality, e.g. to  synchronize redundancy.  This paper is intended to generate discussion in the future meeting.  Noted.

S2-012127, Alcatel “Cx and Sh common requirements”

This contribution aims at defining a bit better the Sh interface and at showing similarities –when they exist – between Cx and Sh.  The proposal As a consequence it is proposed that S2 sends a LS to CN4 stating that whatever CN4 defines on Cx as :

· a protocol used  by he HSS client to read subscriber profile information 

· a mechanism (e.g. push) to provide the client with a new set of subscriber profile information when this information has changed

should also be used on Sh for the same purpose

No consensus on this paper, it was noted.  S2-012128 was withdrawn.

S2-012134, Lucent, “Sh Interface for CAMEL”

This document discusses the need for the Sh interface to support transfer of the CAMEL Subscription Information (CSI) data from the HSS to the IM SSF. It proposes addition of such a requirement to the Sh interface. Upon agreement, it further proposes that a CR be drafted for this new requirement to be incorporated into TS 23.228 for Release 5.  The working principle is S-CSCF should not be CAMEL aware.  There is consensus on the sh interface between HSS to IMS-SSF, but it is the details that need to be work out.  The revised version is in tdoc S2-012328.
S2-012166, CommWorks, “HSS to service platform interface”

TS 23.228 section 4.2.3, services could be provided by an external service platform which belongs to 3rd party. Under this situation, a service to a subscriber is provided by a 3rd party service platform, the HSS will be communicating to an Application Server that is not in its administrative domain. In this case, the Sh interface is no longer an intra-operator interface, it is an inter-operator interface.  CommWorks is proposing a new interface, Sg, between HSS and 3rd party Service Platforms.  Siemens comments the existing OSA interface can be used, instead of recreating extra interface.  The group felt the existing OSA interface is sufficient, hence is does not require to create a new interface, unless a further benefits or justifications can be provided.  In sufficient support on this proposal, it is noted. The accompany contribution S2-012167 is withdrawn.

2. CSCF discovery 

· Incoming contributions: S2-012141, 241, 255

S2-012141, Ericsson, “Clarification of P-CSCF Discovery”

This contribution is a CR proposing to clarify the procedures of local P-CSCF discovery as 23.228 does not clearly state:

· How the information is propagated

· The role of GGSN

The revised document is in tdoc S2-012329 and it is approved.  The agreed changes are: 1) The first flow, used generic name of dhcp messages that were used in the 2nd flows. 2) add the following text after the introductive sentence after 5.1.1.2 this alternative may be used for UE supporting DHCP. 3) add step 6 for multiple IP addresses may be returned, 4) delete step 3 – 5 on the second diagram.

S2-012241, Ericsson & Nokia, “Clarification on P-CSCF discovery”

Few recommendations: include multiple addresses IP, another proposal is to change the last few words to “shall be sent transparently thru the SGSN”.  The final agreed texts are “Transfer a Proxy-CSCF address within the PDP Context Activation signalling to the UE. The UE shall request the P-CSCF addresses from the GGSN when activating the PDP context. The GGSN shall send the P-CSCF addresses to the UE when accepting the PDP context activation. Both the P-CSCF address request and the P-CSCF addresses shall be sent transparently thru the SGSN.  This change will be incorporated into the S2-012329, the Ericsson approved CR.

S2-012255, Lucent, ” Correction on CSCF discovery to align with 23.228”  

This CR should be TS23.221, instead of  TS23.228.  Editorial comments were provided and add a reference to 23.228. The revised document is in Tdoc S2-2330 and it is approved.
3. S3 LSs   (No decision, defer till later)
· Reply on working assumptions and questions posed by SA3

· Incoming contributions: S2-012028, 031, 032, 034, 035, 036, are incoming LS that were addressed in the opening plenary.  Siemens contributions 210, 215 provided some answers to the incoming LS.

S2-012210, Siemens, “S-CSCF assignment to Public User ID”

This contribution discusses some issues related to the incoming liaison statement on Usage of Public User Identifier in IMS from SA WG1 in S2-012063 (= S1-010849).  It also tried to answer the questions in the incoming LS S2-012034.  Several companies (Ericsson, Lucent, AWS) support the multiple S-CSCF, instead of restricting the architecture view for single S-CSCF.  Lucent commented the reply to S3 LS should be clear the decision is restricted only to R5.  Siemens agreed with Lucent.  There were questions on the benefits or justification of multiple S-CSCFs.  Siemens commented S3 has made an assumption, even though,  S2 TS has different view.  Hence, it may not be necessary to reply to S3.  Regarding the first question, the answer is yes (Lucent, Nokia, Siemens).  Offline discussion was encouraged.

S2-012215, Siemens, “Comments on LS: Flows related to Authenticated Registrations and Re-Registrations”

This contribution discusses some issues related to the incoming liaison statement on authenticated registration and re-registration flows from SA WG3 in S2-012031 (= S3-010382).   Offline discussion was encouraged
4. Local services 

· Appropriate definition (S1), local service discovery/control

· Incoming contributions: S2-012102, 129, 165, 2312

S2-012102, Nortel Networks, “Awareness of local SIP services in the IM Subsystem”

This is a CR for TS23.228. The changes are Addition of requirements to make UE aware of available local services in a dynamic and customised way.  Addition of method to do this via web pages.  Alcatel does not agree using SIP mechanism to discovery local service.  They have a counter proposal in tdoc S2-012129, which suggested other mechanisms should be allowed.   Lucent supported the concept in this paper, and more than one methods on operators advertise services.  Nortel agreed more than one mechanisms is allowed.  Alcatel commented what is personalization mean?  S1 has defined local service; it doesn’t have anything to do with VHE concept?  Lucent doesn’t think this is IMS capability.  Nokia and Ericsson believe there are some terminology issues.  Ericsson asked if it is new requirement, it should be targeted to TS23.221.  Offline discussion was encouraged
S2-012129, Alcatel, “Discovery of local services in the IM Subsystem”

This contribution suggests changes to the specification that address the discovery of local services. This contribution goes together with S2-012165, which suggests changes to the specification that address the control of local services.  The question is need answer is the service discovery mechanism requirements need to be standardized?  AWS supported Lucent comments on mechanism discovery, but don’t need to standardize the mechanism.  FT supported AWS.  Offline discussion was encouraged
S2-012165, Alcatel “Control of local SIP services in the IM Subsystem”

This contribution suggests changes to the specification that address the control of local services. This contribution goes together with S2-012129, which suggests changes to the specification that address the discovery of local service.  There is an accompany contribution to show the call flow in S2-012312.  Marconi asked why no HSS is shown?  This is based on S1 assumption, for visit scenarios.  Lucent commented the concept of number translation and dialling plan in this paper is already included in the TS, therefore, we don’t need new proposal.  Insufficient support, it is rejected.
S2-012312,  Alcatel, “Call flow for local services in the IM Subsystem”

Ericsson commented this is too implementation specific.  Offline discussion.

5. MRF  (presented and clarification questions were asked.  All details discussion will occur after the presentation, which will be after Tuesday, August 28)

· Conferencing, announcements, address transfer, Sr, etc…
Incoming contributions: S2-012144, 201, 202, 203, 204, 205, 206, 261, 262, 263
S2-012144, Ericsson “Transferring address information from the application server to the MRF”

This contribution proposes that the application server can transfer address information to the MRF at session establishment.  If accepted, Ericsson will volunteer to create a CR to this effect. The paper shows the identified changes to 23.228.  The key points of this paper are the first 4 steps.  Forward to MRF offline discussion.

S2-012201, Siemens, “Ad-hoc conferences”

This contribution introduces a call flow for ad-hoc conferences, which can be applied to cases where a two-party call is to be extended to include new parties. The call flow shows that ad-hoc conferences are possible with minimal additional requirements on IMS entities. It is proposed to include this call flow into 23.228.  Nokia is not sure this paper is true ad hoc conference.  Ericsson asked is S-CSCF/MRFC is this new network entity.  Nokia asked what is the intention to have complex call flows?  Forward to MRF offline discussion.
S2-012202, Siemens, “Pre-arranged conferences”

This contribution presents call flows for pre-arranged conferences, i.e. conferences that are booked and scheduled before the conference actually takes place. This applies in particular to conferences that pose relatively high demands on the resources in the MRFC/MRFP compared to ad-hoc conferences, that are expected to be smaller in practice.  Ericsson commented the sequence 2 and 4 can they be considered provisioning.  Forward to MRF offline discussion.
S2-012203, Siemens, “Floor control”

For conferences with a large number of participants, floor control should be applied to avoid chaotic situations. This does not only apply to pre-arranged conferences, but also to ad-hoc conferences, since an ad-hoc conference can be extended arbitrarily in principle. Therefore, a general floor control mechanism is required that can be be used in both cases. This contribution presents a high-level approach to this issue.  Nortel commented why is 3GPP defined this type of detail MRF services.  Lucent has similar comments to Nortel, is this necessary for R5.  They felt a generic conference capability is agreed for R5, but detail conference scenarios or call flow are to be determined.  Floor control is in AS.  Siemens justified its contributions are needed for interoperability and compability. .  Forward to MRF offline discussion.
S2-012204, Siemens, “Announcements”

This contribution investigates the characteristics of multimedia announcements in combination with user interaction. Different types of announcements are identified and illustrated with examples. Based on the classification, an announcement structure is discussed.  Forward to MRF offline discussion.
S2-012205, Siemens, “MRFC service related data”

This contribution describes a uniform method by which additional information can be transferred to the MRFC.  Ericsson asked is http one of option.  The answer is no, because their proposal is protocol that fit to the current architecture and http does not.  So far http is not in architecture, if it is agreed, Siemens may consider.  Lucent commented the protocol should be N1 decision, we should be focusing on the requirement. Forward to MRF offline discussion.
S2-012206, Siemens, “Sr interface considerations”

This contribution argues to remove the Sr interface from the current specifications.  Forward to MRF offline discussion.

S2-012261, Lucent, “Multi-party flows involving the MRF”

This contribution shows multi-party session control using the MRFC. This is similar to Siemens ad hoc conference service, the different in proposals is this paper use 3rd party.     Forward to MRF offline discussion.

S2-012262, Lucent, “Transcoding for IP Endpoints”

This contribution shows how the MRF may be used to insert an appropriate transcoder into the bearer path to allow for this type of session.  Accord System commented the transcoder is only needed with external protocols (h.323 or external SIP station), why it is in this case.   This flow showed the originating side.  FT is confused why adding transcoding in MRF?  It was in the MRF functionality and Lucent just illustrate how transcoder fit in the multi party call.  Siemens has do we need transcoder in R5, where the current assumption is one codec AMR.  This case is only applicable for two parties are no able to negotiate the codec. Forward to MRF offline discussion.
S2-012263, Lucent, “Announcement Procedures in the IMS”

This contribution shows two scenario for the case where an announcement is made during the establishment of a call, one in the originating network and one in the terminating network, and a scenario for an announcement during a call.  Forward to MRF offline discussion.

6. E2E QoS

· Incoming contributions: S2-012122 up to 126, 259, 260

7. IMS/CS roaming, interworking 

· Incoming contributions: S2-012109, 145, 208, 237, 238

8. Transcoding

· Incoming contributions: S2-012199, 262 (MRF), 214, 245 
9. Emergency services

· Incoming contributions: S2-012116, 148, 174, 198, 211, 212

10. Number portability

· Incoming contributions: S2-012115, 213
11. IMS Framework

· Incoming contributions: S2-012226, 225
Other topics that are possibly handled separately at a different point during the week: 

· QoS: P-CSCF/PCF, understanding codecs, Signaling PDP, transfer delay, etc…

· Presence service issues
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