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1. Overall Description:

SA2 would like to thank CN1 for their request for clarification regarding the requirements for support for MRFC/ MRFP capabilities in Release 5. Your assumption that requests for MRFC capabilities are made from AS to S-CSCF over the ISC interface, and the S-CSCF subsequently makes requests over the Mr reference point is correct as documented in TS 23.228 Sections 4.7 and 5.14.2.

In addition we have the following specific answers to your questions as indicated:

1. Does Rel-5 include support for basic call scenarios for tones, announcements, transcoding, and conference calls. This includes a description of how to pass instructions for the requested function using XML within the message body (or any other protocol solution).

SA2 Response: SA2 has not intended to remove any requirements for support for capabilities relating to the MRFC/MRFP from our Release 5 specifications. We have removed the undefined Sr reference point because it provided an alternative path for direct communications between the AS and MRFC for which no additional details had been provided. This was not intended to remove any capabilities that might be provided via the ISC/Mr path between the AS and the MRFC via the S-CSCF. 

SA2 has no opinion on the specific protocol to be used to pass instructions between the AS and the MRFC other than our general view that maximum alignment with IETF solutions is desired for IMS protocols.

2. Does Rel-5 include support for the OPTIONS request to return MRFC (and MGCF) capabilities to the AS. 

Although SA 2 recognizes the need for a protocol such that the AS may discover the capabilities of an MRFC (or MGCF), it has no opinion on the use of the OPTIONS request to implement this capability. Again our view is for maximum alignment with IETF in protocol selection for solutions for such generic problems.

3. Does Rel-5 include support for optimising the signalling when tones/announcements are needed for existing session that it is using and MRFP (or MGW), assuming that the same MRFP (or MGW) gets used for playing the tone/announcement.

SA2 supports the development of optimisations in the provision of required capabilities. Such optimisations should always be a goal subject to the constraints of development time. In other words, we believe that basic solutions for capabilities should be provided. Optimised solutions should be provided, development time permitting.

4. Does Rel-5 require an option of having AS send a request using a generic MRFC request URI.  However, this may be need to be deferred to Rel-6 to utilize an IETF based solution with Request URI parameters.

Once again SA2 has no opinion on the specific protocol solution for this capability. It does support adoption of IETF solutions even if this may require this to be standardized as a Release 6 capability.

CN1 also asked if it may be advantageous for an MGCF to respond to an OPTIONS request with a similar list of supported capabilities of the MGW, and it would be desirable to know if this is also a requirement within release 5? If required, a similar protocol solution to that for the MRFC could be adopted.

SA2 sees advantages to using the same protocol over multiple interfaces to support the same or similar capabilities. However SA2 recognizes that there may be many considerations in the selection of a specific protocol and believes that CN1 is in the best position to make the decision on this particular issue.

Finally, CN1 requested SA2 to answer if the above-described functionality is accommodated in the requirements of TS 23.002 and TS 23.228 for Release 5, of if the functionality has been deferred to a later release.

SA2 wishes to clarify that it has not intended to delete any capabilities relating to the MRFC/MRFP from Release 5. However SA2 would also like to indicate that it recognizes the complexities associated with standardization of the support for these capabilities and wishes CN1 to know that we place the support of these capabilities at a lower priority than provision of basic session support. 

CN1 should prioritise its work such that standardized support for MRFC/MRFP capabilities is provided in Release 5 given that appropriate alignment with IETF protocols is possible and given that basic session capability specifications are developed as a first priority.

2. Actions:

To CN1 group.

ACTION: 
SA2 asks CN1 to appraise us of their ability to deliver standardized support for MRFC/MRFP capabilities as part of their Release 5 specifications.
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