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Introduction

This document contains informal notes taken by the rapporteur of TS 24.302 during the conference call of 7th Aug 2008. These notes are informal and only informative and do not imply the consensus or conclusions of all those who attended the conference call. The conference call that took place does not constitute formal 3GPP CT1 meetings, nor do the discussions mandate any subsequent direction, agreement or discussion within 3GPP CT1.

This conference call of 7th Aug 2008 is the 2nd conference call on the topic of TS 24.302.

Informal notes on conference call held on 7th Aug 2008

Attendes: (in alphabetical order of organisation)
	Name
	email
	Organisation

	Keith Drage
	drage@alcatel-lucent.com
	Alcatel-Lucent

	Valerio Frascolla
	valerio.frascolla@comneon.com
	Comneon

	Magnus Karlsson
Zu Qiang
	magnus.mk.karlsson@ericsson.com,
zu.qiang@ericsson
	Ericsson

	Ameya Damle
	adamle@marvell.com
	Marvell

	Scott Droste
	Scott.Droste@motorola.com
	Motorola

	Curtis Provost
	cprovost@nortel.com
	Nortel

	Jan Kall
	Jan.Kall@nsn.com
	NSN

	Reina.Nader
	reina.nader@orange-ftgroup.com
	Orange

	Genadi Velev
	Genadi.Velev@eu.panasonic.com
	Panasonic

	Patrick Stupar
Gerardo Giaretta
	pstupar@qualcomm.com,
gerardog@qualcomm.com
	Qualcomm

	Chen-Ho Chin
	chenho.chin@samsung.com
	Samsung

	Tom Kavanaugh
	tkavanaugh@sierrawireless.com
	Sierra Wireless

	Rajesh Ramankutty
	rramankutty@starentnetworks.com
	Starnet Networks

	Roberto Procopio
	roberto.procopio@telecomitalia.it
	Telecom Italia

	Ankur Agarwal
	Ankur.Agarwal@VerizonWireless.com
	Verizon


2 papers submitted for the conf call.
Chen indicated that time permitting the following will also be brought up for discussion:-

- other topics outstanding in 24.302 and requiring work
- contentious issue in 24.302, mainly the UE-ANDSF protocol.
On C1-08xxxx_IPMS.doc (submitted by Ameya  )
· Not changed from last meeting except PMIPv6 been change to NBM.
documenting of the attributes. how to doc the info.
· Chen: In last discussion, in CT1, comments received about finding a "home" for the information and parameters specific to 24.302, so see other contribution along with this.

· There was general support for a dedicated subclause for IEs, information and parameters
· Keith, Gerardo: There is a mix of procedural descriptions in the information element subclause.
Eg. 6.3.2.3.1 1st part is procedural. Move what is for procedure behaviour to procedural part.

· Chen: How should we represent the information. This here is much like 24.008 way.
Keith: If 4187 presents coding in a certain manner, you should follow what 4187 does.
Chen: What if in our new subclause we have a series of codings that is covering more than just one RFC or even different protocols of different groups.
Keith: That is no problem with a mix of formats in that subclause, is there? So long as the coding follow base specifications.

· Keith: Is this, are these, extension(s) of the base RFC 4187?
Ankur: Should you not raise this to IETF. Can we customised this the way we want? 4187 is being revised to take in certain extensions from SA3.
Ameya: We are not changing RFC 4187, we are not creating extensions. We are using an attribute to carry 3GPP specific information.
Gerardo: We are not changing the protocol, unlike what SA3 intends for the ANID.

· Keith: Any IANA registration process we need to note. How do we get this attribute note din the IANA registry? Provide an Editor's note. about how to do this if necessary.
· Jan: What about static configuration?  In Stage 2, IPMS provides for static config. and that can be configured. It should be clarified how that and this dynamic IPMS indications work.
Gerardo: Is it not as easy as just saying that UE may be configured to use one of the protocol.
Jan: We are just flagging that a separate non-conflicting contribution aimed for Budapest.
Returning, later on, to this document:-

· Ankur: We should cover the 3 possibilities:- static, dynamic and when no options available. What needs to be done when there is conflict (of info).
On C1-08cc01 PDU and params.doc (submitted by Chen   )
· Responding to comments from Zagreb about documenting information elements, coding in one dedicated subclause.
· Gerardo: Extension? What 3GPP can do without going to IETF is to have their own vendor specific information and that is eg. of IPMS. We are not extending. We are having specific options.
Keith: Should keep to IETF rules about extending ITEF protocols, yes. But this is still an extension even if it is vendor specific. For some protocols, vendor specific might not be correct
Chen: What about "Options to information to IETF protocols".
Keith: Options might not be correct as that might be mandatory in 3GPP. Options give a view of optionality.
Gerardo: Options do not mean things are optional.
Conference call moved on. 
Chen gave a view of what are remaining topics in 24.302.
- Trusted/Untrusted Access
- NW selection
- System change
- UE-ANDSF protocol.

A discussion took place on the topic of NW selection.
· Half the problem in 24.302 is gone as the 3GPP2 NW selection is now done in 23.122.

· Ankur: What does it mean by Core selection? Are you deciding whether to use EPC or previous UMTS core. Is it about how thru the access network get to the possible cores eg. UMTS and EPC cores
Chen: We are trying to get to the EPC. But do we do a 1st step selection to access NW and then 2nd step to select onto the EPC. Or do we select direct to EPC, to a PLMN.
Chen: The EPC selection is to select a PLMN ID. This section is selecting to a PLMN ID.
A discussion took place on UE-ANDSF protocol.
· Chen requested for open frank exchange of views to progress selection of this protocol, summarising that OMA-DM and MIH are the 2 documented candidates.
Chen: Need to choose to allow us to complete our work by end of this year.
· Keith pointed out that Annex D (of TR 24.801) is not accurate. In Annex D, MIH refer to use of IPSec but that has now been removed.

· Reina: It seems SA3 wishes to postpone security issue (of ANDSF) to Rel9 or have an exception to do work on it. An LS was sent from SA3 to SA and SA2. LS is S3-080858 (from SA3#52)
Most participants express surprise and not aware of this LS.
This LS was not cc to CT1 or CT.
Magnus: SA3 wants to check out security of this ANDSF feature and if they cannot do that (by an extension) then postpone ANDSF
Chen: In both CapeTown and Zagreb, we discussed security and in papers from both candidates, CT1 feels that secure have been covered.
Keith: SA3 has every right to look at security issue. SA3 oversees security across 3GPP systems. There should be SA3 involvement.
Reina: Yes, there has to be SA3 involvement. Not everyone might be interested in ANDSF if there is not SA3 acceptance of its security.
Chen: If we are not cc, we carry on working. SO let's carry on doing our CT1 tasks.
· Chen: Views on how we progress to select on these protocol?
Keith: It is not a straight one is better than another.
Chen: If we get no way, after Budapest, Atle will have to report up to CT Plenary of no decision and all these might escalate to voting.
Gerardo: Do we need to make a decision before Sept Plenary, or can we move decision after Sept Plenary. What is the rapporteur's opinion?
Chen: Feel that we can put decision till Phoenix at the very latest.
Gerardo: Agree we can live without a decision in Budapest. Not for a vote because there are still technical issues, studies on advantages and disadvantages. Forcing a decision – by a vote or otherwise - will be for the sake of hurrying along. Work will still continue even past end of this year.
· Gerardo: Feedback from operators who will eventually deploy the solution will be very important. One seems to have deployment advantages over the other.

· Reina: Orange would like to know how dynamic the ANDSF can be, has to be? It is not clear how ANDSF can teat or handle handover. How either protocols tackle this?
Gerardo: Is it how either protocols provide info for handover or is it how ANDSF should work to provide info for Handovers. Latter is not agreed. Differing views of ANDSF is to provide such info or can provide such, during time critical handovers. Considering also ANDSF is in HPLMN and when you are in VPLMN this will not work. In time critical handovers, both protocols will not work. This latter issue is protocol independent.
Reina: In 23.402, 8.5.1, it talks about ANDSF being involved in handover.
Gerardo: Such exchange of info could have happened way before HO and the info used for HO.
Chen: Is "dynamic" not how ANDSF can react (to say every 15 mins or 1 sec) and react to how many subscribers polling it?
Gerardo: Yes, this and eg the location – validity of info – are very important and must be discussed leading to decision. But the time it takes to get to ANDSF and back is independent of protocols.
Chen: Understanding of OMA-DM reacting to an ALERT is some Operator intervention. DO you then need changes to OMA DM to handle dynamically the ALERTS. ALERTS are logged to be acted on.
Is that not about reacting dynamically.
Magnus: Understand that reaction is how Operator deployed OMA-DM server.
Jan: ANDSF should not be too dynamic. Sending updates every eg. sec will be bad.
· Reina: There is still the case of UE ask ANDSF asking for info. How long it takes to response, is that not how dynamic? 
Gerardo: Is that not latency? rather than dynamicity.
Gerardo gave a use case of UE asking for Wireless NW and WiMAX and get that info download to be used later. There is not the case of the ANDSF provides info as the Hotspots service goes up and down
Chen: But even then you do not expect a 5 mins delay, you expect some kind of real-time response.
Magnus: ANDSF function should not be about reporting and responding to lower layer measurements.
· Reina, Jan, Gerardo: Stage 2 requirements are not clear.
Reina: There is Stage 2 talk about dynamicity, info for HO, assistance info, assistance for UE.
Chen: Shall we document and then ask SA2 for resolution?
Jan: Does it help to send an LS?
Chen: We do not know full usage of ANDSF, so why not ask by LS. While for CT1 we need to discuss how the two protocols compare in latency, in respond. Some real-time response is expected, no?
Chen: But then what info provided to ANDSF for ANDSF to respond. How this info is provided, exch for  both candidates, CT1 should look at.
· Chen: Summing up. It is good to wait longer, give more time study requirements, study/compare the two protocols rather than push for is decision by CT#41.
We should have more time to understand requirements better and compare the two candidates than just push for a resolution just for sake of a resolution.
