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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 1st August 2006

Participation:

	Name
	Organisation

	Keith Drage
	Lucent Technologies

	Chen-Ho Chin
	Samsung

	Milan Patel
	Nortel

	Pierre-Jean Muller
	Huawei

	Yannick Lair
	NEC

	Roozbeh Atarius
	Qualcomm

	Peter Leis
	Siemens

	Matt Lopez
	Ecrio

	Alf Heidermark
	Ericsson

	Adrian Buckley
	RIM

	Joszef Varga
	Nokia

	Aziz Tejani
	Tekelec


Discussion:

1. Document: C1-06xxxx vcc_term_anchor_rej_rev0.doc; Draft CR; signalling flows with call termination anchoring rejection. Document was presented by Pierre-Jean Muller. The following comments and discussion ensued:

a. the particular use case for this flow met with considerable discussion. For the one included in this document, it is clear that the VCC application would not exist, and the procedure would result from the standard MSC poll to the HLR (i.e. no CAMEL triggers would be downloaded). It was identified that one possible case where this flow would occur if the VCC application had run out of IMRNs in order to process the anchoring. 
b. As a result of the above discussion, it was identified that there was a need to show the MSC actions in relation to the HLR, in that as well as the initial visit to the HLR to download the triggers, on receiving the CONTINUE, there is another visit to the HLR which will seek to route the IAM after suppression of the CAMEL activity.

c. The HLR activity will also need to be shown on the successful flows.

d. An open issue was identified in that we need to understand what parameters (if any) relating to VCC will exist in the HLR data (as opposed to the HSS). This does not directly impact this contribution, but it will need to be addressed in order to complete VCC.

e. All new flows should have the new bullet item for the introduction to the specific subclause of signalling flows provided as well.

2. Document: C1-06xxxx vcc_orig_anchor_rej_rev0.doc: Draft CR; signalling flows with call origination anchoring rejection. Document was presented by Pierre-Jean Muller. The following comments and discussion ensued:

a. Apart from making clear what the error case was for this example, there were not additional comments to this flow over and above those listed above.
3. Document: C1-06xxxx vcc_dom_transfer_rej_rev1.doc; Draft CR; signalling flows with domain transfer rejection at VMSC. Document was presented by Pierre-Jean Muller. The following comments and discussion ensued:

a. For the error case here, it was suggested that a better example would be that the media was unsuitable for domain transfer, i.e. the call was set up and anchored, but that the call had a media that was unsuitable for domain transfer to the CS domain.

b. This flow assumes that CAMEL is used for domain transfer. If this is used, there is a need to update subclause A.7.2 to show the same usage in the successful flow. Samsung agreed to try and find the time to provide an appropriate contribution in this area.
c. The example cause code in the DISCONNECT needs to be identified.

d. It was identified that the CAMEL flows need cleaning up in this document as a result, i.e. some acknowledgement of the MAP procedures used.

4. Document: C1-06xxxx vcc_cleanup_camel_issues_rev3.doc; Draft CR; cleanup on CAMEL issues in 3GPP TS 24.206. Document was presented by Pierre-Jean Muller. The following comments and discussion ensued:
a. The group as a whole needs to look at the 8.4.3 change in more depth in regard to the original dialled number, and what is it used for, given the issues with:

i. the possibility it is not transferred across international boundaries

ii. that it requires a release 7 MGCF to map it to History-Info if it is to reach the VCC application on the IMS side.

b. Major proposal of this document is to fix the CAMEL phase at CAMEL phase 2. No identified issues at the moment, but asked to study further.
5. Document C1-06xxxx vcc_term_reattemp_rev2.doc; [Draft CR] Description of the call re-attempt procedure at the VCC application. Document was presented by Pierre-Jean Muller. The following comments and discussion ensued:
a. It was questioned whether this was an option. Stage 2 leaves the issue completely open. However it was identified that stage 2 should not cover this as it is a recovery procedure. In general, it would appear to be good practice to ensure that there is some mechanism to ensure the call is delivered, no matter what the domain. It was clear that people wanted to think more about the timer solution, but there were some concerns that 3GPP should not specify a particular solution at all.
b. Various issues were identified with the proposed procedures, e.g. in relation to 1xx and 3xx responses.

6. Other intended contribution: A quick identification was made of other intended contributions:

a. Siemens identified two contributions, one on editorial issues, and another contribution on the original called party number.
b. Samsung identified the contribution in the notes above.

c. Lucent identified that it would be attempting to address some of the open issues.

7. Extra meeting. An extra meeting, as already proposed on the CT1 list, was discussed. There was support that an extra meeting should be held in the October timeframe. This should not be an extension of existing CT1#44, but rather be a separate CT1#43bis. Other CT1 items could appear on the agenda, although due to the potential closeness to the plenaries, work items progressed by CRs to documents under change control should be avoided.
