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Introduction

This document represents the results of a set of informal conference calls on Stage 3 CSItermS VCC that took place after CT1#44. The calls that took place 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.

On Conference call held on 21st Dec 2006

Participation:

	Name
	Organisation

	Atle Monrad, Alf Heidermark
	Ericsson

	Chen-Ho Chin, Eanny Bae, Taesun Yeoum
	Samsung

	Georg Mayer
	Nokia

	Kyungae Yoon
	LG Electronics

	Milan Patel
	Nortel

	Peter Dawes
	Vodafone

	Pierre-jean Muller, Peili Xu
	Huawei

	Roozbeh Atarius
	Qualcomm

	Yannick Lair, Iwasawa, Noriyuki
	NEC


3 documents were submitted for discussion (see CT1 email reflector) and document C1-07cccc was requested to be postponed and not discussed in this conf-call.

Discussions that took place:

1. Document: C1- C1-07cccc CSItermS CR 24.279 deleting ref to MGCF IW:-
Document was not presented, but was stated by Chen that there was a request from Kyungae to not  discuss this document at this conf-call as there could be still some Stage 2 discussion on matter of MGCF interworking.
Milan pointed out that STage 2 seems clear that there is no MGCF interworking.
But Alf mentioned that there might still be more discussions.
At that point, ATle & Chen pointed out it is not productive to discuss this further and already it is noted that document is postponed and acknowledged that the next move is in SA2.

2. Document: C1-07aaaa CSItermS CR 24.229 profile tables :-
Document was presented by Chen
The following comments and discussion ensued

a. Eanny questioned whether new row should point to A.3/7D instead of just A.3/7. Further questioned if a role fitting A.3/7 could mean either of the A.3/7A, 7B, 7C or 7D?
Atle: We should consult with Keith as the right way to mark up the roles.

b. PJ has concern that what is marked up should not give the view that the CSI AS is doing anything other than termination handling. Alf mentioned that Stage 2 informative Annexes provide other CSI interworking scenarios and that Ericsson will provide inputs to Stage 3 annnexes too.
It was decided not to discuss on other "Possible" contributions now

c. But for what is presented PJ propose one of 3 ways forward 
1) not have any changed in table because we do not describe all roles anyhow or,
2) that CSI AS is already a subset and already described, so no change needed or,
3) CSI AS is specific enough and not equivalent to any before and so need an entry and then "c8" must be expanded on.
Atle: if you have an entry in A.3A but do we use that in Major capabilities.
Chen: favour 3rd and we need to see what else is missing. 
General view is to check with Keith and mostly felt that somehow there is something missing , most likely in the major capabilities tables because as it is the CR introduces a role but we do not see what that role does.
PJ suggest that "c8" should be more expressive than just saying it is a CSI AS; say something more of what the differences is.

d. Other misc:
Atle: Ref [8D] is wrong ref for 24.279. Change that for row 21 too.

3. Document: C1-07bbbb CSItermS CR 24.279 signalling flow -:
Document was presented by Chen
The following comments and discussion ensued

a. Chen: This flow reverts back to tehoriginal suggested CR C1-062012 (from CT1#44) where it was challenged that the IMS UA "might" not support multiple "c=" lines in SDP answer. Samsung has checked the relevant RFCs and on SIPPING and MMUSIC reflectors and the answer from IETF SIP experts is that if a SDP answer with multiple "c=" is provided to a SIP UA, the SIP UA can handle that.
Furthermore our claim is this is the most efficient way and is in line with Stage 2.
Many: Yes, this seems the more efficient flow.
Roozbeh: But perhaps you also keep the flow with the MRFC/MRFP method.
Atle: Let's not have an explosion of flows. Suggest stay with one flow that tackles normal case Let's keep to the optimal and most normal.
Chen: Let's go with this presentation and CT1#45 might wish otherwise.

b. Alf: There is a problem with SETUP (from VMSC to CSI UA). The IAM in this example will not result in the SETUP because A-side resources are not up and IAM will indicate that "continuity check on previous circuit" and so SETUP will not be sent.
Gerog: Yes, correct, unless the IMS UA side is eg. WLAN or xDSL and resources are available.
Alf: Or that 183 should propagate to the IMS UA and then radio res gets allocated, meantime a PRACK and then with radio res avalaible a UPDATE. The UPDATE goes to B-side nodes and then SETUP is sent.
Georg: For 183 to get to A-side you should shown "non" in the orig. INVITE.

c. But then the destination "c=" has to be updated (to the IMS UA).
Georg: This you can do in 200OK carrying a SDP offer – but then this 200OK has to be ACK.

d. Alf: In the MRFC/MRFP option you do not have this problem.

e. Chen will consider the many possible cases and choose to present one that (although more complicated than present) shall cover the main issue of i) the A-side resource allocation and b) the subsequent update that will get SETUP to B-side.

chc notes:

4. On CSI AS splitting and terminating the CS call and the IMS session, Peter asked if it envisage that the terminating logic process will aligned to the domain selection work that is in progress. The following discussion ensued

a. Chen: Aligning to the Domain Selection work is not envisage:

b. PJ: the domain selection work in SA2 is still a Study Item.

c. Chen: the path to the CSI AS is due to a previous (and required) third part reg and that 3rd party reg would be triggered primarily on the CSI UA indicating its capability by way of feature tag.

d. PJ raised the point of how would an incoming session goes to the CSI AS even if the CSI UA is not IMS reg.
Alf: You should always go through CSI AS even if CS is not reg, because later you might wish to start the voice.
The participants feel that such questions should be raised in SA2 and individual companies were encourage to bring up this issue (if it is an issue at all) in SA2.

5. In the remaining time, following points were raised and discussed.

a. PJ: What about interworking of GRUU and PMI?
Chen: We should not raise issues in Stage 3 that are not seen in Stage 2.

b. OPTIONS and capability exchange.

c. What if CUA is not IMS registered?, what should happen?, how should incoming session be handled?

It is unsure if these are real issues or that SA2 had discussed them and discounted them. On these Atle suggest that companies with concerns on such issues should first raise them in SA2 or at least contact their SA2 delegates. Atle further encourage that interested companies raising these in SA2 should take them through to Stage 3 too.
d. Atle indicated that subclause 9.3 especially the notes needs some work (re-wording). It was also advised that the Editor's notes should be resolved.

On Conference call held on 24th Jan 2007

Participation:

	Name
	Organisation

	Chen-Ho Chin, Eanny Bae, Taesun Yeoum
	Samsung

	Peter Dawes
	Vodafone

	Pierre-jean Muller
	Huawei

	Yannick Lair
	NEC


1. Document: C1-07xxxx_CR for CSITerms_070123 :-
Document was presented by Taesun Yeoum
The following comments and discussion ensued

a. PJ asked why just one CR with so many different changes, eg. restructing plus new functional text. This is especially so as 24.279 is now under change control so mixing what is Cat "D" with Cat "B" can be confusing.
Taesun will reconsider to split what is editorial and restructuring new text into different CRs.
b. On proposal to replace B2BUA with 3pcc, Taesun indicates that that is more appropriate as per Stage 2 and the CSI AS is not just an initiating B2BUA. This is also in line with 24.229 subclause 5.7.5

c. There was a discussion of whether CSI AS does query HSS. It was understood that CSI AS will have the info and that info is from HSS.
d. It was commented that the he cover sheet is incomplete.
e. Yannick has concern that in subclause 9.3.3.2, there is only an "if" statement for when there is no ongoing IM session. What about the "elseif" there is an ongoing IM session.
Eanny responded that this should ebtaken care of in Session Modification.
Teasun: When there is ongoing session, 9.3.3.3. (session Modification) will apply.

2. Discussion on another other issues, concerns from anyone
The following comments and discussion ensued

a. PJ: Is the feature tag passed onwards (from S-CSCF) to CSI AS. Do not see why not.
Taesun: Probably right.

b. PJ: Will CUA provide just one or both feature tag (if CUA supports voice and video) and is the feature tag (if only voice and not video) used to decide on split if the IMS orig dialog is for video?
This might need some FFS, but for this Rel-7 it is felt we should not try to complicate Stage 3 what Stage 2 has not touched on.
PJ: If you do not provide the Feature Tag to CSI AS, then when a IMS Video comes to CSI AS and the CUA is only voice (and not video) then how will CSI AS decide?
c. Peter: Has concerns on what basis CSI AS makes decision to split session. Is is local policy? CUA CS reg status? Is it like Domain Selection? Or is it automatically split regardless so long as CSI AS gets the INVITE.
Taesun: Let's not complicate with Domain Selection which by itself is being worked on. And Stage 2 has not allowed local policy to decide this. 
Peter: Suggest we have a note that split is done as a matter of course when INVITE gets to CSI AS ie. "automatic".

d. PJ returned to the topic of SIP URI mapping to Tel URI and request to be check that this is indeed queried from the HSS.
