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Executive Summary

The 3GPP SA1 IP Framework Adhoc met in Dallas, Texas, USA from August 21 –22.  Randolph Wohlert (SBC Communications) served as the chairperson, and Ericsson hosted the meeting.  At this meeting the group:

· Reviewed the status of the work, noting that successful delivery of the IP Framework Report by March 2002 hinges upon receipt of contributions in key areas (requirements, enablers, validation) that are yet to be provided.
· Refined and clarified the scope and objectives of the IP Framework Report

The group agreed that the work focus needs to be on identifying requirements and validating the degree to which the enablers meet the requirements.

· Refined and clarified existing text for several services examples, including Global Text and Total Conversation, and charging and billing for multimedia services

· Agreed upon text for new service examples for Distributed Speech Recognition and Priority Services

· Agreed upon text for QoS based Charging and Billing

The following report is provided in the format of the agenda, with key points being noted regarding contributions provided, and the disposition of the contributions. Appendix A provides a list of participants. Appendix B provides a summary of contributions and their disposition.

1 Opening of the Meeting

The meeting was opened at approximately 9:00 AM on August 21, by the chairperson, Randolph Wohlert (SBC Communications).  Stephen Hayes provided introductory welcome remarks in behalf of the host, Ericsson.

2 Introductions

Delegates introduced themselves. There were approximately 20 delegates.  The list of participants is provided in Appendix A.

3 Approval of the Proposed Agenda

S1-IF-010001
Proposed IP Framework Adhoc Agenda


Source: Adhoc Chair, SBC, Randolph Wohlert

Agreed.

4 Call for IPR

Refer to S1-010592 at http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG1_Serv/TSGS1_12_Helsinki/Docs/ (TSG-SA1 Helsinki meeting report) section 2.1 Call for IPR for information and guidance.

	The attention of the members of this Working Group is drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of. 

The members take note that they are hereby invited:

· to investigate in their company whether their company does own IPRs which are, or are likely to become Essential in respect of the work of the Technical Specification Group.

· to notify the Director-General, or the Chairman of their respective Organizational Partners, of all potential IPRs that their company may own, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms.


5 Documents

Assign received documents to agenda items.


S1-IF-010002
IP Framework Adhoc Document List


Source: Adhoc Chair, SBC, Randolph Wohlert

This dynamically updated list tracks received documents, and their assignment to agenda items. 

(Note: this list, with the disposition of documents, is provided as appendix B of this report.)

Noted.                 
6 Background Information

6.1 Previous Meeting Minutes

S1-IF-010003
July Lake Tahoe IP Framework Adhoc Meeting Report
SA1-010794
Source: Adhoc Chair, SBC, Randolph Wohlert

This report was presented and agreed at the Lake Tahoe meeting. As such it was not presented here.

Noted.
6.2 Latest Version of  Specification (TR 22.941)

S1-IF-010004
TR 22.941 version 0.4.1
S1-010868
Source: TR 22.941 Rapporteur, SBC, Randolph Wohlert

This is the latest version of the IP Framework Report. It represents the output from the Lake Tahoe meeting and has been available since that meeting. As such it was not presented here.

Noted.

6.3 Previously Sent Liaisons

S1-IF-010005
LS IP Framework Report Distribution


S1-010812
Source: Adhoc Chair, SBC, Randolph Wohlert

This is a liaison from the Lake Tahoe meeting distributing the IP Framework Report to various working groups requesting them to consider provision of inputs and including this activity in their work plans. It was agreed at the Lake Tahoe meeting and as such was not presented here.

Noted.

S1-IF-010013
TR 22.941 Presentation to SA2
Source: TR22.941 Rapporteur, SBC, Randolph Wohlert

This contribution was authored by the rapporteur to facilitate discussion of the above liaison (SA-010812) to SA2. 

It was noted that much progress will need to be made to meet the target delivery date of March 2002. Contributions are needed in key areas, including requirements, enablers, and the validation section of the Report. The group felt that subsequent meetings would probably require 3 days each, assuming contributions advancing the work are provided.

As a result of discussions that took place it was agreed by the group that to maximize participation, reduce costs, and reduce travel, it would be best to hold the next adhoc meeting on October 15, 16, 17th, in Helsinki. Participants could then attend the IP Framework Adhoc meeting, and the Network Evolution Workshop that is being held in Helsinki on the 18th and 19th. 

However, a host will be needed to accomplish this objective. If a host can not be found, then the meeting may be held on the same days but in a different city (depending on hosting possibilities).

The rapporteur noted that it is intended to produce a similar presentation at the upcoming SA meeting in Beijing.

Noted.
6.4 Action Item List

S1-IF-010006
TR 22.941 IP Framework Action Item List


Source: TR 22.941 Rapporteur, SBC, Randolph Wohlert

Action items from the Lake Tahoe meeting were reviewed, and all were closed.

Noted.
6.5  
Current Workplan

S1-IF-010007
IP Framework Workplan
Source: TR 22.941 Rapporteur, SBC, Randolph Wohlert

The rapporteur provided a text version of the proposed work plan. This was previously discussed in the slides provided in S1-IF-010013 and therefore was not discussed again.

Noted.
7 Inputs

7.1 Incoming Liaison Statements  

7.2 Introductory Sections

S1-IF-010014
Table of Contents comments
Source: SBC Communications

Usage of the template provided for the Services Examples section of the Report results in the generation of a very large table of contents that for the most part doesn’t provide value, and makes it difficult to locate important sections of the Report. It was proposed that the template be changed such that the subsections do not generate entries into the table of contents. It was noted that text should not be underlined, as this is used to indicate changed text.

Agreed.
Additionally, it was noted that the Report itself needs to be clear and easy to read, and that consideration should be given to this with respect to the text provided in the document, as well as its structure.

Agreed.
S1-IF-010015
Introduction comments



Source: SBC Communications

Clarification of existing text is provided.

A new subsection is proposed to explain the rational behind the structure of the document and the focus of each of its sections.

Agreed.
S1-IF-010016
Scope comments



Source: SBC Communications

Existing text is clarified and more explicit text is provided regarding the objectives of the Report. After considerable discussion this was agreed with the following modifications:



Retain “deliverables” in 2nd paragraph.



Regarding the ability to create services that are not standardized

Delete from Scope, consider inclusion in Enablers section

Retain Note on choices of operators / vendors.

Retain 2nd sentence of 1st paragraph, deleting only the word “solely”, move to end of 2nd paragraph.

Update the interworking description as follows:

“Consideration of CS domain based services is not within the scope of this specification.  However, interworking between CS, PS, and IMS domains and subsystems, and external networks (e.g. Internet) is within the scope of this report.”

Agreed as modified.

S1-IF-010017
Definitions comments


Source: SBC Communications

Proposed clarifications of the existing definitions are provided. After considerable discussion the following was agreed:

Generic Requirements are requirements to enable the functionality needed to implement and deploy the described representative service examples. They may reflect the perspective of the end user as well as the perspective of the operator or service provider. They may include requirements for specific services (e.g. regulatory related services) or common requirements applicable to many services.  Additionally Generic Requirements may be derived from systems engineering considerations (see section 9 of this Report) as well as service examples.

A Service Enabler: defines a capability which may be used, either by itself or in conjunction with other Service Enablers, to provide a service to the end user. Service Enablers may include modification of the existing system architecture and protocols, or new architectural elements and protocols.

It was noted the above may not yet reflect the full understanding as well as desired and as such may be further refined.

After further discussion it was subsequently felt by the group that the term “Generic Requirements” was confusing with respect to “specific” requirements that needed to be validated but weren’t “generic” and may be particular to only one service (e.g. regulatory requirements). It was noted that a variety of descriptors could be used as labels for various requirements, such as “key” requirements, or “minimal” requirements, etc. 

Subsequently, after more discussion it was agreed that attempts to label various kinds of requirements did not further the interests of the Report, and that all such adjectives should be removed. Requirements should just be “requirements”.  The definition of “Generic Requirements” should be replaced by the following:

Requirements describe the functionality needed to implement and deploy the described representative service examples. They may reflect the perspective of the end user as well as the perspective of the operator or service provider. They may include functionality for specific services (e.g. regulatory related services) or common functionality applicable to many services.  Requirements may also be derived from systems engineering considerations (see section 9 of this Report) as well as service examples.

It was noted that the above isn’t strictly a “definition” but it was agreed that inclusion in the Report provided additional clarity and value.

Agreed as modified.

S1-IF-010022
Basic Multimedia Service, term definitions etc.


Source: Ericsson

Ericsson previously accepted an action item to provide a definition for the term “object” as used in the description of basic multimedia services, and did so. However the group expressed concern that the term “object” was one of those overloaded terms that had many different meanings in different contexts. To further define a specific meaning for “object” in the sense of this Report might not best serve the interests of either the Report or 3GPP (resulting only in more confusion and debate). 

It was therefore agreed that instead, an attempt should be made to rewrite the description of basic multimedia service in such a way that the term “object” is not used. Ericsson accepted an action item to do so.

Not Agreed.

S1-IF-010011
Overview of S1-IF-010012
Source: UMTS Forum

This contribution provides an overview of the recommendations provided in S1-IF-010012, and was provided for information only.

Noted.
S1-IF-010012
UMTS Forum contribution
Source: UMTS Forum

This contribution provides extensive changes to the Report to align it with the work of the UMTS Forum.

Regarding proposed additions to definitions, concern was expressed that the proposed definitions may not align with 3GPP definitions provided in 21.905 Vocabulary document. It had been noted earlier during discussions on defining the term “object” that a common definition should be adopted across all 3GPP specifications. TS 22.228 has different definitions to distinguish between services and applications, but it isn’t clear how these are aligned with the UMTS Forum contribution. Therefore, agreement on inclusion of the proposed definitions was not reached, but it was agreed to further pursue alignment of definitions. Vodafone accepted an action item to do so.

Regarding general discussion of proposed text changes to the rest of the document, a general concern was expressed that the market perspective portrayed in the proposed changes wasn’t appropriate for this Report, or within the scope of the work, but may be suitable for inclusion in a summarized form in an appendix, with references to the appropriate UMTS Forum report(s).

Concern was also expressed regarding timing issues with respect to what could be achieved in what timeframe.

During subsequent discussion, it was noted that the UMTS Forum may provide input for the Enablers section of the Report, as well as other sections. MRPs are not constrained from providing inputs on any sections of any specifications. However it was noted that contributions (regardless of their source) should be aligned with the objectives and scope of the report.

Regarding the proposed changes for Location Services, it was noted that the text should be aligned with the Location Services stage 1, and the work of the GSM-NA.  Additionally, impacts to IMS should be clarified.  Vodafone and SBC accepted an action item to do so.

Regarding the proposed changes for Gaming Services, it was agreed that the proposed text should be aligned with the existing text. Vodafone and Ericsson accepted an action item to do so. It was noted that the focus should be on the provision of enablers, including charging considerations (possible SA5 ramifications).

Noted.
7.3 Service Examples

S1-IF-010018
Services Examples Focus
Source: SBC Communications

This contribution proposes simplification of the structure of the service examples to focus on meeting objectives as follows.

· High Level Service Description (required text)

Briefly describe the service, providing only sufficient information to understand the origin of the requirements.

· IMS Impacts (required text)

· Requirements (required text)

Identify requirements to be validated.

Note: keep existing template material, all sections optional, use as applicable.

Concern was expressed that this might result in some important information being lost, and too much time being spent refining the existing examples rather than moving forward with requirements, enablers, etc.

Not Agreed.
S1-IF-010008
Text Call
Source: Sonera

The Sonera representative was unable to attend the meeting, and therefore the chairman presented the contribution.

The group felt that the relationship between Text Call and GTT was unclear, as well as how this might be related to instant messaging services available today.  Additionally, it was felt that IMS impacts may warrant further consideration (with respect to GTT as well?). A clear roadmap with respect to instant messaging would help to clarify this. Service requirements were not provided, and were not clear.

Clear requirements should be provided for all service examples. It was felt that if a representative service example did not provide clear additional requirements that needed to be validated, then the service example should not be included in the Report. 

As such agreement was not reached to include the proposed addition, however it was agreed that Sonera could consider this further, provide clarification regarding the raised issues, and discuss this topic again at the next meeting.

Not agreed.

S1-IF-010009
Priority Services
Source: National Communications System (NCS)

This contribution provides text for inclusion of Priority Services as a new service example.  

The proposal was agreed as modified below, noting that further refinement of the description and requirements may be warranted.

Section 8.x.2.  Add “3G” as shown below.

“When supporting their NS/EP mission, the Priority Service subscribers shall receive priority over other 3G subscribers in the establishment and completion of a voice call or a data …”

Agreed as modified.

It was felt that additional consideration was warranted to:
Determine whether priority services are to be defined/offered to the user, or the terminal.

Point out that this is a voluntary/non-mandated service.

S1-IF-010019
Services Examples editorial comments


Source: SBC Communications



This contribution provided extensive editorial cleanup and enhancements to existing text sections.

Agreed pending endorsement as incorporated in draft version 0.5.0.

S1-IF-010020
GTT Standardisation overview and Guidelines


Source: Ericsson

Circuit switched GTT solutions are moving forward, but IMS related issues largely remain to be considered, and are addressed in the next contribution.

It was commented that existing text messaging capabilities being developed in the IETF may enable the provision of GTT.  The solutions being deployed should be mainstream and not specific to only members of the hearing impaired community.

Noted.
S1-IF-010021
Additions to 22.941 for Global Text and Total Conversation (GTT)


Source: Ericsson

Text is provided for GTT services.  It was noted that GTT is intended to provide text as typed from the originator to the receiver, character by character in real time (as opposed to instant messaging which waits until an entire message is constructed before being transmitted).  This may be synchronized with non-text streams.

Agreed.
S1-IF-010024
Charging and Billing


Source: Ericsson

Text is provided to clarify charging and billing aspects of multimedia communications.

Concern was expressed regarding part of the proposed change, specifically the following item:

 “c) By location of the server  (eg called party in the case of conversational services)”.  Concern was expressed regarding usage of the term “server”, and it was felt that the original text, which expressed charging and billing only in terms of the destination of the called party, should be retained.

The group agreed that the proposed changes should be accepted, with the exception of the above item.

Agreed as modified.

S1-IF-010023
DSR Contribution


Source: TI

This contribution provides initial text for Distributed Speech Recognition as a representative service.

During discussion it was noted that options may exist to provide speech recognition capability completely within a terminal. The presenter indicated this may be possible, but doing so introduces a number of problems that the distributed approach is expected to overcome (see references provided in the contribution for further clarification).  Additionally it was mentioned that possibilities exist for speech recognition to take place completely within the network using existing speech codes.
Agreed.
S1-IF-010025
BT comments on BMS term definitions
Source: BT
This contribution provided initial thoughts regarding earlier definition proposals, upon which agreement was not reached.  It was agreed that this matter should be further pursued offline, and by email. 

Noted.
7.4 Systems Engineering Considerations

S1-IF-010026
Charging and Billing

Source: AWS

The contribution proposed text for QoS based billing to be included in the Systems Engineering section of the Report.

Agreed.
7.5 Enablers

7.6 Generic Requirements Cross Reference

7.7 Verifications

7.8 Annex B: Additional Service Examples

7.9 Annex C:  IP Based Multimedia Services Roadmap

7.10 Other Contributions

8 Outputs

8.1 Output Documents

8.2 Output Liaison Statements

8.3 Updated Work Plan 

8.4 Updated Action Items

The chair requested volunteers to provide input identifying requirements for each of the representative service examples. However, no volunteers stepped forward at this time.

	What
	Who
	When

	Update Workplan
, next meeting dates
	Randolph Wohlert
	< August 31, 2001

	Incorporate Dallas agreements in TR 22.941 v050
	Randolph Wohlert
	< August 31, 2001

	Rewrite BMS service description removing the term “object”
	Vlad Durovic
	Next adhoc

	Alignment of definitions (22.228, 21.905, 22.141, UMTS Forum 9 & 13)
	Monica Tosetto, Paola Tonelli
	Next adhoc

	Align location services contributions with stage 1 LCS
	Randolph Wohlert, Paola Tonelli
	Next adhoc

	Align gaming text.
	Paola Tonelli, Vlad Durovic
	Next adhoc

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


9 Other Business

Working Electronically 

It was agreed the SA1_IP reflector should be used, and work should be progressed electronically as much as possible.

Hosts for meetings

Hosts are needed for the upcoming meetings! If it is agreeable for your company to host a meeting, please notify the IP Adhoc chair (Randolph Wohlert). WE NEED YOU!

Duration of meetings

Assuming contributions are provided to progress the work, and given the amount of work remaining to be done, the group felt that subsequent meetings would probably require 3 days.

10 Thanking the Hosts

The participants were truly grateful that all this was made possible through the financial kindness of Ericsson.

11 Close of Meeting

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 12:00 noon on August 22. 

Appendix A: Participants

	Name
	Company
	Email Address

	Randolph Wohlert
	SBC Communications
	Rwohlert@tri.sbc.com

	Stephen Hayes
	Ericsson
	Stephen.hayes@ericsson.com

	Ronald Martin
	Lucent
	Ronaldmartin@lucent.com

	Yeshwant Muthusamy
	Texas Instruments
	yeshwant@hc.ti.com

	Mark Staskauskas
	Qualcomm
	markstas@qualcomm.com

	Jean C. Trakinat
	National Communications System
	trakinaj@ncs.gov

	Mohammed Aslam
	Samsung Electronics Company
	Maslam@sta.samsung.com

	Dean Willis
	dynamicsoft Inc.
	dwillis@dynamicsoft.com

	Tommi Kokkola
	Nokia
	tommi.kokkola@nokia.com

	Martin Fuller
	BT Wireless
	Martin.fuller@bt.com

	Ron Chambers
	Dynamicsoft Inc
	Rchambers@dynamicsoft

	George Babut
	Rogers Wireless
	gbabut@rci.rogers.com

	Amar Deol
	Nortel Networks
	deola@nortelnetworks.com

	Vlad Durovic
	Ericsson
	vladimir.durovic@era.ericsson.se

	Monica Tosetto
	Omnitel Vodafone
	monica.tosetto@omnitel.it

	Paola Tonelli
	Vodafone
	paola.tonelli@vodafone-us.com

	Karl Lewis
	Motorola
	k.lewis@motorola.com

	Luisa Marchetto
	AWS
	Luisa.marchetto@attws.com


Appendix B: Contributions

	Tdoc
	Subject
	Source
	Agenda               Item
	Disposition

	S1-IF-010001
	Proposed IP Framework Adhoc Agenda, 

Dallas, 21-22 August  01
	Adhoc Chairman
	3
	Agreed

	S1-IF-010002
	Document List
	Adhoc Chairman
	5
	Noted.

	S1-IF-010003

S1-010794
	July, Lake Tahoe IP Framework Adhoc Report
	Adhoc Chairman 
	6.1
	Noted.

	S1-IF-010004

S1-010868
	TR 22.941 v0.4.1  Output from Lake Tahoe SA1
	Rapporteur
	6.2
	Noted.

	S1-IF-010005

S1-010812
	LS IP Framework Report Distribution
	Adhoc Chairman
	6.3
	Noted.

	S1-IF-010006
	IP Framework Action Item List
	Rapporteur
	6.4
	Noted.

	S1-IF-010007

S1-010883
	IP Framework Workplan
	Rapporteur
	6.5
	Noted.

	S1-IF-010008
	Text Call Service
	Sonera
	7.3
	Not Agreed.

	S1-IF-010009
	Priority Services
	NCS
	7.3
	Agreed as modified.

	S1-IF-010010
	Distributed Speech Recognition
	Qualcomm
	7.3
	Withdrawn

	S1-IF-010011
	Overview of S1-IF-010012
	UMTS Forum
	7.2
	Noted.

	S1-IF-010012
	UMTS Forum proposed changes
	UMTS Forum
	7.2
	Noted.

	S1-IF-010013
	TR 22.941 Status Presentation to SA2
	TR 22.941 Rapporteur
	6.3
	Noted.

	S1-IF-010014
	Table of Contents comments SBC
	SBC
	7.2
	Agreed.

	S1-IF-010015
	Introduction comments SBC
	SBC
	7.2
	Agreed.

	S1-IF-010016
	Scope comments SBC
	SBC
	7.2
	Agreed.

	S1-IF-010017
	Definitions comments SBC
	SBC
	7.2
	Agreed as modified.

	S1-IF-010018
	Services Examples Focus
	SBC
	7.3
	Not Agreed.

	S1-IF-010019
	Services Examples editorial comments
	SBC
	7.3
	Agreed.

	S1-IF-010020
	GTT Standardisation overview and Guidelines
	Ericsson
	7.3
	Noted.

	S1-IF-010021
	Additions to 22.941 for Global Text and Total Conversation (GTT)
	Ericsson
	7.3
	Agreed.

	S1-IF-010022
	Basic Multimedia Service, term definitions etc.
	Ericsson
	7.2
	Not Agreed.

	S1-IF-010023
	DSR Contribution 
	TI
	7.3
	Agreed.

	S1-IF-010024
	Charging and Billing
	Ericsson
	7.3
	Agreed.

	S1-IF-010025
	BT comments on BMS term definitions
	BT
	7.3
	Noted.

	S1-IF-010026
	QoS Charging
	AWS
	7.4
	Agreed.

	S1-IF-010027
	TR 22.941 version 0.5.0 (output from this meeting)
	Rapporteur
	-
	To be provided (email).

	S1-IF-010028
	Dallas IP Framework Adhoc meeting report
	IP Framework Chairman
	-
	To be provided (email).

	S1-IF-010029
	TR 22.941 status presentation to SA
	Rapporteur
	-
	To be provided (email).








