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	1
	Opening

Tuesday 13.2.2001
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Make calls for IPRs
	
	MCC
	Noted.
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	0228
	Agenda
	
	Chairman
	Agreed.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Reports

Tuesday 13.2.2001
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	0235
	23.228 V1.7.0 (IP Multimedia (IM) Subsystem - Stage 2)
	
	Lucent Technologies / Tom Towle (editor)
	Noted.

	
	
	0236
	S2 documents approved by email to be used to create 23.228 V1.8.0 (IP Multimedia (IM) Subsystem - Stage 2)
	
	Lucent Technologies / Tom Towle (editor)
	

	
	
	0237
	Summary of current IETF documents on SIP
	
	Lucent Technologies / Keith Drage
	Noted.

	
	
	0238
	Summary of current IETF documents on MMUSIC
	
	Lucent Technologies / Keith Drage
	Noted.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Input Liaison statements

Tuesday 13.2.2001
	
	Only SIP & IM subsystem related LSs are provided for this meeting
	
	
	

	
	
	0245
	Response to: LS on some issues related to optimised IP speech support in GERAN
	
	TSG SA WG2
	Noted.  The document needs to be revisited at CN1 #16

Presentation needed.

The LS deals with optimising GERAN IP support for speech services.  Impact on CN1 area is likely

· Header removal/regeneration

· multiple codecs 

· Handovers

· Codec change during call

· Which contexts are kept?

· HO duration?

· header removal / header compression

SA2 tdoc S2-010383

	
	
	0246
	LS on Replacement of 23.121 for R4 onwards
	
	Lucent (TSG-SA WG2)
	Agreed the decision made by SA2.

The rapporteurs of CN1 specifications are requested to check their specs and to remove all references to 23.121.

23.121 is discontinued and replaced by 23.221 in Rel-4. The WGs are therefore asked to remove any references to 23.121.
SA2 tdoc S2-010393

	
	
	0249
	Proposed LS on clarification on QoS work distribution
	
	SA2
	Noted.

SA2 to CN3 with CC to CN1

LS was not approved in SA2 and therefore not formally sent.

· Bearer level QoS discussion between SA2 and CN3. Is there any CN1 related issue, have we got all the necessary code points present in Qos IE?

· Allocation of IM work to CN WGs

· Which WG owns P-CSCF – GGSN interface?

SA2 tdoc S2-010042

	
	
	0250
	Proposed Reply LS on the Work Item “Cx Interface specification”
	
	SA2
	Noted.

SA2 to CN4 with CC to CN1

· SA2 acknowledge CN4 part of IM work on Cx interface and request them to follow the progress on 24.228

· Is the any CN1 related issue in this LS?

SA2 tdoc S2-010276

	
	
	0251
	Proposed LS on moving information flows to 24.228
	24.228
	Lucent / SA2
	Noted.

But the contents was an extract from 23.228 and flows to add the functionality to 24.228 should be studied. The call flow in tdoc N1-010251 does not comply with 24.228 editing rules and therefore it can not be agreed as such.
MCC comment before the meeting that the LS was not approved. But the delegate who made the comment was participating also this CN1-SA2 joint meeting and he clarified that it was more of a question than objection and there is no problem treating the document in this meeting. SA2 are proposing to add error recovery related signalling flows to 24.228.

SA2 tdoc S2-010343

	
	
	0252
	Removal of Visited Control S-CSCF option from the Rel 5 architecture
	
	SA2
	Noted.

· SA2 inform the other WGs that they have removed the visited control option from Rel-5 version of 23.228.

· Are there any visited control signalling flows in 24.228?

SA2 tdoc S2-010385

Related proposal to change 24.228 in N1-010241, N1-010247 and N1-010256

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4 
	SIP Work Plan for TSGN WG1

Thursday 15.2.2001
	
	
	
	
	Meeting calendar for 2001:

	
	
	
	
	
	
	15.-19.Jan.2001
	CN1 #15, Beijing

	
	
	
	
	
	
	7.-8.Feb.2001
	Joint SA1-CN1-RAN2-RAN4-GERAN1 idle mode workshop (Nokia, Helsinki/Finland)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	13.-15.Feb.2001
	CN1-SA2 SIP joint meeting (AT&T, New Jersey/USA

	
	
	
	
	
	
	26.Feb-1.Mar. 2001
	CN1 #16, CN1-2-3-4 (ETSI, Sophia Antipolis / France) 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	14.-16.Mar.2001
	CN #11, (Palm Springs / USA)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	3.-4. Apr.2001
	CN1–SA2 SIP joint meeting (ETSI, Sophia Antipolis / France)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	14.-18.May 2001
	CN1 #17, CN1-2-3-4 (North American friends of 3GPP / USA)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	13.-15.Jun.2001
	CN #12 (Ericsson / Stockholm)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	11.-12.Jul.2001
	CN1 SIP ad hoc with 11.7. joint CN1-2-3-4 (Dresden, Germany / Mannessmann)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	27.-31.Aug.2001
	CN1 #18 (Host needed)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	19.-21.Sep.2001
	CN #13 (China)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	15.-19.Oct.2001
	CN1 #19 (BT, Vodafone, Lucent / UK)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	26.-30.Nov.2001
	CN1 #20 (North American friends of 3GPP / USA)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	12.-14.Dec.2001
	CN #14 (Japan)

	
	
	0233
	Feedback from IETF interim SIP working group meeting
	
	Nokia / Balazs Bertenyi
	Summary of IETF discussions on 3GPP originated SIP contributions

· So far there has not been too much contribution from 3GPP to IETF SIP work. The reason is that despite the SIP call flows have been discussed in the 3GPP meetings the main decisions within 3GPP have been related with the service requirements and the architecture. 

· CN1 has also reviewed the SIP functionality and found out that significant amount of the features are already provided by the protocol and therefore very few candidates 3GPP originated enhancements have been identified.

· Proposal that the SIP related meeting reports should be sent to the IETF mailing list

· It was proposed during the discussion that just sending the report is only the minimum requirement and more information about the 3GPP decisions and priorities should be given to IETF.

· Proposal to convert 24.228 into internet draft format for providing it to IETF? Comment that the architectural issues are not so relevant for IETF who are dealing more with the signalling flows.

· Prioritisation of the IETF SIP work from 3GPP viewpoint is difficult as the necessary procedures will be needed for a complete system and are therefore essential for completeness of 3GPP Rel-5

· Decisions:

· Chairman to distribute the summary of CN1 SIP related discussions and decisions to IETF SIP mailing list

· The IETF SIP specifications which will be referred to by 3GPP will be listed on the 3GPP WI description and this information will be provided to IETF by the rapporteur

· 24.228 signalling flow summary to be provided to IETF SIP group by a drafting group of interested CN1/SA2 delegates.

· 3GPP related comments to the IETF SIP drafts which are referred to by 3GPP will be needed.

· Call flows defining the 3GPP related enhancements need to be contributed to IETF by 3GPP members

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Technical issues

Tuesday – Thursday 13.-15.Feb.2001
	
	
	
	
	

	5.1
	Storing confidential information in UE / P-CSCF / S-CSCF
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.2
	SIP REGISTER related call flows
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	0229
	Subscriber registration with public user identifier
	24.228
	Nokia / Gabor Bajko
	Agreed that it must be possible to register public identities one by one. The use of the private ID in the TO field to associate it with multiple public identities was questioned as this also needs to be compliant with the existing SIP. Also security should be considered.

· SA2 has agreed that there will be one private ID and one or more public identities.

· The private identifier is assigned by the home network operator and takes the form of a Network Access Identifier (NAI) as defined in RFC2486

	
	
	0230
	Individual registration of subscribers' public user identifiers
	
	Nokia / Balazs Bertenyi
	Noted.

Many aspects of this contribution are already covered by the discussion and decisions on the previous tdoc. One outstanding issue is the possibility to indicate different contact point for different public addresses?

· Both 3rd party registration and registering different contact points for different public addresses was seen as depending on SA2 decision on the principle before CN1 can proceed with the proposal. It will be up to SA2 to decide whether they wish to talk to SA1 about the service requirement first.

· This issue can not be completely separated from authentication (e.g. 3rd party registration authority)

· The originator was invited to provide a contribution in this area to the next SA2.

	
	
	0231
	Network initiated de-registration
	24.228
	Nokia / Gabor Bajko
	Revised to N1-010262

The UE needs to know if it needs to re-register and it also needs to know that it will not be possible to access IMS services because of subscription related reasons.

· Proposal to use NOTIFY and 200 OK to inform the UE about de-registration 

· Proposal to indicate in REGISTER that the UE expects this notification of de-registration.

· Proposal to use Allow-Event in REGISTER for subscribing to this notification

	
	
	0253
	Alternative mechanisms to support "hiding"
	23.228
	Nortel Networks/Sonia Garapaty
	Revised to N1-010261

Agreed that Annex A is SA2 specific and that should be removed from the revised document.

Additionally there are changes to the contents of Annex B which will be kept.

Proposal that  because the encrypted S-CSCF name only needs to be decrypted in the home network the encryption mechanism could be made implementation specific, e.g. by means of tokens instead of encrypted addresses.

· SA2 have discussed the issue but they are waiting for SA3 comments

· Maybe 3 alternatives (tokenisation, encrypting algorithm, stripping and reappending the address) can be considered

· All of these require storing (and distribution?) of the some information within the home network to resolve the address of the S-CSCF in the subsequent requests. However, the detailed contents of this information will be different depending on the chosen method(s)

	
	
	0255
	New Table Format for Registration Signalling Flows
	24.228
	Motorola Inc– Lucent Technologies - ATT Wireless / John O’Hare
	The proposed new notation was agreed.

All contributions from the next meeting onwards need to follow the new notation.

The rapporteur volunteered to provide the next version in the new format.

	
	
	0256
	Modifications to Registration Signalling Flows
	24.228
	Motorola Inc / Steve Magee
	Revised to N1-010263

	
	
	0257
	Re-Registration Signalling Flows
	24.228
	Motorola Inc / Andrew Allen
	Revised to N1-010274

	
	
	0258
	Additional flow from 23.228
	24.228
	Lucent / Tom Towle
	Agreed to put the proposed flow in 24.228 but with editor's note that this is copied from 23.228 and needs the stage 3 details to make it complete.

Linked LS in N1-010251

	
	
	0259
	Inclusion of path header in registration flows
	24.228
	Lucent / Min Huang
	Noted but with the following specific questions answered:

· do we use Require? -> comment that for error handling not only Require but also Proxy-Require would be useful

· Is path header used in both directions between P-CSCF and S-CSCF? -> proposal to have it there both directions

· Where should the procedure for using the path header be specified? -> proposal to do this in an informational RFC

The originator was asked to provide a contribution against 24.228

	
	
	0261
	Alternative mechanisms to support "hiding"
	23.228
	Nortel Networks/Sonia Garapaty
	Revised to N1-010267

The encryption mechanism should be approved by SA3.

Revision of N1-010253

	
	
	0262
	Network initiated de-registration
	24.228
	Nokia / Gabor Bajko
	Agreed the proposed principles.

· Comment about the wording that the indicator of de-registration is not just the NOTIFY message but the indicator contained in the Event header

· Is the support of NOTIFY mandatory for the UE or not? How to handle de-registration when NOTIFY is not supported?

· The file name is correct but the tdoc number in the running header is from the previous revision.

The originator was asked to provide contributions against 24.228 and maybe also 23.228 if necessary considering these comments.

Revision of N1-010231

	
	
	0263
	Modifications to Registration Signalling Flows
	24.228
	Motorola Inc / Steve Magee
	Agreed.

Revision of N1-010256

	
	
	0266
	The usage of SIP headers in REGISTER message
	24.228
	Nokia / Gabor Bajko
	· Some delegations are concerned about the usage of private ID in From field but this was taken as working assumption for now in the absence of other alternatives

· The openness of the contact header contents was seen as subject to SA2 / SA3 decision. Is the UE allowed to encode just any address and can the UE be addressed by any address?

	
	
	0267
	The usage of path header 
	24.228
	Nokia / Gabor Bajko
	Agreed.

Linked LS in N1-010268.

Revised from CN1 #15 tdoc N1-010089 and N1-010261

	
	
	0274
	Re-registration signalling flows 
	24.228
	Motorola / Andrew Allen
	Agreed with a modification to be made by the rapporteur for the next version: The S-CSCF selection procedure invoked by the I-CSCF is not needed.

Revision of N1-010257

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.3
	SIP INVITE related call flows
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	0232
	Routing of session initiation with called public user ID in E.164 format
	24.228
	Nokia / Balazs Bertenyi
	The proposed principle was agreed and the originator is invited to propose changes to 24.228 based on this. It was commented that ENUM could be the primary addressing mechanism but the support of ENUM should not be made mandatory as some operators may wish to use other mechanism.

	
	
	0234
	SIP invite related call flows for Session Initiation
	24.228
	Ericsson
	Revised to N1-010265

Postponed til Thursday.

This very large document was presented but the decision was left open to allow more time for the delegates to check the contents.

· numbering in the pictures and in the text need to be aligned

	
	
	0241
	Signaling Flows
	24.228
	ATT
	Revised to N1-010265

	
	
	0242
	SIP Procedures for UE
	24.229
	ATT
	Agreed.

N1-010242 to 244 are a proposal to add informative annex to 24.229 to contain the PICS proforma for UE and I-CSCF.

	
	
	0243
	SIP Procedures for Gateway I-CSCF
	24.229
	ATT
	Agreed.

N1-010242 to 244 are a proposal to add informative annex to 24.229 to contain the PICS proforma for UE and I-CSCF.

· Is it necessary to split the I-CSCF functionality to gateway and firewall I-CSCF? -> The requirements are different and thus the applicability of each requirement on either one or both Gateway and Firewall I-CSCF must be indicated in 24.229 somehow. 

	
	
	0244
	SIP Procedures for Firewall I-CSCF
	24.229
	ATT
	Agreed.

N1-010242 to 244 are a proposal to add informative annex to 24.229 to contain the PICS proforma for UE and I-CSCF.

· The term firewall was challenged as the firewall I-CSCF does not seem to perform the full firewall functionality.

	
	
	0247
	Impact on session establishment flows of removal of visited control
	24.228
	Lucent Technologies / Keith Drage
	Agreed. 

This is the list of call flows that need to be deleted or modified in 24.228. The call flows are dealt with in tdocs N1-010234 and N1-010241

Linked LS in tdoc N1-010252

	
	
	0260
	Updated MO #1 call flow to indicate path storage requirements
	24.228
	Lucent / Min Huang
	Noted.

	
	
	0265
	Signaling Flows
	24.228
	AT&T, Ericsson
	Agreed.

· Presented for approval

· Two large documents merged together with some additional changes thrown in to cover the comments on the previous versions.
Revision of N1-010234 and N1-010241

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.4
	Other call flows
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	0239
	Detailed session release call flows based on 23.228, clause 5.11
	24.228
	Lucent Technologies / Keith Drage
	

	
	
	0240
	Introduction of Breakout Gateway Control Function (BGCF) to 24.228
	24.228
	Ericsson/
	Withdrawn.

	
	
	0264
	Network initiated session release
	23.228
	Siemens / Francesco Prato
	Rejected.

Proposal to use NOTIFY instead of BYE for DL indication of network initiated release of call.

	
	
	0271
	Outline internet draft to present 24.228 material to IETF
	24.228
	Lucent / Keith Drage
	Agreed.

· It was stressed by the delegates with IETF experience that the originators of the document should be prepared to receive comments and to react upon those comments to benefit from the IETF experts comments.

	
	
	0272
	Example material on profile tables for future inclusion in 24.228
	24.228
	Lucent / Keith Drage
	Noted.

Presented for information

Comments on the proposal are welcomed by the originator.

	
	
	0273
	WID: SIP call control protocol for the IM CN subsystem 
	
	Lucent / Keith Drage
	Agreed.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.5
	Other technical issues
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	0248
	Identification of flows in 23.228 that are not yet included in 24.228
	24.228
	Lucent Technologies / Keith Drage
	Noted.

Agreed the following:

· 24.228 outline will be aligned with the stable parts of 23.228 (i.e. excluding informative annexes)

· Generic error handling section will be needed in 24.228

	
	
	0254
	Removal of I-CSCF acting as a "Firewall"
	23.228/24.228
	Nortel Networks/Sonia Garapaty
	Noted.

Look at this once more, is there now any term that can be proposed instead of "firewall"

Noted.

· It was agreed during the discussion on this and the other documents that the functionality of firewall I-CSCF does not support typical firewall features. 

· The term "hiding" was proposed by the originator

· It was commented by some SA2 delegates that this term was proposed and rejected earlier. "Hiding" does not seem the best choice even though the current term "firewall" is less than perfect  

· In this situation a smaller group of delegates was invited to come up with a proposal for the term to replace "firewall". The proposal of the joint meeting was to replace firewall with THIG (Topology Hiding Internetwork Gateway) 

· The originator was asked to raise the necessary contributions in SA2 and CN1.

	
	
	0269
	The latest version of 24.229
	24.229
	Lucent / Keith Drage
	Agreed.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	LS out

Thursday 15.Feb.2001
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	0268
	Proposed LS out: Security implications of network topology hiding.
	
	Sonia
	Agreed with the addition made by the chairman:

" If the proposal is agreed then SA2 and SA3 are invited to study the impact on their documents under its control (changes on 23.228 are expected)."

	
	
	0270
	Proposed LS on user identities
	
	Andrew
	Revised to N1-010275

	
	
	0275
	Proposed LS on user identities
	
	Andrew
	Agreed.

Revision of N1-010270

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	A.O.B.

Thursday 15.Feb.2001
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Make calls for IPRs 



Under Article 3.1 of the Third Generation Partnership Project, the Organizational Partners undertook to encourage that their IPR Policies are respected by their members and that their respective members declare their willingness to grant licences on fair, reasonable terms and conditions on a non discriminatory basis, and consistent with their IPR Policies.



A list of essential patents declared with regard to transposed 3GPP deliverables can be found at



http://www.3gpp.org/pcg/ipr_declarations.htm


3GPP Individuals Members are required to make reasonable endeavours to inform their respective Organizational Partners, in a timely manner, of Essential IPRs of which they become aware. You, as a Technical Specification Group Chairmen, are urged to remind your members of this obligation.



The objectives of the call for IPRs should be to:



· remind the Individuals Members and the person making the technical proposal of technical solution about their obligation under their respective Organizational Partners IPR Policy.  To draw attention to any of their own IPRs which might be essential to a 3GPP Technical Specification and Technical Report, if their proposed solution is adopted; and other IPRs which they think could be Essential to the 3GPP Technical Specification and Technical Report  under preparation 



· seek a statement from the person submitting a technical solution concerning the existence of IPRs (especially patents), which are, or are likely to become, Essential to any 3GPP Technical Specification and Technical Report based on the proposed technical solution (an IPR statement) 



It is obvious that the members’ representatives present in 3GPP Technical Specification Groups cannot be deemed to know details of all IPRs owned by their company. However, you need to invite them to contact the patent experts of their company.



When?



A formal call for IPR must be made by the Chairman at the beginning of each meeting. 



A shorter call for IPRs should be made: 



· on formal creation of a work item;



· on formal submission of a technical solution;



· on completion of the first stable draft of the 3GPP Technical Specification and Technical Report; 



· on working group approval of a draft 3GPP Technical Specification and 3GPP Technical Report ; 



· on TSG approval of a draft 3GPP Technical Specification and 3GPP Technical Report . 





How?



1)
The formal call for IPRs needs to be made by the Chairman orally or in writing according to the example given in the attached Appendix. Individuals Members needs to be informed that the form for the notification of essential IPRs and licensing declaration is available to them (For ETSI :http://www.etsi.org/ipr/IPRForms.pdf)).



2)
During the meeting the shorter call of IPRs can consist in the following sentence "Does anyone have an essential IPR to declare?" as a reminder of the call for IPRs made in the beginning of the meeting.





If a member of your 3GPP Technical Specification Group informs you, as Chairman, that his company or someone else has a potentially Essential IPR, you should be aware of the fact that:



· the owner of an Essential IPR does not have to disclose anything other than its existence and identity, e.g. in the case of a patent, its number or that of the application; 



· the holder of an Essential patent should never be asked to disclose the commercial terms under which licenses for the Essential patent may be made available, 



· Members have no obligation to conduct formal IPR searches. 



What needs to be done if no IPR statement can be obtained or if the IPR owner refuses to grant licenses?



As 3GPP Technical Specification Group Chairmen, you need to encourage Individual Members to make IPR statement and Licensing Declaration at an early stage in order to avoid undue delay to the work of the Technical Specification Group. However, organizations may need time to study the IPR situation – this may especially be the case for large organizations. 



If it becomes apparent to you that an IPR statement is unlikely to be provided to you, you should inform the Project Coordination Group who will arrange with the Organizational Partners for the necessary declarations to be obtained. 



Appendix 
Example of a formal call for IPRs



The attention of the members of this Technical Specification Group is drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of. 



The members take note that they are hereby invited:



· to investigate in their company whether their company does own IPRs which are, or are likely to become Essential in respect of the work of the Technical Specification Group.



· to notify the Chairman, or the Director-General of their respective Organizational Partners, of all potential IPRs that their company may own, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms.
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