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The following issues are outstanding for the SRVCC in Alerting state feature. Some offline discussion occurred and a conference call was convened and the based on the output from the discussions, the following proposals are being put forward. Companies are proposing CRs at this meeting to solve some of these issues.
1. What feature tags do we need to create to indicate support of SRVCC in alerting state? We need to cover the cases of single alerting call, held call with outgoing alerting call and active call with incoming alerting call?
a. The LS from SA2 clarified that SRVCC in Alerting State and the MSC-server assisted mid-call feature are separate features which can be combined. However, what was not clear was how to support the case of Active Call + Alerting Call. 
PROPOSAL: “Alerting” feature tag should be used to communicate support of “Single Alerting” scenarios and “Active Call + Alerting Call”. Does not seem appropriate to create another feature tag just to differentiate "Active Call + Alerting Call"
b. There is an outstanding issue regarding how to support the case of “Held + Outgoing Alerting Call” in terms of which session to transfer with “INVITE using STN-SR” and which session to transfer with “REFER”. Some companies believe that Alerting Call should be transferred first (as this is the more important call for the user). However some companies believe that transferring the Alerting Call would affect the MSC server assisted mid-call feature. Please consider the following:

· When transferring a Held+Alerting Call, the Held call gets TI=000. If in Rel-10, the Alerting Call is transferred first, the Held call gets TI=001 and this would therefore require the specification of a new feature tag for the MAM feature in Rel-10 (just to support this one use case). 

· Held call has charges associated with it, so it would be more appropriate to transfer this call first. 

· How to support the case where the alerting call has forked response and establishes more than one dialog. The target dialog in the REFER would contain the dialog-id of either one of the responding UEs. The SCC AS would use the target-dialog-id in the incoming INVITE to identify all the dialog-ids associated with the session and then would send UPDATEs for both dialogs.
PROPOSAL: To avoid the proliferation of feature tags and the need to support a Rel-10 MAM feature tag, transfer the Held call first.

2. For mid-call scenarios with alerting, whether we put the XML for alerting in the REFER from SCC AS to MSC-Server or whether we still use INFO.

· It would be better to try and keep the use of INFO to avoid modification of the mid-call feature and to keep the alerting feature completely separate.

· However, if we go with INFO, the empty XML for Alerting would still need to be included in the REFER to indicate to the MSC-server the difference between these types of REFERs and others received from the remote end.  
PROPOSAL: Keep the existing agreement to include the state information into the REFER and not use of INFO for the mid-call scenarios
3. Whether to support Active+Held+Alerting Call in Rel-10?
· See discussion paper on this. If CT1 wishes to support this, CR will be targeted for the May meeting.

4. Cover the rejection of session for terminating alerting call i.e. UE sends DISCONNECT, MSC-server needs to send CANCEL with reason code and SCC AS send 4xx/6xx response to remote party. 
· This is targeted for the May meeting.
