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	07.2
	S2-070617
	CR
	Revision of: S2-070555
23.060 CR0580: No QoS Change indication
	
	
	
	
	Laurence (Nortel): when introducing this new parameter, we think it is important not to change current procedures which are out of the scope of One Tunnel.
Hans (Ericsson) provided rev1:I have updated revised the CR and only kept the changes in the DT related procedures (i.e. PDP context activation, RAB- and Iu-release, and the RAB assignment).
Frank (Siemens): Revision 2 is attached.
I updated the individual clauses according to text from QoS profile section and removed 15.2 changes.
Laurence (Nortel) provided the second rev2 (after deadline): to clarify that the "No QoS change" is indicated only if One Tunnel is used. 
Gavin (Vodafone) objected the Laurence’s rev2
I cannot agree to your proposed revision to make the "No QoS change" applicable to Direct Tunnel only since there still remains a need to inhibit QoS renegotiation for non-DT purposes (QoS upgrade / PCC).
Hans (Ericsson) agree with Gavin

Frank (Siemens) objected rev1:
As earlier commented rev1 has the problem that there is no reference to the QoS profile section where limitations for setting the "no negotiation identifier" are described.
Therefore rev1 cannot be agreed.

I suggest we take some more time to align the "no negotiation" cases.
Hans (Ericsson): in order not to delay One Tunnel unnecessarily you should consider if it is possible to agree this as a basic principle now, and discuss details and do a cleanup in our next S2 meeting!?
Frank (Siemens): We can agree the general principle now so that CT4 can do their work. For stage2 we can either add references or add the additional explanations.
For the RAB assignment procedure I did in rev2 some more changes to align with the other procedure descriptions.
Hans (Ericsson): Ok then I suggest we stay with 617rev1 in the e-mail approval. let's work on the alignments of procedures you proposed and additional enhancements as a new revision of the CR to the next meeting in St Louis.

Frank (Siemens): Unfortunately we cannot agree rev1 just because of softer reading. I do not see any reason not agreeing rev2.
Hans (Ericsson): I don't like that we agree two different 23.060 CR's that introduce conflicting text into the same procedure -0588 and 0671.

But accepting 617rev2 for now is okey with me.
Frank (Siemens): In primary PDP activation the behavior is identical.
I don't see any conflicts between 617 rev1/2 and 588.
Hans (Ericsson): I understood the 588 as allowing QoS upgrade towards GGSN also in the Update message in step 8. If that is not the case, then rev2 is ok.
Frank’s rev2 Approved

	07.5
	S2-070484
	CR
	Revision of: S2-070254
23.167 CR0038R2: GGSN filtering rules
	
	
	
	
	Approved

	07.5
	S2-070579
	CR
	Revision of: S2-070222
23.167 CR0059: PCC in emergency sessions
	
	
	
	
	Approved

	07.6
	S2-070578
	P-CR
	Work on PNM – A Proposed Way Forward
	
	
	
	
	Sabine (T-Mobile): following up on a comment I made at presentation of the original document, and further discussions with Gavin I have to disagree with the current text in 0578.

The currently described IMS-based PNM UE redirecting service does not provide a solution for cases where a CS subscription number is registered to the PNM of an IMS subscriber. This issue needs to be added as FFS, and I don't see how the study can be concluded at this time.
Gavin (Vdf): During the offline discussions, I understood you highlighted an issue of the need for synchronisation of PNM redirection data for UEs belonging to different Personal networks.

When I checked the stage 1 requirements, I spotted that there is a restriction as follows:

"Each UE shall only be registered in one PN and the network shall reject the registration request of a UE that is already registered in another PN."

As such the synchronisation of data need not occur.

However, I do concede there is a wider issue of how the network can reject the registration request of UE already registered in another PN. This effectively means that either the home network of a UE needs to maintain information about the PN it belongs to, or PN supporting networks need to cooperate and identify which UEs are within PNs already. Furthermore, the former option, a CS UE would have to have a PN specific information stored somewhere in the home network (possibly HSS which may mean the need for IMS subscription also) even though the CS UE may not even belong to a network that supports PNM. So I think we would really need to question this requirement with SA1.

Do you see anyway forward at the moment?
Sabine (T-Mobile): the issue which I meant was that stage 1 seems to require that a terminal belonging to a different subscription than the subscription of the PNM user can be added to a certain PNM. If the PNM is only implemented as an IMS service, as your contribution suggests, then certain PNM redirection services scenarios are not covered. Specifically the following seems to be a problem:

-  if a CS subscription terminal is added to an IMS based PNM, then incoming calls to that CS number should be redirected based on the PNM priority list. I do not see how calls arriving over CS to this CS number shall be redirected by an IMS based PNM service. There needs to be some interaction between the CS and IMS PNM service, so that the CS domain reroutes the traffic according to the IMS PNM services' settings, and vice-versa.
- Armin (Vodafone): To clarify, there are more restrictions like that all UEs need to belong to one service provider, the HPLMN. This was introduced to keep all synchronisation, admin etc. simple.

- Sabine (T-Mobile): even if all PNM UEs belong to the same service provider, there is still a need to synchronise PNM data between CS and IMS PNM service. Current SA2 study does not address this issue, therefore I do not see how SA2 can conclude the study work.
- Gavin (Vdf): With the restriction to the same service provider, you can see some similarities to the VCC work where the interface between VCC CAMEL service and the CSAF is not defined (i.e. the synchronisation of CS only information with an IMS service). One could consider this internal synchronisation out of scope.
- Martin (Siemens): Taking the above SA1 requirement as a guidance for PNM, no synchronisation between CS and IMS is required, i.e. no new interface between CS and IMS needs to be specified.
Gavin (Vdf) provided rev1; internal synchronisation of data is "out of scope"
Sabine (T-Mobile) provided rev2: I think it is better to move the note to the conclusions section
Gavin (Vdf): I am happy to accept your rev.2, since we have at least concluded that synchronisation across networks is not currently desirable / feasible

Rev2 Approved

	08.5a
	S2-070567
	P-CR
	Revision of: S2-070114
Establishment of Bearers & MME/UPE Implications
	
	
	
	
	Gyorgy (Ericsson) provided rev1: Technically there is no change compared to S2-070567 on the server. We are just providing change marking to the whole section in order to clarify that the proposed new figure would go in as an further alternative, and not replace the existing figure.
Rev1 Approved

	08.5b
	S2-070568
	P-CR
	Revision of: S2-070080
Service Request information flow with MME/UPE separation
	
	
	
	
	Approved

	08.6
	S2-070541
	CR
	CR updated based on email discussion on inter-system mobility
	
	
	
	
	Gyorgy (Nokia): My main concern is that it modifies some of the agreed requirements of section 5:

- Requirement 16: the original requirement is fully questioned.

- Requirement 41: the original text says: "It is desirable that the mobility management entity for LTE access is not directly addressable by the UE.", while the new version of the requirement says: "Direct signalling between the mobility management entity and the UE shall be avoided." I think these are different requirements!

I also think that the protocol comparison table is not really relevant at this point: we need to decide on the architecture (e.g., location of the MM function) and the concepts (e.g., host or location based protocol is used) instead of the protocol.

I have comments on the details as well:

1) Table 1, row 2, culomn 2: "UE is aware of network internal routing path changes"

Could you clarify what this sentence means?

2) Table 1, row 3, culomn 3: Can you clarify me how requirement 16 (the original version) can be satisfied?

- Gerardo (Telecom Italia): Please find attached suggested rev1 with the change mentioned above. I hope this is acceptable to you.
- Wenruo (Huawei): I modified S2-070541 with rev2,
- Wolfgang (Qualcomm): To Gyorgy, The intention of the proposed text for Sec. 7.8.3.3 is not to change the requirements as listed in Sec. 5, but to provide clarification and to address possible open issues that remain to be clarified. 
- Wolfgang (Qualcomm): accepted both rev1 and rev2.

Jens (Panasonic): with respect to the explanatory text of req 41: "Direct signalling between the mobility management entity and the UE shall be avoided", I still don't understand what the real meaning is with respect to mobility between 3GPP and non-3GPP.

it is also not clear to me why "direct addressability from the UE" is a security issue.
- Wolfgang (Qualcomm): provided rev3.

- Kuntal (Starent) commented Jens

- Nishida (DoCoMo) provided rev4 

- Kuntal (Starent) provided rev5
- Pouya (Intel): this contribution is unacceptable for us as it tries to direct the requirements to a specific solution.
Gyorgy (Nokia)

Requirement 41:

I do not agree with the revision proposed Katsutoshi.

Wolfgang, I do not really understand your answer.

Stefano (Marvell): I would have to agree with Pouya on that.
Wolfgang (Qualcomm): 

requirement 41:  I share your concerns, Gyuri, on the revision proposed by Katsutoshi.
requirement 16: You can assign e.g. an IPv6 home address over an IPv4 GPRS network. With some DS-MIP equivalent extensions to Proxy MIP approaches, it is at least theoretically feasible to handle this version issue.
Hari (IPW): 

On requirement 16: This is also possible with the latest PMIPv6 I-D (draft-sgundave-mip6-proxymip6-01) look in particular at sections 5.6 and 6.5 what are the appropriate actions in HA and the PMA to do that.
Wolfgang (Qualcomm): 

I suppose the only conclusion that can be drawn from this attempt is that we need to specify both, some variants of CMIP and PMIP, to handle all use cases of intersystem mobility on S2.
Karl-Heinz (T-Mobile): I think the reference to the Internet below is inappropriate and very dangerous in the context of a signalling node that is vital to our networks, and thus our business.
Osvaldo (Panasonic): 

To Wolfgang: I with agree your final conclusion, and I guess that many people were trying to promote one or the other, but reality and pragmatism should prevail.
To Karl-Heinz: How much different is your "vital node" wrt to, lets say amazon.com servers which are fully addressable from any node in the internet?
Karl-Heinz (T-Mobile): We do have a choice, so we should employ it f0r SAE/LTE and secure our systems according to our requirements, and not the internet's or amazon's.

Kuntal (Starent) I think there is a misunderstanding of the intent of Pouya’s comment. I think his comment was mainly targeting the whole debate on this thread, not particularly targeting the rev5 that I posted.
Stefano (Marvell): I would agree on the conclusion, as Osvaldo says it is a realistic and pragmatic conclusion.
Stefano (Marvell) objected rev5: my comments where specifically for the latest version of the document, i.e. rev5, where the text added to the requirements actually belongs to the comparison table, and therefore rev5 was unacceptable for me
Kuntal (Starent): we cannot accept the way the rev4 was written
Pouya (Intel) We cannot agree with rev1 to rev5.
Gyorgy (Nokia): it is obvious that there is no consensus. If you need a specific objection, then you can consider this mail as an objection
Noted

	IMS
	S2-070408
	
	Revision of: S2-070069
23.167 CR0051: Correction to XML element and value of 380 response for emergency call with non-emergency registration
	
	23,167
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070409
	
	Revision of: S2-070083
23.167 CR0053: Rejection of non emergency request with EIMPU
	
	23,167
	
	
	Bob (A-L) provided rev1: The changed text in S2-070409 seems to say the P-CSCF is responsible for preventing the UE from initiating a non-emergency request. This is clearly impossible.

 

In the attached revision, I have modified the CR to say the P-CSCF is responsible for rejecting the request.

- Fenqin (Huawei) provided rev2: Your comment seems reasonable to me. Based on your version, I do two minior modifiation:
1)Modify the cover page on the "reason of change" and "summary of change" item to reflect your suggestion.
2) Change the word "containging" to "using" to make it more clear.
Bob (A-L) agreed with rev2

Peter (Ericsson): The appropriate wording should then be something like "Prevent non-emergency requests from using an emergency Public User Identifier".
Fenqin (Huawei): As Bob have mentioned "prevent" may cause some misunderstanding. And I think now we all agree that if P-CSCF identify that  request was initiated from UE using the  EIMPU then it should reject request. 
The scenairo you discussed below I think is that P-CSCF will identify that the request was not initiated from UE using the EIMPU but by some fault populate P-Preferred-ID with EIMPU. It is not covered by this CR. 
Ricky (Nortel): So I wanted to ask whether we really want to reject all uses of the E-IMPU when the “sos-urn” is not set as the Request-URI, or just those cases where the P-CSCF could be in danger of asserting the E-IMPU.

Fenqin (Huawei): The CR is just to clarify when P-SCF identify the request using the E-IMPU, and should populate the P-A-I as E-IMPU, but it find that the request was not an emergency reqeust, then it should reject the request
Ricky (Nortel): the question is whether the “act” of using the E-IMPU as the P-Preferred-Id for a non-emergency call is something the P-CSCF should reject or whether we should only be trying to prevent the P-CSCF from asserting the E-IMPU.
Fenqin (Huawei): P-CSCF will use SA(Security Association) to identify the originator not only just by P-Prefered-ID.
I think that case is just as P-Prefered-ID not registered, covered by the existing specification.
Ricky (Nortel): It’s not clear to me what we should be doing. I would prefer to have a discussion on what the P-CSCF should do, before standardizing on text in this section.

Therefore, I do not think it is correct to standardize on the proposed text.

Fenqin (Huawei): If just for this case, can you agree that P-CSCF should reject the request? If not , please let me know the reason.
Bob (A-L): I believe that Fenqin already changed the word “containing” to the word “using”,
In all cases, I think the text works.
Ricky (Nortel): all I want to do is send a clear message to CT1.

There is clearly different behaviour for the “before” case and the “after” case when the E-IMPU is replaced (not asserted).

Peter (Ericsson): We had similar concerns as Ricky,
The current text proposal is in our opinion not clear.
Bob (A-L): the text proposed by Peter (and Ricky) is sufficient to direct CT1 to do the right thing. We are fine with it.
"Prevent the assertion of an emergency Public User Identifier in non-emergency requests"
Curt (Nokia): I kind of agreeing with Bob's statement below so I am not understanding the issue with the current wordings.
Fenqin (Huawei) provided rev3
I do not think we need this new version.
Fenqin (Huawei): can we agree on rev2?
Peter (Ericsson):Ericsson can only accept rev3.
Ricky (Nortel) Nortel only can accept revision 3.
Rev3 Approved

	IMS
	S2-070430
	
	Revision of: S2-070286
23.204 CR0022: Network initiated de-registration
	
	23,204
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070431
	
	Revision of: S2-070097
23.204 CR0016: Correlation identifier in the MT procedure
	
	23,204
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070472
	
	Revision of: S2-070188
VCC - Removal of Editor's Note in section 5.3.1.2.1
	
	23,206
	
	
	Ricky (Nortel) proposed a revised text:  
I have provided some revised text below, but I am open for suggested revisions to this text.

NOTE:   After Late Call Forwarding, Call Deflection or Explicit Communication Transfer Supplementary Services are invoked in the CS domain after anchoring in IMS, the session states may not be accurately reflected in the DTF. If the VCC UE now initiates or receives another call/session, multiple sessions may be anchored in the DTF. If, in this case, the DTF is able to accurately identify the particular session applied for the domain transfer, the domain transfer shall be supported. Otherwise, the DTF shall reject the domain transfer. Alternatively, this issue could be avoided by provisioning the Late Call Forwarding, Call Deflection or Explicit Communication Transfer Supplementary Services in IMS.
- Curt (Nokia): I noticed the date used in the CR page is last Santa's birthday :) -25/12/2006.
I would not state this additional sentence "Alternatively, this issue could be avoided by provisioning the Late Call Forwarding, Call Deflection or Explicit Communication Transfer Supplementary Services in IMS." as there is no method to do CD or ECT in IMS via CS access.
Dongming (Huawei) provided rev1 reflecting comments.

Ricky (Nortel) There for both the editorial and technical reasons given above, I cannot accept this text.
Noted

	IMS
	S2-070474
	
	Revision of: S2-070189
23.206 CR0043: Clarification of Call Forwarding text
	
	23,206
	
	
	Ricky (Nortel) provided rev1: I am making a minor editorial change to the text in this section to align the text with tdoc 479 (as was agreed).
The change is: “(the call will never reach the intended VCC UE, then the VCC UE cannot request a domain transfer)” to now read “(the call will never reach the intended VCC UE, and thus the VCC UE cannot request a domain transfer)”.
Ralf (Ericsson): question for clarification: does the proposed handling of call forwarding has an impact on the HSS? If the subscriver has activated CFU for the CS domain, does the HSS has to change the setting for bringing the subscriber into the IMS such that the GMSC does invoke  "the pending call forwarding supplementary service instead of obtaining the IMRN"?
Dongming (Huawei): I think the proposed handling has no impact on the HSS
Dongming (Huawei) provided rev2 

Ralf (Ericsson): the use of T-CSI to redirect calls to the IMS is only one option. There are different possibilities listed in the appendix of the TS
Ricky (Nortel): I think the text is stating what we know already, so does it really add any value?
Dongming (Huawei): As for current CR, it is described only as a wanted behavior, Hope this clarification is helpful.
Ralf (Ericsson): I have to object to the provided text
Ricky (Nortel): I would have to object to the current text
Dongming (Huawei) provided rev3: I add a NOTE saying that “Since there are multiple implementation options for call diversion from the CS domain to the IMS listed in Annex A, whether the pending call forwarding supplementary service can be invoked instead of obtaining the IMRN also depends on the choice of those options”.
Ralf (Ericsson) provided rev4: propose a rewording of the note
Dongming (Huawei) accepts rev4

Rev4 Approved

	IMS
	S2-070479
	
	Revision of: S2-070298
23.206 CR0052: Essential Correction to Text in "Section 6.6 CAMEL Services"
	
	23,206
	
	
	Ricky (Nortel) provided rev1: I have provided a revision to S2-070479 to correct the revision information on the cover sheet (i.e. should be rev 1, not rev 2) and to make a minor editorial change to the following text (based upon offline comments received): “(the call will never reach the intended VCC UE, and thus it cannot request a domain transfer)” to now read “(the call will never reach the intended VCC UE, and thus the VCC UE cannot request a domain transfer)”.
Dongming (Huawei) provided rev2
Rev2 Approved

	IMS
	S2-070480
	
	Revision of: S2-070341
23.206 CR0054: Removal of operator policies on domain transfer clause, and editor's note
	
	23,206
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070394
	
	Revision of: S2-070255
23.228 CR0654: Continuity of IMS services
	
	23,228
	
	
	- Peter (Ericsson): We therefore want to postpone the handling of this CR#0654 until the meeting in S:T Lois, and look forward for a fruithful discussion on this topic.
- Apostolis (Motorola) agreed with Peter.

Noted

	IMS
	S2-070395
	
	Revision of: S2-070161
23.228 CR0647: PCC impacts on IMS
	
	23,228
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070400
	
	Revision of: S2-070137
23.228 CR0645: Handling of Request URIs containing a SIP URI with user=phone, and domain that does not own the target user : I-CSCF & S-CSCF
	
	23,228
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070401
	
	Revision of: S2-070219
23.228 CR0651: The access of local addressing plan in IMS
	
	23,228
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070402
	
	Revision of: S2-070186
23.228 CR0650: The decision to send NAT Keep-alive message
	
	23,228
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070432
	
	Revision of: S2-070099
23.228 CR0659: Addition of the IP-SM-GW into TS 23.228
	
	23,228
	
	
	Gyorgy (Nokia): 1) I think when you add new references and abbreviations the old ones should be listed 
2) SMS/EMS and SC are missing abbreviations. I think the good solution would be not to use these abbreviations in 23.228, since they are only used once or twice in the text.
Yanfen (Huawei) provided rev1  

Rev1 Approved

	IMS
	S2-070428
	
	Revision of: S2-070252
CSItermS, Call flows for CSI origination towards public service numbers
	
	23,279
	
	
	Curt (Nokia): I am still objecting adding an implementation example in an informative Annex. I think we should only accept essential correction to R7 work.
Martin (Siemens) : agree, an implementation option should not go into 23.279. On the other hand, if there is really an issue I wonder why the described scenario cannot be integrated somehow into existing flows of Annex A.
Apostolis (Motorola) provided rev1: I accepted Martin’s suggestion and revised the CR such as to incorporate the issue into the existing flows。
Curt (Nokia): I still can not accept this revision.
Steve (Ericsson) provided rev2.
Apostolis (Motorola) provided rev3: we’d prefer to have another Note after Figure A.6 for the case of “adding IMS session to existing voice call”.
Curt (Nokia): I still can't accept this rev based on the point that public service number concept in IMS is not defined and what you are showing is really just one implementation aspect.
Apostolis (Motorola) provided rev4: I attach a further revision (rev4) which removes also the reference of public service number from the cover page, hoping that this is your problem.
Curt (Nokia): I still have some reservation on your CR. E.g.,
1. why is it that "CSI-AS may select one terminating UE out of many possible on the "terminating side for the IMS session".  where  is this requirement coming from?
2. What if those terminating UEs share the same MSISDN? how would the connect party ID help?
Noted

	IMS
	S2-070441
	
	Revision of: S2-070174
23.279 CR0031: Supporting capability exchange for CSI Interworking
	
	23,279
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070435
	
	Revision of: S2-070085
Clarification of service interaction scenario
	
	23,810
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070436
	
	Revision of: S2-070495
General Architecture Requirements for Service Brokering
	
	23,810
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070437
	
	Revision of: S2-070498
Architecture Alternatives for Service Brokering
	
	23,810
	
	
	Steve (Ericsson) provided rev1: These can be found directly under section 5 and in 5.4.  In addition, I have proposed to scrap the following sentence from 5.1 "The provisioning of the S-CSCF is simplified as it only interacts with a single Application Server called Service Broker" as this seems like some sort of analysis.
Raquel (Telcordia) accepted the rev1.

Rev1 Approved

	IMS
	S2-070439
	
	Revision of: S2-070496
Security Requirements for Service Brokering
	
	23,810
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070417
	
	Revision of: S2-070155
Dynamic Allocation of Users to Application Servers
	
	23,818
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070418
	
	Revision of: S2-070377
IMS E&O - Introducing Dynamic Allocation of users to ASs in 23.228
	
	23,818
	
	
	Ricky (Nortel): I have no technical issues with the new Informative Annex provided by Samsung in 23.228.However, I have a question for clarification.E///’s tdoc 417 was updated to reflect the outcome of the discussion on dynamic allocation of AS in Release 7, which stated that there were two options that could be used in release 7; the hierarchical scheme from Samsung and S-CSCF caching from Siemens.I was not sure if the outcome of the discussion on 418 was to also add the S-CSCF caching option to the Informative Annex provided by Samsung, or whether S-CSCF caching would be added in a subsequent meeting as a Release 7 change? Please could you clarify.
Fredrik (Ericsson): My interpretation of the discussion was that there was no agreement (or even proposal) to include S-CSCF caching in the Samsung contribution to 23.228. 
Reinhard (Siemens): referring to the conclusion section in 417, I think we should also include the S-CSCF caching in 418. Please prepare a revision of 418.
Fredrik (Ericsson): There are two reasons why 418 should not have S-CSCF caching option in it:
1) There was no stage 2 text provided to the meeting which Samsung could have used (and which we agreed on). 
2) As I also mentioned in previous mail, there was no request during the meeting to include something around S-CSCF caching in 418, nor was there any agreement on it. 
Hence, I see no reason to re-evaluate this during the e-mail review.  
Reinhard (Siemens): my proposal is to put in the agreed solution description C.5.1  of TR 23.818, but if you cannot agree, I will submit an adequate CR for the next meeting.

Regarding to 417 we should clarify in 418, than there are more solutions, which have no impact on stage 3 and that the described solution is not recommended. I propose that Samsung should change the last sentence of X.1 (Proposed solution below does not require impacts on the stage 3 specifications).  

Fredrik (Ericsson): I think it would be easier with a concrete CR rather than trying to get in something quick into 418, so I would welcome a CR proposal from you to the next meeting.
Gyorgy (Nokia) proposed rev1: I share Reinhard's view that the last sentence off X.1 should be aligned with 417. My proposed revision can be found in the attached file.
Rev1 Approved

	IMS
	S2-070420
	
	Revision of: S2-070160
Furthering the study on domain selection
	
	23,818
	
	
	HengLiang (Huawei) provided rev1: I propose to remove the "and SDS" from the above sentence
Ralf (Ericsson): provided rev2
Rev2 Approved

	IMS
	S2-070421
	
	Revision of: S2-070196
IMS-RT - Discussion about the implementary scenarios of SDS and ADS and the relationship between them
	
	23,818
	
	
	Ralf (Ericsson): question for clarification: the proposed text for section 11.3.3 states, that "no use case is identified to support the necessity for routing originating IMS session to CS domain to execute service logic", which is in line with my understanding of the discussion at the meeting. However, the figure above this text shows an OSDS-IMS entity. What should the role of this entity if there is "no use case"? Consequently, shouldn't this entity be removed from the figure?
HengLiang (Huawei):    I discussed with other delegates about this removing "OSDS-IMS Box " or removing "OSDS-IMS dashed arrow", we reached agreement that the function of OSDS-IMS is to select one domain(IMS or CS) for service execution. It can make the decision to select IMS to execute service. So this functionality is needed. Since there is no use case to support the dashed arrow, we agreed to remove it from the figure.
Ralf (Ericsson): don't think we need a functionality which can only make the decision to select IMS to execute service because there is no use case to select CS domain. My understanding is that there is no change needed to existing specs for handling of originating calls which enter the IMS domain. We only agreed that OSDS-CS is needed for handling of originating calls in the CS domain.
Martin (Siemens): At the network side OSDS-IMS should be removed from figure 1.
HengLiang (Huawei):  So, what's the way forward?  With OSDS-IMS or without OSDS-IMS box?
Martin and Ralf asked revision without the OSDS-IMS box to HengLiang

Bonnie (Motorola): 

1. Provide definition for IMS Service Engine and CS Service Engine
2. Replace IMS Service Engine/CS Service Engine with IMS Service Execution/CS Service Execution
HengLiang (Huawei) provided rev1
Ralf (Ericsson): we should use "IMS" instead of "IMS Domain"
HengLiang (Huawei) provided rev2
Qiang (China Mobile): I suggest we should give some dedicated contributions and discussions on next meeting.
Rev2 Approved

	IMS
	S2-070422
	
	Revision of: S2-070197
New factors for service domain selection
	
	23,818
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070424
	
	Revision of: S2-070243
IMS Optimization Call Flows
	
	23,818
	
	
	Gyorgy (Nokia): 1) According to the introduction these flows are covered in TR 24.930 created by CT1. I do not understand why we need to study something that has been studied in CT1. Is there any architecture impact of these flows?

2) Assumption 3: what is the reason that the 180 Ringing answer is highlighted as a possible option? I think any 18x response can be used for this purpose. I also think that the note in the last sentence does not contain any useful information.

3) I do not understand the 1st sentence in the conclusion. Does it mean that any of these flows are not inline with the current specifications?

If no, then it is obvious that any of the flows can be used. If yes, then please highlight what kind of normative changes are needed.
Peter (Ericsson): Some further comments.

1. 100 Trying should be sent for each hop independently, i.e. not as shown in the flows. Usually we avoids shwoing 100 Trying as there is no reason to show it in 23.818. 

2. The conclusion states that "...all the possible options be allowed for setting up a real-time session in IMS. The operators can choose the scenario that best fit their requirements." We think that we should make some recommendations for standardized services to ease the testing of the services.

3. We don't mind including flows (as long as they are correct) for deriving some session setup principles to recommend. The question is which session setup principles they intend to address?
Kirti (Qualcomm) provided rev1 (after deadline)
Mari (Nokia) : I fail to see the value they are adding for stage 2 specs.
There are errors in the flows.

Andy (A-L) objected rev1:

I would prefer not to see these flows included in a stage 2 document.
Noted

	IMS
	S2-070425
	
	Revision of: S2-070247
Comparison of session setup alternatives for UE initiated resource reservation
	
	23,818
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070426
	
	Revision of: S2-070173
Capability Exchange for CSI Interworking
	
	23,819
	
	
	Approved

	IMS
	S2-070413
	
	Revision of: S2-070300
Architecture Requirements: VCC Support for Emergency Calls
	
	23,826
	
	
	Bob (A-L) provided rev1.
Ricky (Nortel) provided rev2: I suggest that we just drop the "VCC" part from the first sentence?

Bob (A-L) accept rev2

Gavin (Vodafone); My question is whether by removing the restriction are you putting requirements on networks and subscribers where are non-VCC capable and IMS capable?
Bob (A-L): I don't believe we are putting any requirements on a non-VCC capable network by removing the word "VCC".
Gavin (Vodafone); The issue I see is that this effectively means a network operator wishing to provide VCC would be forced to also implement VCC for emergency calls.
I would have to object to this document.
Ricky (Nortel) to Gavin: Is it the whole document that you are objecting to, or just the revised requirement that removes "VCC"?
Gavin (Vodafone) provided rev3; I was just objecting to the removal of "VCC".
Ricky (Nortel) provided rev4: remove the requirement causing some concern
Bob (A-L): We are willing to proceed with revision 4 for approval. 

We are willing to proceed with revision 4 for approval.
Rev4 Approved

	IMS
	S2-070406
	
	Revision of: S2-070364
Additional IMS multicast service signalling
	
	23,847
	
	
	- Fiona (Siemens) provided rev1: I would like to provide the rev1 of s2-07406 with cleaning of two additional editor's notes and five replacements of multicast with MBMS in the demonstration of Figure 3, becuase if all of those additional marks are necessary they should belong to a seperate change request to TR 23.847v0.1.3 rather than a insertion of current P-CR.
Taesun (Samsung): Two editor’s notes and replacements of multicast with MBMS are from Ericsson’s comment.
Samsung is happy with either 406rev1and 406.
Rev1 Approved

	IMS
	S2-070442
	
	Revision of: S2-070301
ICS Session Scenarios
	
	23,982
	
	
	Approved

	LCS
	S2-070597
	
	Revision of: S2-070556
23.271 CR0333: Support of Concurrent Location Requests
	
	
	
	
	Stephen (QCOM) provided the first version: This is a CR to 23.271 concerning support of concurrent location requests and is a revision to S2-070556 presented at the plenary on Friday. Changes are restricted to clause 4.5 and mainly (but not entirely) to bullet 1c.
Yinjun (TCS): I would suggest removing all the changes starting from Section 9.1.1, and maybe adding a clarification in Section 9 referencing the principals of processing concurrent location requests.
Stephen (QCOM) provided rev1:

Rev1 Approved

	PCC
	S2-070181
	
	23.207 CR0092: Rel-7 version of  TS 23.207 main body
	
	
	
	
	Mirko (Siemens): the current version removes in our understanding too much text and thus takes too many information away.
We therefore cannot agree to this contribution.
Noted

	PCC
	S2-070513
	
	23.203 CR0012: PCC with multiple AFs
	
	
	
	
	Lars (Ericsson) provided rev1: The original contribution mandates that the PCRF detects multiple Rx sessions for the same AF session. This is a new requirement that Ericsson does not support. We however support that there is there is one AF for each AF session.
Mirko (Siemens) accepted rev1

Rev1 Approved

	PCC
	S2-070228
	
	23.203 CR0011R2: Proxy Server between AF and PCRF
	
	
	
	
	Lars (Ericsson): Ericsson can therefore not agree to this paper.
Mirko (Siemens)

we proposed to extend this basic routing on Diameter Application ID basis by information about the user for which the Rx-session is established (the Framed-IP-Address AVP / Framed-IPv6-Prefix AVP).
we haven't seen any existing Diameter functionality that would provide a similar function.
Noted

	PCC
	S2-070615
	
	Revision of S2-070502
23.203 CR0009: PCC and bearer control mode
	
	
	
	
	Mirko (Siemens) provided the paper: please find attached the latest versions of the two CRs S2-070614 (23.060) and S2-070615 (23.203) which further clarify some aspects of the existing bearer control modes and add the details of the mixed mode.
Lars (Ericsson): Please find rev 1 attached:
Mirko (Siemens) we can accept the revision 1.
Rev1 Approved

	PCC
	S2-070510
	
	23.203 CR0027: Default charging method for IP-CAN session
	
	
	
	
	Lars (Ericsson) :Please find proposed rev 1 attached 
Mirko (Siemens): Please find a proposed revision 2 attached.
Rev2 Approved

	PCC
	S2-070511
	
	23.203 CR0008: Requesting credit for PCC rules
	
	
	
	
	Lars (Ericsson) : Please find suggested revision 1 attached: 
Mirko (Siemens) accepted rev1.

Rev1 Approved

	PCC
	S2-070520
	
	23.203 CR0026: Clarification on "type of IP-CAN" information
	
	
	
	
	Lars (Ericsson): Please find a proposed revision attached: <<S2-070520rev1.zip>>
Jeremy (Nortel): the text is in brackets in section 6.2.1.1 just adds more confusion rather than clarity.
To me the sentence should simply say:

Type of IP-CAN (e.g. GPRS, I-WLAN…);
NOTE 1:          The Type of IP-CAN parameter should allow extension to include new type of accesses
Lars (Ericsson): Ericsson would accept the change you are proposing.
Jeremy (Nortel) provided rev2
Steve (Orange) agreeed rev2.

Rev2 Approved

	PCC
	S2-070614 
	
	Revision of S2-070501
23.060 CR0579: Bearer control mode
	
	
	
	
	Mirko (Siemens) provided the paper: please find attached the latest versions of the two CRs S2-070614 (23.060) and S2-070615 (23.203) which further clarify some aspects of the existing bearer control modes and add the details of the mixed mode.
Jeremy (Nortel): Thanks for the update. Nortel feels a key aspect of resolving the technical challenge of Mixed-Mode (MS/NW) QoS control for PCC is an appropriate definition of the Packet Routeing behaviour in section 9.3 of 23.060. We see this as a ‘gating factor’ for having a viable solution and hence a CR which we could agree to.
- Mirko (Siemens) provided rev1; please find a proposal attached in S2-070614rev1.
For the MS in 'MS/NW' mode the following logic should work (basically a combination of the two descriptions for 'MS_only' and 'NW_only'):
1. check against the uplink TFT packet filter (provided by the network)
2. check against any local mapping of applications
3. use the PDP context without TFT.
Jeremy (Nortel): I believe in the case of NW_only, there should be no TFTs in the GGSN, hence no issue. However in UE/NW mode there could be, potentially invalidating the behaviour currently described in 23.060. Hence there is a need to identify this in 23.060 and clearly define what that inter-dependency is in 23.203.
Mirko (Siemens) I don't think we have to add much more to 23.060 to clarify your point.
in case a network initiated PDP context would be modified by an MS later on by adding some TFT packet filters, these packet filters are not installed at the GGSN but instead forwarded to the PCRF.
Jeremy (Nortel): I think this ‘ignoring’ behaviour needs to be explicitly included in the 23.060 CR.
Mirko (Siemens) I can live with the current situation where there is not very much mentioned about PCC in 23.060 at all. However, this issue is not only relevant for the MS/NW mode but for all bearer establishment modes (MS, NW and MS/NW).
Jeremy (Nortel): We need to either make create an explicit rule of how the point of the control for a particular IP flow is transferred from the UE in the Network, in UE/NW mode, or we stick the simple rule that the UE retains
Peter (Ericsson) provided rev2
Gavin (Vodafone): Do we want to extend this functionality for the PCRF to reject UE initiated modifications (UE control) when the IP-CAN session modification triggered by the UE is determined to be actually network controlled instead?
Mirko (Siemens) to Gavin: we can assume that already the GPRS system (probably the SGSN) rejects any SM procedure which is not allowed for the bearer establishment mode that is currently running.

Mirko (Siemens): To Jeremy, I don't think that there is any advantage if we would use different IP addresses for UE and NW controlled applications.
Gavin (Vodafone): The problem I see is that the PCC rule is dictated by the TFT in the UE controlled establishment. As a result the PCRF needs to determine whether the PCC rule / TFT is appropriate for UE control.
Mirko (Siemens) answered Gavin

Gavin (Vodafone): what happens if the PCRF does not yet have the full information necessary to build the rules that are supposed to be pushed to the PCEF. The end result is that you reject the UE controlled activation, but no rules can be pushed to the PCEF until the AF provides something.

Mirko (Siemens): the only thing the PCRF can do is generating a generic PCC rule out of the whole UE provided TFT filter set (assuming that the subscriber is allowed to do this). Later on, when the AF information becomes available, the service specific PCC rules is sent to the PCEF triggering the network initiated PDP context activation/modification.
Gavin (Vodafone): could we still move towards a hard decision?

Mirko (Siemens):I would rather understand this issue as "allocating IP flows to different PCC rules (that belong to a service)". And this allocation may change over time.
Lars (Ericsson): The TS might benefit from adding the "mode of control" (UE or NW) to the set of information elements in the PCC rule
Jeremy (Nortel): the installing then replacing of rules you refer to in your email could be a frequent event, and it's not exactly clear to me the handling of TFTs in this scenario and the impact on the application of a transfer of the point of control (UE->NW).
Mirko (Siemens) : I'm on the other hand convinced that the current CRs provide the means to control the UE behavior in a clear and sufficient manner.

We are happy to start the work on a complete description of the relation and the interactions between applications and bearers in the different bearer establishment modes which could e.g. go into 23.207. However, we should not delay the approval of the CRs because of this outstanding work.
Mirko (Siemens) : We can accept the revision 2.
Jeremy (Nortel): I will not object to the email approval of 0614 and 0615. 

Rev2 Approved
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