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Introduction

This document represents the results of a set of informal conference calls on VCC stage 3. The calls do not constitute 3GPP CT1 meetings, nor do the discussions mandate subsequent discussion within 3GPP CT1. The results of those discussions are various contributions from 3GPP member organisations which can be fully discussed and agreed, revised or rejected. 

This notes are presented for information so that decisions on various issues are readily apparent, and as such may avoid (because the answers are here) or shorten some discussion in the 3GPP CT1 meeting itself.

Conference call held on 17th March 2006

Participation:

	Name
	Organisation

	Keith Drage
	Lucent Technologies

	Andy Bennett
	Lucent Technologies

	Paul Sitch
	Nokia

	Chen-Ho Chin
	Samsung

	Robert Zaus
	Siemens

	Jean-Luc Bakker
	Telcordia

	Matt Lopez
	Ecrio

	Milan Patel
	Nortel

	Frederic Thepot
	NTT Docomo

	Georg Mayer
	Nokia

	Kyungae Yoon
	LG

	Atle Monrad
	Ericsson

	Craig Bishop
	Samsung

	Akimichi Tanabe
	NTT Docomo

	Shinki
	Avaya

	Apostolis Salkinzis
	Motorota

	Alf Heidermark
	Ericsson

	Pierre-Jean Muller
	NEC


Discussion:

Keith Drage briefly drew attention to C1-06aaaa-24206-040.zip which is the current draft of the stage 3 and is only for

reference, not for direct discussion in the conference call. Keith Drage also identified the stage 2 in http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Specs/html-info/23206.htm.

Keith Drage also drew attention to C1-06dddd-24206-key.zip (CR to 24.206: Definition of additional addresses used in proposed flows) which was intended to act as a holding document for new addresses used in the flows as they were identified. 

Atle Monrad had additionally circulated a draft contribution on "Key required to interpret signaling flows" which would apply to at least CSICS and VCC documentation. This document was not discussed, but left to the mailing list. It is assumed that the result of that mailing list discussion would be applied to the input contributions to CT1#42. This issue has no technical impact.

Keith Drage presented C1-06ccccr1-cs-orig.zip which is a proposed draft of a CS origination flow. The following key discussion points were identified:

1. Robert undertook to provide a suitable example codec specification based on 24.008.

2. In step 12, the suggested text for redirection was regarded as not sufficiently stable based on the current stage 2. Will need to either remove or make an editor's note.

3. It was agreed that the B2BUA on the IMS side of the VCC application would use the Contact header to identify itself to its peers, rather than using other mechanisms like the Record-Route header.

4. Agreed for need to show the Media Gateway (MGW) and the bearers.

5. Concentrate on only showing the ISUP flows, and not equivalent BICC flows. The two protocols are sufficiently similar that the BICC flows can be derived from the ISUP flows, and there are not considered to be any VCC specific issues in the BICC differences. As the ISUP flows are simpler, they win.

6. It was suggested that the IMRN may be available for reuse immediately after the call is established, rather than waiting for the call to clear, even though the values of the IMRN are used in the To and From headers.

Milan Patel presented VCC Domain Transfer.zip. The key points from the discussion were:

1. Discussion took place about showing the Media Gateway as the termination point for the bearers, particularly as the flow currently shows the CCCF as the termination point for the bearers, which is incorrect.

2. As the flows do not yet show the step contents, we are missing some essential information to review, e.g. step 2 (INVITE) on the first diagram should be carrying the VFI, which is a PSI,.and that PSI therefore needs resolving.

3. Usage of PRACK depends on whether the UE requires or supports preconditions, and uses them, and therefore we need to discuss what usage should apply for the handover case.

4. Between the CCCF and the remote end, the handover currently shows the usage of UPDATE. It was considered that reINVITE may be more appropriate.

There was no time for review of C1-06bbbbr1-24206-overview.zip on this call.

Offline after the call, Pierre-Jean Muller undertook to address the termination flows.

Conference call held on 31st March 2006e 

Participation:

	Name
	Organisation

	Keith Drage
	Lucent Technologies

	Chen-Ho Chin
	Samsung

	Peter Leis
	Siemens

	Jean-Luc Bakker
	Telcordia

	Milan Patel
	Nortel

	Georg Mayer
	Nokia

	Kyungae Yoon
	LG

	Atle Monrad
	Ericsson

	Alf Heidermark
	Ericsson

	Pierre-Jean Muller
	NEC

	Joszef Varga
	Nokia

	Boris Pinatel
	Orange


Discussion

Alf Heidermark presented draft flows for CS origination. Key discussion points were:

1. The proposal showed a column for the TAS (Telephony Application Server). This is the proposed entity associated with the multimedia work item currently documented at stage 1 in 3GPP TS 22.173 and for which an open work item exists at stage 3 in CT1 (but for which no documentation yet exists). Alf identified that the prime purpose of the inclusion at the moment was to show the sequencing of other application servers in relation to the VCC application, and as such, it was suggested that changing it to plain AS, and inclusion of an editor's note regarding this would be appropriate.

2. A question was raised as to what happens at the VCC application if it decides not to anchor. Firstly it was identified that the operator preferences in this regard could be included either by usage of appropriate filter criteria or by testing against the preferences at the application server itself. The application server could then either reject the request (with the filter criteria indicating continue on reject, or proxy the request back to the S-CSCF without record-routeing. An editor's note would be included to identify documentation of failure cases in this regard was needed.

Pierre-Jean Muller presented draft flows for CS and IMS termination. Key discussion points were:

1. Need to clearly identify that the filter criteria are terminating filter criteria in these flows.

2. Need to identify whether the VCC AS includes the orig parameter or not on returning the call to the S-CSCF. This needs further study.

3. As agreed for other flows on the previous call, need to show the Media Gateway (MGW) and the bearers, but additionally, the flows would not go into the detail of the H.248 interaction.

4. As agreed for other flows on the previous call, would concentrate on only showing the ISUP flows, and not equivalent BICC flows.

Milan Patel presented revised flows for handover from the first conference call. Key discussion points were as follows:

1. For all the flows, it was agreed to change the P-Access-Network-Info to a coding representing WLAN. While this is not the only valid access for VCC, it was recognised as being the main use case for initial deployment.

2. Where we have a number of flows concatenated together (because there is no VCC relevant functionality in the intermediate entities) it was agreed that the contents of the flows would always represent the message as sent, rather than as received. A paragraph in the signalling key needs to be drafted to represent this, and Keith undertook to do this.

3. In addition to the identifiers already identified by Chen, we need to add the VFI to the signalling key. Keith will add to his "signalling key" document.

4. In handover need to show all offers and answers, and therefore the SIP messages containing these offers and answers, but for WLAN we can assume that there is no need for resource reservation. Attempt to align with relevant flows in Peter Leis's document.

There was no time for review of C1-06bbbbr1-24206-overview.zip on this call.

Conference call held on 12th April 2006

Participation:

	Name
	Organisation

	Keith Drage
	Lucent Technologies

	Paul Sitch
	Nokia

	Chen-Ho Chin
	Samsung

	Georg Mayer
	Nokia

	Craig Bishop
	Samsung

	Alf Heidermark
	Ericsson

	Pierre-Jean Muller
	NEC

	Peter Leis
	Siemens

	Roozbeh Atarius
	Qualcomm

	Boris Pinatel
	Orange

	Adrian Buckley
	RIM

	Ramachandran Subramanian
	Qualcomm

	Patrice Hede
	LG Electronics


Discussion:

Keith indicated the draft notes of previous calls. They were not for discussion, but he requested identification of omissions or correctionsvia email. Intended to present these to CT1, but they are only for information or reference in conjunction with any of the results of the discussion. There is no intent to make thede part of the CT1 record.

Keith presented the signalling key. Not fully updated from first call, but wanted agreement on the definitive additions to be made. Agreed that the IMRN and CSRN would be converted to 241, but would keep the 555 part of the number. Other values would remain the same.

Keith presented the CS originated flow, from call 1 (lucent), not yet updated with all comments (too many other meetings). In relation to this flow. Roozbeh then presented the equivalent Qualcomm flow. The following issues were identified by Roozbeh and discussed:

1. The Qualcomm flow broke down the IMS core into the individual entities (S-CSCF, etc). This had been agreed in previous calls not to be necessary, and as a result of the rediscussion this was reconfirmed. The basis for this was that the breakdown identified no VCC specific issues.

2. Representation of 100 (Trying) responses. This only occurred as a result of the breakdown described in 1) above, but Roozbeh was keen to ensure that there was no requirement for the I-CSCF to suddenly become stateful and generate 100 (Trying) responses.

3. Representation of 183 (Session Progress) responses and contents of PRACK for offer/answer. This was still very much an open issue. The key decision was that we would only show the level of detail where VCC functionality was needed. The open issue is how this impacts the CS origination flow, and Keith still needed to think that through in the original Lucent flow. The level of representation could vary between the different flows as the impact of the VCC application on offer/answer exchanges is not the same for all flows.

4. There was discussion as to whether the 180 (Ringing) should be shown as reliable or not. It was agreed that there are no VCC issues associated with the whether it is one case or the other, and therefore the simplest case would be shown (unreliable). 

5. Bearer flows were agreed to be shown in all flows, and these still needed to be added to the Lucent input. There was some discussion on the notation to be applied on the bearer flows in the diagram itself, with consensus seeming to be on the flows being labeled as for the NEC flows with CS bearer and IMS bearer (Note: maybe this should be IM bearer in strict accordance with the stage 1 terminology, as the bearer is outside the subsystem).

Alf introduced the latest IMS originated flows. Roozbeh then presented the Qualcomm flow. The following discussion points were identified:

1. There is still a need to show the final media as a result of the call establishment.

2. The need to show the 183 (Session Progress) response was discussed. It was identified that this was needed if the flow showed IMS access over GPRS. The issue was under discussion for WLAN access to IMS (currently no local policy on WLAN therefore not required). It was identified therefore that the terminating IMS user would show the 183 (Session Progress) response.

3. The difference between the iFC tasks in step 2 and step 7 was discussed. It was identified that the text for one of the tasks needed to be reworded.

There were no additional issues arising from the Qualcomm flow.

P-J introduced the latest termination flows. Roozbeh then presented the Qualcomm flow. The following discussion points were identified:

1. P-J had added one flow, but did not think needed more flows. Chen considered that four flows were required, i.e.

a. IMS ( IMS

b. IMS ( CS

c. CS ( IMS

d. CS ( CS


The final CS ( CS flow was not currently provided. It was not clear that such a flow was needed. Chen undertook to work on this flow and see if it identified other VCC specific aspects to the CS ( IMS version. 

2. For flow 1 it was identified that the entities need to be placed closer together. The VCC application belongs to the terminating UE.

3. The left had entity column should be removed to be consistent with the other flows.

4. On the 3rd flow there was discussion as to whether the GMSC was visited first on calls from the PSTN. This affects where the anchor decision is made. Where the anchor decision is made was left unresolved – this is still an open issue at SA2.

5. On the 2nd flow, the bearer setup was not correct.

6. The Qualcomm flows have the same CS side visitation which is still not agreed in SA2.

The handover flows from Nortel were briefly identified, and then the Qualcomm flows were presented by Subram. Milan was on leave and therefore not present on the call. The following issues were identified.

1. It was identified that SA2 had agreed at the Munich ad-hoc that clearing would be initiated from both the VCC UE and the VCC application. Milan would be asked to reflect this in a revision to the flow.

2. As the original Nortel CS flow had not been widely circulated, Qualcomm had not yet seen the IMS ( CS transfer flow. There was a need to get the flow to Qualcomm.

3. Qualcomm were asked to document the two failure cases that they had created so far in addition to the successful cases that Nortel had provided. These flows would only need to show the differences from the successful cases.

Conference call held on 25th April 2006

Participation:

	Name
	Organisation

	Keith Drage
	Lucent Technologies

	Paul Sitch
	Nokia

	Chen-Ho Chin
	Samsung

	Georg Mayer
	Nokia

	Craig Bishop
	Samsung

	Alf Heidermark
	Ericsson

	Pierre-Jean Muller
	NEC

	Peter Leis
	Siemens

	Roozbeh Atarius
	Qualcomm

	Boris Pinatel
	Orange

	Ramachandran Subramanian
	Qualcomm

	Kyungae Yoon
	LG

	Jean-Luc Bakker
	Telcordia

	David Walker
	New Step

	Joszef Varga
	Nokia

	Robert Zaus
	Siemens


Discussion:

The three available documents impacting the signalling key were briefly reviewed:

1. C1-060625-24279-example-changes-v5 was a proposal against 24.279, but for which it was also expect that Ericsson would also make the same change to the signalling key in 24.206. This essentially meant that all CS flows would become dashed.

2. C1-06eeee-24206-flow-general contained two new items for the introductory commentary, relating to the representation of ISUP rather than BICC, and relating to which point the signalling flow represented when there was a combined IMS entity. 

3. C1-06ddddr2-24206-key contained the revised list of addresses, the change here was to show a new area code for the IMRN and for the CSRN.

There were no comments on any of these changes. Keith identified that any comments could be received up to the end of the week before Lucent submitted their contributions.

New flow for CS termination (to CS end point) – C1-06ffff VCC flows – incoming on CS delivered to CS. This proposed new flow was identified at the last meeting and was presented by Chen. The following issues arose from the discussion:

1. Chen identified that this proposed flow does not use CAMEL for the anchoring. This is apparently still valid from the stage 2, although more work is needed on the stage 2 in this area.

2. There was considerable discussion on where in the flow the anchor decision is made. This could either be at step 3 or at step 8. This is substantially subject to SA2 clarifying this matter, but the following comments were made:

a. At step 3, the decision could be more generic rather than VCC specific, i.e. it is a decision to route to the IMS to provide IMS services to the terminating user, rather than a decision to provide VCC on this call.

b. At step 8, if the anchoring decision determines that anchoring is not required, there would need to be some final response back to the MGCF. However the MGCF does not know how to handle 3xx responses which would appear to be the appropriate response. CT3 have rejected previous contributions to add handling of 3xx responses to the interworking capability at the MGCF, due apparently to charging issues.

c. It is possible at step 8 that all calls are anchored (i.e. no network policy is applied), therefore there is no non-2xx final responses from the VCC application required.

3. The IMRN acts as a PSI into the VCC application, the same as it does for CS origination. Therefore both this flow as the CS origination flow need to determine at the VCC application as to whether this is a CS originating or CS terminating flow before proceeding further.

4. After the domain selection step, it was queried as to what the differences are. It was identified that the it should be possible to align with the existing flow from P-J in proposed subclause A.5.3, although the two flows were not identical at the moment.

5. The first "HSS" column will become an "HSS (HLR)" column, as it is the HLR functionality that is being addressed by the MAP exchanges.

New flows for handover failure - C1-06xxxxx-VCC-Failure Cases. These proposed new flows, identified at the last meeting, were presented by Roozbeh. The following issues were identified:

1. The new flows should be part of existing subclause A.6 / A.7, rather than forming a new subclause in their own right.

2. Rather than being entitled "failure cases", it would be better to title as "domain transfer rejection".

3. It was identified that there were errors in the Via header contents and Record-Route contents.

4. For all flows (including those already reviewed) Keith identified that the Type 3 IOI needs to be included in the P-Charging-Vector headers, based on recent release 6 changes.

5. The flows need to show a RELEASE COMPLETE after step 11. The need for a CALL PROCEEDING was also identified.

Proposed clause 4 overview text (C1-06bbbbr2-24206-overview). Keith presented this document, which while it was intended to cover clause 4, also as a result made significant amendments to clause 2 and clause 3. Issues identified were as follows:

1. E.164 had two reference entries.

2. Referenced for 23.003 was missing. The reference for the MSRN definition should be to 23.003 rather than 23.203.

3. The reference to CAMEL phase 3 was questioned. It was identified that if nothing is specified, then CAMEL at release 7 has to apply (at both VMSC and gsmSCF). It was unclear whether SA2 had deliberated this or whether they had come to any conclusions. Input was sought for future discussion.

4. In proposed subclause 4.3 item a) "VFI" and "VFN" should be "VDI" and "VDN". SA2 had changed the terminology recently.

5. Claifications identified in subclause 4.3, item e). 

6. Instances of "handover" should become "domain transfer".

7. In regard to the MGCF there was inconclusive discussion on the use of prefixes and whether that required VCC specific capabilities within the MGCF, and whether that broke the requirements or not.

Keith identified he would take into account any comments received by the end of the week.

The revised CS origination flow (C1-06ccccr2-cs-orig) was presented by Keith. Keith identified that he had failed so far to show the MGW column, that more work was required on the CAMEL exchange, and the SDP offer/answer exchange still needed to be fully detailed. The following issues were raised:

1. In the INVITE request from the VCC application (table A.4.3-13), should the "orig" parameter be included. Keith promised to investigate further.

Keith identified he would take into account any comments received by the end of the week.

The revised IMS origination flow (CI-ims-orgrev) was presented by Alf. No comments were identified. Alf identified he would take into account any comments received by the end of the week.

There was some discussion of handling of VCC in next meeting. There were no more conference calls planned before next meeting. During the meeting it was considered that there needed to be some breakout discussion of the documents (i.e. at a greater level of examination of things like open issues than that allowed by the normal meeting discussion of agree, reject, revise). However any such discussion required both CS and IMS experts. 

Further conference calls would be planned between the CT1#42 and CT1#42bis meetings. Keith sought input on the best dates and times for such conference calls.

