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Cybermeeting summary


This is a brief report on the above cybermeeting.





Below I have listed the papers, contributors and comments during the cybermeeting.  I have summarised, paraphrased and given conclusions on the discussion as best I can.





In summary, insufficient discussion of the proposals (or the details in them) will result in further discussion within the Release 2000 ad-hoc.  Hopefully some of the following discussion will have clarified some of the key issues.
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Handover between PS and CS services


Olle Eriksson: support for Siemens view (in Handover Requirements for Rel'00 section 3.3 of S1R2KRH_003) that this is a complex scenario needing study, and should concentrate efforts on R20000 essential requirements


Olle Eriksson: regarding Handover Requirements for Rel'00 (Siemens) sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 of S1R2KRH_003), disagreed that UMTS PS R'99 supports conversational/streaming real-time service classes.  [Erwin Postmann: support of real-time services is part of UMTS PS R'99, and therefore support of the QoS classes is implicit.]


Olle Eriksson: support for S1-IP00052 for handover from UMTS PS to GSM CS could be met by handover to a GSM GPRS network that supports real-time services.  Propose that the requirement for handover from UMTS PS to GSM CS should not be an essential one for R2000.


Nick Sampson: The specific service requirement is to be able to handover real time services from UMTS R00 to.  Currently, GSM only supports real-time service over CS, so to support a user moving from UMTS PS real-time to GSM requires PS-to-CS handover.  The Orange contribution TSG-S1-IP00052 notes that this can be achieved by handover to GSM GPRS supporting real-time services, however this requires:


Enhancement of the GPRS (in particular the Gb) to support real-time services (which has not been agreed to by the GERAN workshop).


Every GSM operator would have to support real-time services on GSM GPRS, which cannot be guaranteed.


So the only way to guarantee handover of UMTS real-time PS services to GSM and maintain the real-time service is to handover to GSM CS.


Steve Mecrow: there is an urgent need to develop clear service requirements and solutions for this scenario.   Need first need to address Roaming and then Handover.  E-mails concerning "Interdomain Interoperability" were intended to form the basis of discussion regarding high-level requirements for supporting IP Multi-media users when they roam into networks that cannot support "real time" IP (e.g. GSM/GPRS).





Conclusion: 


There is no consensus on supporting the requirement for direct handover from UMTS PS to GSM CS, with some some companies suggesting this could be achieved by handover to a GSM GPRS network that supports real-time services.





Insufficient discussion of other handover scenarios.  No agreement on S1R2KRH_003 (Handover Requirements for Rel'00, Siemens).


Release 2000 Roaming Requirements


Kevin Holley: the requirements for Release 2000 Roaming Requirements in S1R2KRH_004 (Nokia), are not well defined and need to exactly understand what they mean.  Multimedia Messaging transport capability back to the home network should be identified.  For CLI regulatory issues may require support of  CLIR and CLIP


Olle Eriksson: table in Release 2000 Roaming Requirements in S1R2KRH_004 (Nokia), could be understood in more than one way, requested clarification.


Olle Eriksson: Roaming to and from ANSI 41 is not a listed feature list under the roaming section. Requirements for interworking with non-IMT2000 systems, is out of the scope of 3GPP.  [Ed O'Leary disagreed.]





Conclusion: 


Further clarification of the Nokia requirements requested, and objection to support of raming to ANSI 41 on the grounds that it is out of scope. Insufficient discussion of other roaming scenarios.  No agreement on S1R2KRH_004 (Release 2000 Roaming Requirements, Nokia).


Home Environment awareness of roamed-to network capability (Ericsson)


Olle Eriksson: proposed that the TR 22.976 requirement should be re-worded, and proposed "When roaming in CS network it has to be ensured that incoming multimedia calls are handled appropriately from the subscriber andoperator point of view" as a possible rewording".


Mark Cataldo: should be worded in such a way that it can be interpreted and implemented by S2/CNx in an unambiguous way, and encouraged the requirements to state what this actually means (i.e. a minimum capability, continued support of the voice medium whilst other media are handled differently, for example)


Erwin Postmann: believed it is very important to define in which cases which behaviour is required (drop/keep  media components, map QoS settings, handling of priorities etc.).





Conclusion: 


The requirements for service continuity when roaming should be more carefully defined in TR 22.976.  Need to carefully clarify minimum behaviour for multimedia calls when roaming in a CS network, with respect to handling of individual media components.


Wired IP


Olle Eriksson: What is meant with the roaming scenario where the roamed-to network is "Wired IP"


Ed O'Leary: example using Bluetooth given.  Users must be able to transition from wireless to wired.


DeWayne Sennet: roaming between the Wireless and Wired environments is a possible scenario. Handover also needed when the subscriber leaves the residence (e.g. the subscriber is on a call that has been established via cable/fixed wireless access, and the subscriber then gets in their car, the handover of the call to the mobile wireless environment should occur when the subscriber get out of range of the personal network of the residence).  A common set of services to the subscriber across this type of roaming is also very important.  Ideally, the subscriber would have the same set of services (within the bandwidth constraints of the media).





Conclusion: 


Strong support for Wired IP roaming from Rogers AT&T and AWS.


Home Network control of forwarding (BT)


Kevin Holley: The home network should be able to detect that an incoming multimedia call cannot be delivered to the roamed-to network due to lack of multimedia capabilities in the roamed-to network and/or terminal currently in use.  The home network shall be able to use this information to forward the call to a multimedia message recording facility or reduce the call to voice only and attempt to deliver it.  If the voice-only call is subjected to conditional call forwarding following delivery, the home network shall be capable of recognising this and delivering a full multimedia call to a multimedia message recording facility even if the roamed-to network is only capable of voice.


Mark Cataldo: VHE supports the capability for the Home Environment to determine from the Serving Network whether capabilities are available in the Serving Network to support services.  Hence the Home Environment to determine that the MM call cannot be delivered to the roamed-to network (e.g. due to lack of multimedia capabilities in the roamed-to network, etc.).  At this point the Home Environment may treat the call as required, which may include splitting the call.  Because MM services are not standardised, it cannot be assumed that the Home  Environment has any control over the service.  The finally delivered voice call may be forwarded by the terminal directly, and in this the Home Environment may not be able to influence the call.  If MM conditional call forwarding service  is implemented using network capabilities (i.e. OSA, HLR) then the Home Environment should be able to detect this before even sending just the voice medium to the roamed-to network.


Erwin Postmann: Interaction between network based services (e.g. OSA, CAMEL, HLR) and terminal based services (e.g. MExE, SAT) should be defined. For the time being there is no specific interworking between the tool-kits defined, resulting in no possibility for the home environment to control the service handling at the terminal


Erwin Postmann/Mark Cataldo: If such control is required, then need to define interworking between the tool-kits.


Kevin Holley/Mark Cataldo/Joerg Swetina:The home environment could still exercise some control with MExE by downloading operator domain services, however if the user chose not to use them (and used alternative terminal services), then the hone environment would not have any control in the serving network on that service.





Conclusion: 


Strong support for home control of services from BT.  With no standardisation of services, new 3G services will not necessarily be under the control of the Home environment, regardless of whether the user is in his Home Environment or Serving Network.


Interdomain Interoperability (BT)


Steve Mecrow: The full set of Roaming and Handover requirements need to address the requirements for all R2000 scenarios (GSM, R99 UMTS, R2000 Circuit, R2000 IP) and the different network/infrastructures (e.g. GSM, R99 UMTS.....). For Interdomain IP Multi-media Interoperability the roaming/handover scenarios for UMTS IP Multi-media are the most important.  Need is to ensure some degree of service continuity when the user moves into a network that cannot provide the required IP .  Need to establish some basic principles and requirements:-


service environment in terms of extending UMTS services when roaming to non-UMTS IP networks


seamless service: user will experience a change in service attributes BUT should not be required to take any action when a handover takes place


seamless user interface: the user should not have to be conscious of the type of network to which he is attached


service continuity - (supplementary) services invoked when accessing the UMTS-IP network will need to remain invoked and controllable when the user is accessing non-UMTS IP multimedia networks


Mark Cataldo: 


service environment: agreed, but how is this phrased as a requirement?  In some roamed to networks stepping down may not be possible or make sense (e.g. real-time video to monochrome videos, minimum voice component may not make sense.    Should take into account the user's "preferences" for different media in a multi-media call.  


seamless service: good requirement.  Cannot request user (or application) to intervene in handover decisions.


seamless user interface: The network should not place any reliance on user appreciation of the underlying call control. OSA/MExE applications could continue to provide the same interface to the user regardless of whether it was an IP or non-IP CC


service continuity: Good "continuity" requirement, with significant implications. How would completely new MM IP service be "continued" in a CS environment.





Conclusion: 


Strong BT support for service environment in terms of extending UMTS services when roaming to non-UMTS IP networks, for seamless service, seamless user interface, and service continuity as basic principles.  The difficulty will be in clearly articulating the requirements such that they can be implemented in a non-standardised services environment.








Mark Cataldo


2nd April, 2000.
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