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Background: 
At CT1#68, CRs C1-104736 and C1-104737 were deferred to Ljubjana to allow additional discussion before deciding between Option 1 (as defined in the CRs to clarify the use of the MSC server assisted mid call feature [MAM] with and without ICS I2) and Option 2 (which mandates use of full ICS I2 procedures with MAM). Samsung also provided a discussion document on the topic in C1-104735. This discussion document proposes a way forward based on Option 1.
Discussion:
C1-104735 correctly points out that after SRVCC using MAM without ICS I2, there are limits on the ability to control an IMS conference service that was initiated before SRVCC:

1. There is no means defined to add a user to the IMS conference after SRVCC without ICS I2.  

2. While the MSC can acknowledge a request from a CS UE to disconnect a remote user from an IMS conference, there is no means defined to disconnect a remote user from the IMS conference focus after SRVCC without ICS I2, i.e., the remote user may remain in the IMS conference after the MSC acknowledges the disconnect request.
Note that there are no limitations on the ability to transfer up to two calls during SRVCC using MAM without ICS I2.

These limitations on SRVCC of an IMS conference have led some to conclude that CT1 must mandate the use of ICS I2 with MAM (i.e., Option 2). This, however, would put an unacceptable burden on an operator who does not wish to deploy a full ICS I2 solution and is willing to accept some limits on the ICS functionality achievable with MAM.  Please note that only a small fraction of users invoke conferencing and most users would not be impacted by any limitations.
Alternately, it has been proposed to split MAM into two features (with separate feature tags) to separate “MAM for transfer of up to two calls” from “MAM for transfer of an IMS conference.”  ALU strongly recommends against this approach since it unnecessarily creates additional UE options.

To allow operators more flexibility in the deployment of the MAM and ICS I2 features, we propose to keep them decoupled, as in Option 1, while adding some text to the CRs to describe the limitations when choosing to deploy MAM without ICS I2:

After SRVCC without ICS I2, the MSC server may respond to a request to add a user to an IMS conference with a supplementary-service-not-available indication. The MSC server may alternately respond with other unspecified procedures.
After SRVCC without ICS I2, the MSC server shall respond to a request to disconnect a remote user from an IMS conference with the standard acknowledgment signalling, but may allow the remote user to remain connected to the IMS conference. The MSC server may alternately respond with other unspecified procedures.

Conclusion:
To maintain operator flexibility to deploy MAM independently of the ICS I2 feature, we recommend Option 1 based on the previously submitted CRs C1-104736 and C1-104737, with the small text additions above.
