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1. Introduction

During the adhoc meeting on VCC that took place in Bellevue, Washington, U.S. of A. in August, it was proposed to focus the work in SA2 on either Original domain control alternative (described in ch. 6.4 of 23.806) or IMS-controlled static anchoring alternative (described in ch. 6.3). Both alternatives still had open issues and concerns, and discussion will certainly happen during this meeting SA2#48 in Sophia-Antipolis, to select one or the other alternative.

Among the concerns that have been raised, most are related to Stage 2 aspects that are within the competence of SA2, and it is believed that SA2 will answer those in time. However, there are also some aspects that require advice from other working groups in 3GPP, more specifically SA1 and SA3-LI.

2. Issues

2.1 Call reestablishment – a requirement issue

The IMS-controlled static anchoring alternative is described in ch. 6.3, which is a superset of the static anchoring alternative. The list of sub-chapters that are not relevant for that alternative are listed in S2H-050061.

Among the relevant chapters is 6.3.8.1, Call re-establishment on Domain Transfer, which is proposing a "break-before-make" procedure that provides a single-radio solution for the IMS-controlled static anchoring alternative.

This solution can be summarised as the following :

When moving from IMS to the CS domain and vice-versa, the UE indicates to the CCCF (Call Continuity Control Function) its intent to move from one access to the other. The current session (IMS) or call leg (CS) is then dropped between the UE and the CCCF, and the UE registers in the other domain, where it starts a new call leg (CS) or session (IMS) towards the CCCF, which binds that session to the already existing one.

In the meantime, the connection is proposed to be maintained between the CCCF and the other party, with an announcement being played, enjoining the other party to be patient and wait for the reconnection from the VCC user, as it could take a certain amount of time for the UE to reconnect on the other access (due to e.g. congested area, security procedures, poor radio conditions, lack of support of voice in target domain, etc.), ranging from an estimated few 5-6 seconds in normal circumstances to possibly over 10-15 seconds in worse case scenarios.

Among the issues inherent to the proposed model, the following should be highlighted :

· the other party may be confused and endure negative experience when a voice call continuity procedure is initiated by the VCC UE as an announcement comes unexpectedly – the message would be played also if the user is participating to a multi-party call under the control of an other user. The procedure may last from about 5-6 seconds, to over 10-15 seconds in non-optimal circumstances.

· there is a risk of slight overcharging (both pre-paid and post-paid) if the VCC terminal does not manage to reconnect – this could be especially an issue for the other party if the VCC user is terminating the call. It is understood that a short duration timer on the completion of the VCC procedure could limit the impact.

These two points would result in a negative experience by the users (both during the call, and when receiving their bill), which is going against the requirements that SA1 has set in TS 22.101, ch. 21 :

« The user experience shall be unaffected by the transition from a CS voice service to an IMS voice service and vice versa,  and the user shall experience no disruption in the voice service provided. »

In the event that the IMS-controlled static anchoring alternative is preferred by SA2, it should be requested that SA1 is informed of the proposed alternative and advises SA2 on the way to proceed with this functionality, either by relaxing their requirement on user experience, or by requiring SA2 to find an other solution for a single radio that supports the requirements.

2.2 Voice call continuity – an architecture issue

In the IMS-controlled static anchoring alternative, a CS call is started by calling up the CCCF (Call Continuity Control Function, located in IMS) and providing it with the called party number through other means, such as USSD or via IMS. When the voice call continuity procedures are initiated, e.g. for moving from 2G CS to IMS over a I-WLAN 3GPP access, the CS call leg between the UE and the CCCF is released, and a new session is set up over IMS between the UE and the same CCCF.

This design raises two main concerns when looking at the requirements for support of Lawful Intercept :

· the originating MSC involved in the original call setup is removed from the call path, and the new call leg from the UE to the CCCF (which is a control node only, and may belong to a different provider, possibly in a different country than the currently serving MSC) is now only running over IMS. Is this an issue for Lawful Intercept operations as required from 3GPP ?

· during CS call establishment, and each time a voice call continuity procedure from IMS to CS happens, the UE uses a DN for CCCF as Called Party Number, and provides the CCCF with the final destination via other means, such as USSD or over IMS, i.e. the Called Party Number is not provided to the originating MSC. Is this an issue for Lawful Intercept operations as required from 3GPP ?

In the event that the IMS-controlled static anchoring alternative is preferred by SA2, it should be requested that SA3-LI is informed of the proposed alternative and advises SA2 on both questions in order to bring confidence that the solution will be compliant with Law Enforcement regulations wherever 3GPP networks are or will be deployed, or alternatively that SA2 redirects its efforts to a solution that maintains the MSC in the loop for the duration of the call.

3. Proposal

In the event that the IMS-controlled static anchoring alternative is preferred by SA2, it is proposed to send an LS to SA1 such as the one drafted in S2-052170, and an LS to SA3-LI such as the one drafted in S2-052171, in order to get advice from these two groups on aspects on the VCC work.

It is proposed to continue the work in the mean-time, as stopping the work would have the consequence of missing the deadlines set in the Work Item Description.

Moreover, the question asked to SA1 should not be a showstopper if a decision is taken to phase the work item, and concentrate on dual registration case first. In the worst case, SA2 may have to re-think about the single-radio case and develop in a later phase a solution more in line with SA1 requirements on user experience.

4. Meeting schedule

SA1, SA2, and SA3-LI have the following schedules for their meetings in Q4-2005:

· 18-20 October, 2005, Tbilisi (SA3-LI)

· 24-28 October, 2005, Los Angeles (SA1)

· 7-11 November, 2005, Asia (SA2)

· 5-7 December, 2005, St.-Julian, Malta (SA)
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