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1
Opening of the meeting and approval of the agenda
The Chairman Mr. Peter Schmitt opened the meeting and welcomed the delegates to Shenzhen, CHINA on behalf of the host the ZTE, and provided the practical meeting information. The meeting concentrate only 2 topics: UDC and LCLS. Meeting will be run 3 days parallel.
The UDC meeting was chaired by Mr. Peter Schmitt, (Chairman, Nokia Siemens Networks).
The LCLS meeting was chaired by Mr. David Hutton (Vodafone)
Additional support was provided by Mr. Kimmo Kymäläinen (CT4 Secretary, MCC).
0001
Preliminary agenda for CT4 #47bis

Type:

Agenda    

Source: 
CT4 chairman

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Revised in 0002
0002
Detailed agenda & time plan for CT4 #47bis: status at document deadline

Type:

Agenda    

Source: 
CT4 chairman

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Revised in 0003
0003 Detailed agenda & time plan for CT4 #47bis: status on eve of meeting

Type:

Agenda    

Source: 
CT4 chairman

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Noted
1.1
IPR Call

	The Chairman drew attention to Members' obligations under the 3GPP Partner Organizations' IPR policies.  Every Individual Member organization is obliged to declare to the Partner Organization or Organizations of which it is a member any IPR owned by the Individual Member or any other organization which is or is likely to become essential to the work of 3GPP.




2
Allocation of documents to agenda items

0004
Proposed allocation of documents to agenda items for CT4 #47bis: status at document deadline

Type:

DAD    

Source: 
CT4 chairman

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Revised in 0005
0005
Proposed allocation of documents to agenda items for CT4 #47bis status on eve of meeting

Type:

DAD    

Source: 
CT4 chairman

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Noted
3
Meeting Reports

4
Input liaison statements

0060
LS in     Reply LS on the Further Progress of Local Call Local Switch Feasibility Study

Type:



Source: 
TSG GERAN

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Postponed to 5.2
0061
LS in  ,     LS on Further Progress of Local Call Local Switch Feasibility Study

Type:



Source: 
TSG CT

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Postponed to 5.2
0062
LS in     Reply LS on access control criteria in UDC

Type:



Source: 
TSG SA WG1

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Postponed to 5.1
0063
LS in Policy Enhancements   LS on PCC and UDC

Type:



Source: 
TSG SA WG2

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Postponed to 5.1
0064
LS in     LS on Rel-9 LCLS work planning

Type:



Source: 
TSG SA

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Postponed to 5.2
5
Release 9

5.1
User Data Convergence (UDC)

0062
Reply LS on access control criteria in UDC

Type:

LS in     

Source: 
TSG SA WG1

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Noted
0063
LS in Policy Enhancements   LS on PCC and UDC

Type:

LS in     

Source: 
TSG SA WG2

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Noted
0009
UDC Applicability to Network Nodes

Type:

P-CR     

Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 

Any network entity that performs application logic (in sessions which are limited in duration) and that stores user data (during the time where no session is running) is in principle applicable to the UDC concept. However some nodes may not fully benefit from the UDC concept, especially if

· permanent user data stored at the node - in a non UDC network - is not provisioned at that node

· parallel sessions for the same user at the same time cannot run independently

The PCRF/SPR (if considered a combined entity) meets the requirements of the UDC concept, i.e. application logic can be separated (if not already done) from user data. The PCRF becomes a FE whereas the SPR becomes (part of) the UDR.

In networks that do not deploy the UDC concept (in full), it is proposed to use for the Sp interface the same protocol as chosen for the Ud interface. This would avoid additional specification work for the Sp interface.

It is further proposed not to introduce the concept of an SPR-FE. The SPR is a pure database; outsourcing the data from the SPR would make the SPR-FE a pure protocol converter (SP<->Ud) which anyway is useless if the same protocol is used on both interfaces (as proposed in discussion paper).
Discussion:

Alcatel-Lucent commented that Centralised application logic data should be taken into account.

Nokia Siemens Networks commented that the time when the data is temporary stored should be taken account. This contribution tries to focus that step 4 is not a necessary required.

Alcatel-Lucent commented that the criteria is do we need to have central application logic? Alcatel-Lucent would like to keep SPR as central entity.

Nokia Siemens Networks commented that based on SA2 LS it seems to be acceptable to remove SPR and SP interface from the architecture.

CT4 shall give some guidance that SA2 can make the final agreement what they would like to do. It should be clarified by if there is need for some logic in SPR if not then it's not needed.

Huawei and Alcatel-Lucent commented that if application logic is planned to use in the future it should remain.

Alcatel-Lucent requested how the information can be kept. 

ZTE commented that the information described in discussion paper should be added in the Annex in stage 2.
Status:
Revised in 0067
0067
Stage 2 annex on UDC Applicability to Network Nodes

Type:

LS in     

Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 
P-CR
Discussion:
P-CR was agreed as a basic but further contributions may provided in future meetings.
Status:
Agreed
0010 
[DRAFT] Response LS on PCC and UDC

Type:

LS out     

Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Revised in 0066
0066
Response LS on PCC and UDC

Type:

LS out
Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Approved
0065
LS on ANDSF subscription data

Type:

LS in
Source: 
CT1

Background: 


Discussion:

Alcatel-Lucent commented that the definition of subscriber data for ANDSF should not be done in Rel-9 timeframe. Further more details are left for operator to define.

Telecom Italia commented that the most common parameters should be defined (minimum set of parameters) and the rest should be left for operator to define. The door should not be closed for the future parameters. This kind of approach would provide flexibility for the future.

Ericsson requested where the parameters should be defined. In LS or in specifications?

Huawei commented that CT4 should provide high level description in TS 23.008.

Telecom France commented that they agree the principle but most probably TS 23.008 is not the right place to define it.

Status:
Noted
0069
ANDSF subscription data

Type:

CR 23.008-0288
Source: 
Huawei, Telecom Italia, Alcatel-Lucent

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Revised to 0092
0092
ANDSF subscription data

Type:

CR 23.008-0288r1
Source: 
Huawei, Telecom Italia, Alcatel-Lucent

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Revised to 0108
0108
ANDSF subscription data

Type:

CR 23.008-0288r2
Source: 
Telecom Italia, Huawei, Alcatel-Lucent

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
5.1.1
User Data Convergence (UDC) stage 2

0027
23.335  Create Data Procedure

Type:

P-CR   

Source: 
ZTE

Background: 

When adding new data, it is not specified that the UDR may send a Ud-notify. In addition, the corresponding figure is also needed to change.
Discussion:


France Telecom commented that Notification procedure in not an optional but conditional and this should be clearly described.

Alcatel-Lucent commented that update procedure should be covered.
Status:
Revised to 0070
0070
23.335  Create Data Procedure

Type:

P-CR   

Source: 
ZTE

Background: 


Discussion:
Rewording is needed in step 4 and 5.
Status:
Revised to 0093
0093
23.335  Create Data Procedure

Type:

P-CR   

Source: 
ZTE

Background: 


Discussion:

It was discussed if the wording needs to be improved in CT4#48. Companies are requested to provide P-CRs in CT4#48 if they feel changes are needed.
Status:
Agreed
0028
23.335  Notification Indication

Type:

P-CR   
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 

According to the current notification information provided by the UDR, e.g. requested data value (new or old), the original subscribing entity identity, the FE does not know which procedure (e.g. Sh-Notify or Cx-deregistration, etc) should be performed. Although the FE may fetch the original subscribing entity identity, user status or other information, but it is still not enough for the FE to select the corresponding procedure to be performed.

So the UDR should provide additional information which may get from previous subscription to notifications procedure or get from the local configuration. The UDR should store this information and provide it to the FE when send Ud-Notify message. The FE should perform the corresponding procedure according this information.
Discussion:

Ericsson and Nokia Siemens Networks commented that the change is not needed. There is no need for the modification of the notification message. 
Status:
Withdrawn
0045
23.335  Conditional Operations

Type:

P-CR   
Source: 
Huawei

Background: 
This contribution introduces conditional operations over Ud interface.
Discussion:
It was clarified that there are several other cases which should be clarified.
Offline discussion is needed to solve how to handle difference race conditions.
Status:
Revised to 0094
0094
23.335  Conditional Operations

Type:

P-CR   
Source: 
Huawei

Background: 


Discussion:

Status:
Agreed
0046
23.335  Update Data Procedure

Type:

P-CR   
Source: 
Huawei

Background: 
This paper clarifies the new data value may not be present in the update data message.
Discussion:


Status:
Withdrawn
0047
23.335  AS Notification Information Flow Example

Type:

P-CR   
Source: 
Huawei

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Withdrawn
0056
UDC: Interoperability issues related to notifications handling

Type:

Discussion     
Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 

Last meeting it was agreed to include subscriptions over Ud, after long discussions about the need to have subscriptions or rely on local configuration policy to provide notifications about data changes in the UDR. 3GPP TS 23.335 specified that a FE can subscribe to these notifications and also indicate if the application (or cluster if supported by the UDR) or the FE which performs the subscription must receive the notifications. This document intends to point out some use cases and potential problems in UDC for Rel-9 architecture when dealing with multi-vendor scenarios. To highlight the interoperability issues and to avoid adding new (and not discussed during 3GPP meetings yet) use cases, the main use case described here is the one that’s been discussed in the past meetings (see section 3 and section 4).
Discussion:
Hewlett-Packard proposed to exclude the subscription to notifications per subscriber.
The use cases need to be identify.

Contributions are expected in the next meeting to cover missing topics.
Status:
Noted
0057
 23.335  UDC stage 2: Notifications clarification

Type:

P-CR   
Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:
The draft specification is not the current version.
Status:
Revised to 0071
0071
 23.335  UDC stage 2: Notifications clarification

Type:

P-CR   

Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:

Status:
Agreed
0110
 23.335 v1.1.0
Type:

3GPP TS  

Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:

Status:
Agreed
5.1.2
User Data Convergence (UDC) Stage 3

0006
Pseudo-CR on Create and Delete

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 


Discussion:
Alcatel-Lucent commented if we going to reference operation or the message.
Will be merged with 0059 in 0073.
The message encoding details are only needed if there are different interpretations possible based on RFC.
Status:
Revised to 0073
0073
Pseudo-CR on Create and Delete

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks, Huawei, Ericsson
Background: 


Discussion:

Status:
Revised to 0095
0095
Pseudo-CR on Create and Delete

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks, Huawei, Ericsson
Background: 


Discussion:

Status:
Agreed
0034
29.335  LDAP Create Messages for UDC

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 

Discussion:


Status:
Withdrawn
0035
29.335  LDAP Delete Messages for UDC

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Withdrawn
0059
29.335  Create and Delete Operations

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Huawei

Background: 


Discussion:
Will be merged with 0006.
Status:
Revised to 0073
0036
29.335  LDAP Update Messages for UDC

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Revised to 0075
0075
29.335  LDAP Update Messages for UDC

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Revised to 0100
0100
29.335  LDAP Update Messages for UDC

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
0048
29.335  Conditional Operations

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Huawei

Background: 
This contribution proposes to specify conditional operations over Ud interface.
Discussion:


Status:
Revised to 0076
0076
29.335  Conditional Operations

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Huawei

Background: 


Discussion:
Rewording is needed.
Status:

Revised to 0105
0105
29.335  Conditional Operations

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Huawei

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Agreed

0007
29.335  Pseudo-CR on Notify

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 
To complete the coding details of Notify request and response messages.
Discussion:

It was seen that serviceName is not need in notification request since Front End supports only one application type.
Huawei and Ericsson proposed that MsgID should be optional because of interoperate problems between different vendors.
Status:

0078
29.335  Pseudo-CR on Notify

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion:

Status:
Revised to 0106
0106
29.335  Pseudo-CR on Notify

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion:

Status:
Agreed
0008
29.335  Pseudo-CR on Subscribe

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 


Discussion:

In "serviceName" the sentence :" If a FE supports more than one Application Type, the serviceName is used to identify the Application that issues the subscribe request within the FE" needs to be re-phrased.
Status:
Revised to 0079
0079
29.335  Pseudo-CR on Subscribe

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 


Discussion:  Revised to 0107
0107
29.335  Pseudo-CR on Subscribe

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 


Discussion:  Agreed
0011
29.335  LDAP Session for UDC

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Alcatel-Lucent

Background: 

There is not yet a description of establishment and termination of a LDAP session.

The description refers to IETF RFC 4511 specifying the handling of a LDAP session, so to avoid overlaps in specification.

The establishment of the LDAP session identifies the Front End and in consequence its application type.
Discussion:
Merged with C4-010031 in C4-100080.
Status:
Revised to 0080
0031
29.335  Open Link and Close Link for LDAP General Messages

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 

For common messages for UDC, Open Link and Close Link messages can be coded as LDAP Bind messages and LDAP Unbind messages or LDAP Notice of Disconnection. Authentication information (if any) should be exchanged between the FE and the UDR upon Open Link messages.
However for the usage of Open Link and Close Link messages they were not specified in the current specification.
Discussion:
Merged with C4-010011 in C4-100080.
Status:
Revised to 0080
0080
29.335  LDAP Session for UDC

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Alcatel-Lucent, ZTE

Background: 

Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
0012
29.335  LDAP Information Elements

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Alcatel-Lucent

Background: 

To ensure interoperability, FE and the UDR have to share a common description of the information elements and their type they exchange on a given Ud interface in particular for control by the UDR.

This pseudo-CR specifies that Information elements and their type used over a given Ud interface are described in a LDAP Directory schema according to IETF RFC 4512. This Directory schema is application dependent, and corresponds to the “application data view” mentioned in 3GPP 23.335.

Discussion:


Status:
Revised to 0081
0081
29.335  LDAP Information Elements

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Alcatel-Lucent

Background: 

Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
0013
29.335  LDAP Operations

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Alcatel-Lucent

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Withdrawn
0014
29.335  LDAP Notifications

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Alcatel-Lucent

Background: 

This proposal is not specific to the UDC, but aims to address subscriptions and notifications for LDAP servers and clients in general so that it can be accepted by the LDAP community in IETF.
Discussion:

CT4 meeting proposed that Alcatel-Lucent and Huawei should work together with RFC instead of 2 separate RFC on same topic. Outputs of the discussion to be put in C4-100088
Huawei commented that some of the main requirements are not covered with this proposal.
Status:
Noted
0029
29.335  LDAP General Messages flows

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 

For the common messages for UDC, they are usually used to establish sessions and administrate transactions. However the general description for UDC common messages is empty in the corresponding section.

In order to describe clearly the usage of these common LDAP message, a general LDAP message flows for UDC are provided in this paper.
Discussion:

Alcatel-Lucent requested in an informative Annex is really needed to clarify message flows. Alcatel-Lucent also feels that this is repetition what's already written in TR.
After offline discussion it was agreed to add the informative Annex. Some comments need to be added.
Status:
Revised to 0083
0083
29.335  LDAP General Messages flows

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 

Discussion:

Status:
Revised to 0096
0096
29.335  LDAP General Messages flows

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 

Discussion:

Status:
Agreed
0030
29.335  LDAP Transactions flows

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 

The implementation of LDAP transactions for UDC was specified in IETF "LDAP Transactions <draft-zeilenga-ldap-txn-15.txt>". However some use cases should be considered:

· Transactions timer is expired. In this case, the LDAP server should terminate the transaction.

· Transaction should be used for one subscriber in order to decrease the complexity of transactions.
In addition, it is not very clear using LDAP transactions in UDC. So it introduces transactions flows for UDC according to the IETF draft to make it clear.

Discussion:
It was seen that the proposed NOTE shall be changed as normative text and re-phrased completely.
Also descriptive text should be added in the figure.
Status:
Revised to 0084
0084
29.335  LDAP Transactions flows

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 

Discussion:

Status:
Revised to 0097
0097
29.335  LDAP Transactions flows

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 

Discussion:

Status:
Agreed
0032
29.335  General Description of UDC Messages

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 

Basic data access messages for UDC, e.g. query, create, delete and update, were recommended to use LDAP messages. However it is empty in the corresponding section. This paper is provided a general description for UDC messages.
Discussion:

It was seen that since messages are described in different sections there is no need to add it in this section.
Re-phasing is need just to have reference to RFC.
Status:
Revised to 0085
0085
29.335  General Description of UDC Messages

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 

Discussion:
.
Status:
Revised to 0098
0098
29.335  General Description of UDC Messages

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 

Discussion:
.
Status:
Agreed
0033
29.335  LDAP Query Messages for UDC

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Withdrawn
0037
29.335  Information Elements

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 

Basic data access messages for UDC, e.g. query, create, delete and update, were recommended to use LDAP messages. However for information elements for UDC using LDAP messages are empty in the corresponding sections.
Discussion:

Nokia Siemens Networks commented that this contribution repeats what is already described in RFC.
Alcatel-Lucent commented that the section 7.2 is already covered with other contributions into previous sections.

It was seen there are no added value in this CR since it is repletion of the text.
Status:
Withdrawn
0038
29.335  LDAP based Subscription and Notification

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
ZTE

Background: 

For the protocol implementation of subscription and notification for UDC is not determinate up to now. This paper describes the protocol stack and detailed information for LDAP based subscription and notification.

For Subscribe messages based on LDAP, it is proposed to use LDAP Extended Operation to extend new messages. See IETF "Subscription/Notification for Lightweight Directory Access Protocol (LDAP) "<draft-dawkins-ldapext-subnot-01> for details.

For Notify messages based on LDAP, it is comprised of Notice of Data Modification message and Report of Notification message. Since there is no response message from the LDAP client to the LDAP server, Report of Notification message can be implemented by using LDAP Extended Operation. For Notice of Data Modification message, it can be extended by using LDAP Unsolicited Notification. A notification ID needs to be contained in these two messages to correlate the corresponding Notice of Data Modification message and Report of Notification message
Discussion:


Status:
Withdrawn
0050
29.335  LDAP Based Subscription and Notification

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Huawei

Background: 

LDAP is selected as the protocol to fulfill create, delete and update procedures, then usage of LDAP for subscription and notification simplifies the Ud interface and FE without supporting dual protocols.
Discussion:

Alcatel-Lucent commented that this proposal is conflicting with 0014 and that it may not be accepted by IETF as too specific to UDC.

The message names should be aligned with the current draft specification.
It was requested delegates to provide comments related to IETF draft directly to Susan from Huawei to be sure all the possible changes are included in the next version.
Status:
Revised in 0088
0088
29.335  LDAP Based Subscription and Notification

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Huawei

Background: 

Discussion:

It was agreed that this document contains reminder of the comparison of the alternatives and which topics need to be agreed in the next meeting in the editor's note.
Status:
Agreed
0049
29.335  SOAP Based Subscription and Notification

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Huawei

Background: 

The original subscriber identity and other additional data and may be included in the notification request, and these items should be supported by the XML schema for notification request.
Discussion:
After discussion it was seen that P-CR is not needed.
Status:
Withdrawn
0051
29.335  Delete Subtree Operation

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Huawei

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Withdrawn
0053
29.335  Pseudo-CR on Subscription and Notification Diameter

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
HP

Background: 

The most commonly used transport protocol for SOAP/XML is HTTP. However, for an interface that requires Subscriptions and Notifications the use of HTTP is impractical, as the Application FE would require having both an HTTP client (to send Subscriptions) and an HTTP server (to receive Notifications from the UDR). The same is true for the UDR; it would be required that the UDR implements an HTTP server in order to receive Subscriptions and an HTTP client to send Notifications. 

With the Ud CRUD operations being specified to use LDAP, an Application FE implementing the Ud interface would have to support an LDAP client, an HTTP client and an HTTP server and the UDR would be required to support LDAP server, an HTTP server and an HTTP client.

If Diameter is used instead of HTTP for SOAP/XML, a single stack instance can be used on the application FE and UDR respectively for the Subscription/Notification procedures as Diameter is a bi-directional protocol. As large number of application FEs already support Diameter (e.g. HSS for IMS and EPS, IMS application Servers and PCRF), thus re-use of existing application FE infrastructure is possible.
Discussion:

Status:
Revised to 0089
0089
29.335  Pseudo-CR on Subscription and Notification Diameter

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
HP

Background: 

Discussion:
UTFstring needs to be changed to octetString
Status:
Revised to 0099
0099
29.335  Pseudo-CR on Subscription and Notification Diameter

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
HP

Background: 

Discussion:

Status:
Agreed
0054
29.335  Pseudo-CR on Subscription and Notification - SOAP/XML

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
HP

Background: 

For the Subscription and Notification procedures of the Ud interface it is proposed to re-use the SOAP/XML procedures defined in the ID-WSF application and that are also part of the GUP specification.
Discussion:


Status:
Revised to 0090
0090
29.335  Pseudo-CR on Subscription and Notification - SOAP/XML

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
HP

Background: 

Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
0055
29.335  UDC stage 3: ldap bind

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:
All the other sections already covered different documents except "Abandon operations".
Status:
Revised to 0091
0091
29.335  UDC stage 3: ldap bind

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
0111
 29.335 v0.3.0
Type:

3GPP TS  

Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:

Status:
Agreed

Rapporteur will provide the list of open issued on UDC and sped it on CT4 reflector. The delegates are asked to provide comments for missing issues. The list should be used as basic to coordinate contributions in CT4#48 San Francisco. TSs and the list are provided latest 22nd January.
5.2
Local Call Local Switch

0060
Reply LS on the Further Progress of Local Call Local Switch Feasibility Study

Type:

LS in   

Source: 
TSG GERAN

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Noted
0061
LS on Further Progress of Local Call Local Switch Feasibility Study

Type:

LS in   

Source: 
TSG CT

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Noted
0064
LS on Rel-9 LCLS work planning

Type:

LS in   

Source: 
TSG SA

Background: 


Discussion:

Ericsson and Alcatel-Lucent stated that all GERAN LCLS work is linked to the CT LCLS work.  Therefore if no normative CT work is achieved in Release 9, all GERAN LCLS work should also be removed from Release 9.
Status:
Noted
0112
LS on Progress of LCLS in CT4

Type:

LS OUT

Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:

Draft Made Available: Thursday 14th. LS was already available on the meeting server after the meeting.
Technical Comments Raised by:  Monday 18th 18:00 CET

Final Version made available:  Tuesday 19th 18:00 CET

Technical Objections: Thursday 21st 18:00 CET
Status:
Email Approval
0058
Minutes from Joint CT4/GERAN LCLS Conference Call on 11/12/2009

Type:

INFO     

Source: 
Vodafone

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Noted
0026
Comparison of Call Correlation Solutions

Type:

Discussion     

Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:

Huawei commented that Inter-BSC handover does not happen as frequently as intra-BSS handover.

Alcatel-Lucent commented that if, during call-setup, the oMSC side handovers, there is potential for the tMSC to send an incorrect Call-Leg information to the tBSC.  This may lead to the same issue as described for simultaneous handover, incorrect through-connect.

ZTE clarified that the solutions provided in 0039 may solve this issue for all cases.

Alcatel-Lucent can agree and support the solution for the GCR method as in the conclusion.

Nokia Siemens Networks agree to this as well.

Vodafone support this conclusion..  
Status:
Noted
0017
Pseudo-CR on Inter-BSS handover with Global Call Reference

Type:

P-CR     

Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:

ZTE commented that some updates are needed to message flow in 7.3.2 to show messaging between oMSC and tMSC.

ZTE commented that there is an issue for Inter-BSS HO, when call is established (not local) and supplementary service is invoked (call held), if handover occurs then call held leg will be released.

Alcatel-Lucent commented that this is an issue that needs to be looked into for the TR, interaction between HO and SS. Also, does this have impact on the Call-Leg/RAN-Id method?

Alcatel-Lucent clarified that if this has issues on the tMSC leg, the tMSC should not allow LCLS.

ZTE asked clarification when having simultaneous handover, how are the crossing LCLS status messages handled?

Alcatel-Lucent replied that it is potential for sequence number to be added in order that intermediate nodes base decisions on the latest message.

ZTE would like to have clarification if there are simultaneous HO to the same BSS, and one handover leg fails. How does the GCR method work, as you may local switch incorrectly in the target BSS.

Alcatel-Lucent replied that BSS should not local switch a call until both call legs are successfully handed-over to the target BSS. This could be further described in the TR.

Needs to be reviewed to cover non call correlation issues.

Status:
Revised to 0068
0068
Pseudo-CR on Inter-BSS handover with Global Call Reference

Type:

P-CR     

Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Revised to 0116
0116
Pseudo-CR on Inter-BSS handover with Global Call Reference

Type:

P-CR     

Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
0039
Discussion on Solution for Handover simultaneously

Type:

Discussion   

Source: 
ZTE, Huawei

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Noted
0040
Enhancement for MSC-based handover Solution

Type:

P-CR   

Source: 
ZTE, Huawei

Background: 


Discussion:

Comments on section 7.4.2

Alcatel-Lucent commented the Update 7.4.x.2 to state that timer for CIC/Call-Leg is only used for HO case. Also, what is the length of the timer, as it must be related to HO time and transmission of messages via Core Network. It may be quite long.

ZTE replied that the maximum length of the timer is not more than 1 second.

Alcatel-Lucent asked clarification if on a normal new Call Establishment that could lead to Local switch, if the tMSC allocates a CIC that has a timer related to it; since the timer is still running in the BSS the BSS will not allow LCLS. How then is LCLS established for this call that actually is a local call? An MSC can allocate a CIC that has a timer running, as it does not necessarily need to allocate the CIC before paging. In fact it may save resources if it allocates the CIC after Paging. In this case, the call will never be established as a local call.

Alcatel-Lucent: For every CIC allocated for a handover, a timer in the BSS is required. This adds to further processing in the BSS.

Huawei: Timer solution has some limitations. Suggest to focus on the other solutions for simultaneous handover.

Comments on section 7.4.3

Alcatel-Lucent: For 7.4.x.3. Is it required to have LCLS Notification and LCLS Establish Reject for every Handover?

ZTE: Only required for handover for cases that are locally switched.

Alcatel-Lucent: In new scenario for 7.4.x.3, for call setup if the oMS hands over from oBSS to new oBSS', oBSS' does not know the ID for the tMSC.

ZTE will investigate this.

Alcatel-Lucent: 7.4.x.3 adds a new IE to the A-interface with the old oCall-Leg info. The call flow is complex. And Alcatel-Lucent do not support this. Signalling from oMSC to tBSS to tMSC is not reasonable, has concerns over basic principles here.

Ericsson commented that this solution has further impacts on the BSS.

Alcatel-Lucent commented that Step 6 needs further explanation (i.e. how the tMSC finds out that the call is local and how the exchange is done in the core network).

Alcatel-Lucent:  If the call establishment is late assignment, the IAM will not contain the oCall-ID.  Now a handover on the tMSC side, then according to the proposal the tMSC should send the oCall-LegID, but the tMSC does not have this information.

Ericsson: Another contribution shows the oMSC sending an APM with this information.

Comments on section 7.4.x.4

Alcatel-Lucent: Are the INR and INF messages exchanged for every handover.

Huawei: Yes for only Inter-BSC Handover, as the RAN-ID/Call-Leg may change.

Alcatel-Lucent: So this has further impacts to the Nc interface.

Alcatel-Lucent: Are INR and INF already defined Could be APM, needs further investigation?

Huawei: The mechanism exists to transfer these parameter. These are defined in the core network.

Alcatel-Lucent: Information Request and Information are defined in Q.1902.3 for national usage.

Alcatel-Lucent: This needs to work for handover with call setup, and assume that these messages are required after the IAM?

Huawei: Yes, these would be required.

Alcatel-Lucent would like to see a new figure showing successful LCLS after HO. What message would be used between the tMSC and tBSS to state that the call is local.

Huawei clarified that the LCLS Establish message, already defined for this solution.

Ericsson sees this adding additional signalling for this problem area. This includes Handover cases, new call establishment, inter-MSC handover.  

Alcatel-Lucent commented that an extra burden on the core network as the MSC's need to inform each other what the updated RAN-ID/Call-ID when it has changed. Parallel signalling updates.

This needs to be reviewed again for additional comments not related to call correlation.
Status:
Revised to 0072
0072
Enhancement for MSC-based handover Solution

Type:

P-CR   

Source: 
ZTE, Huawei

Background: 


Discussion:
Comments made on 0039 will also be included.
Status:
Revised to 0117
0117
Enhancement for MSC-based handover Solution

Type:

P-CR   

Source: 
ZTE, Huawei

Background: 


Discussion:

Draft Made Available: Thursday 14th (NOW)

Technical Comments Raised by:  Monday 18th 18:00 CET

Final Version made available:  Tuesday 19th 18:00 CET

Technical Objections: Thursday 21st 18:00 CET
Status:
Email Approval
0041
Correlation of call legs

Type:

P-CR   

Source: 
Alcatel-Lucent

Background: 


Discussion:

Huawei see this paper as a compromise between the two methods. As the GCR contains the Network ID and the Node ID, it is similar to the RAN-ID method in that it MSC can make the decision.

Alcatel-Lucent: Yes, but the NodeID is the MSC-ID. So it is not totally similar. And this is proposed as a compromise between the two methods.

ZTE: By using this, processing in the BSS can be saved but increase of processing in the MSC.

Alcatel-Lucent replied that these are options to implement.

Huawei believes solutions 1a and 1b are not necessary. Solution 2a does not save much on BSS processing. Huawei san see benefit in 2b as it splits the processing between the BSS and the MSC.

Alcatel-Lucent commented that the solution 2a is saves the most processing.

Huawei believes that the solution 2b is better.

Ericsson commented that in principle contribution looks ok, but needs further analysis to see which options can support.

Vodafone support 1a and 2a, as optimisations can save BSS processing.  Do not support 1b and 2b as they have impacts to MSCs which we would like to keep as a minimum.
Status:
Revised to 0074
0074
Correlation of call legs

Type:

P-CR   

Source: 
Alcatel-Lucent

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
0015
Pseudo-CR on Comparing solutions for call identification and correlation

Type:

P-CR     

Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Noted
0077
The analysis about the solution to some specific handover scenarios

Type:

Discussion

Source: 
Huawei, ZTE

Background: 


Discussion:

Scenario A:

Ericsson does not see this as an issue as it will not correlate the legs and indicate LCLS established if handover not complete from MS1.

Alcatel-Lucent commented that this shows a solution that does not work. A working solution can be defined within the TR.

Scenario B

Alcatel-Lucent:  The BSC-2 needs to be given the GCR of the active call. This may need a new message that has not been defined.

ZTE commented that this would be a new enhancement, that MSC Judged solution does not need
Alcatel-Lucent do not agree, MSC judged solution also requires enhancement.

Ericsson believes this scenario will not happen. When a call is put on hold (supplementary service), the local switch is broken as it is not allowed.

MSC-1 is the anchor MSC. No A-Connect has been received from MCS-1, and LCLS would not be permitted as no through connect has been made between MS1 and MS2. So even after Handover, no LCLS is allowed.

This needs to be indicated when handover occurs (LCLS Preference).

This can be added in the TR, in the revision of 0017.

Scenario C not presented.  Potential solution to be incorporated into revision of 0017.
Status:
Revised to 0086
0086
The analysis about the solution to some specific handover scenarios

Type:

Discussion

Source: 
Huawei, ZTE

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Postponed
0082
High-Level principles for LCLS

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Alcatel-Lucent

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
0052
Improvement for Solution of MSC Identify Local Call

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Huawei, ZTE, China Mobile

Background: 


Discussion:

Alcatel-Lucent:  In Figure 11.2.4.1.2.1, what happens if the oMS performs handover before the oMSC receives the APM in call-setup?

ZTE:  Should be reflected in the Handover section.

Alcatel-Lucent:  Should add an editors note to capture this in the Handover section (revision in 0072).

ZTE:  This full scenario will be defined in 0072.
Status:
Revised to 0101
0101
Improvement for Solution of MSC Identify Local Call

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Huawei, ZTE, China Mobile

Background: 


Discussion:

Delete 11.3.5 and 11.3.6.  But some text in 11.3.5.1 may need to be moved to 11.3.4.1.

Ericsson: Section 11.2.4.1.2. The call is connected and locally switched before the oMSC gets the connect message. This changes the Basic Call Model. Charging at the oMSC has not yet been started, CAMEL services may be effected. What happens if the Connect message is lost? The oMSC has top be the one to control through-connect.

The connection of the two calls is performed by the terminating side.  This happens before the Originating MSC has received the Answer message.
Status:
Revised to 0113
0113
Improvement for Solution of MSC Identify Local Call

Type:

P-CR
Source: 
Huawei, ZTE, China Mobile

Background: 


Discussion:

Draft Made Available: Thursday 14th
Technical Comments Raised by:  Monday 18th 18:00 CET

Final Version made available:  Tuesday 19th 18:00 CET

Technical Objections: Thursday 21st 18:00 CET
Status:
Email Approval
0016
Pseudo-CR on single MSC scenario for LCLS

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 


Discussion:

Alcatel-Lucent suggest to revise the CR, and not repeat text but only identify the differences between the multi-MSC case and the single MSC case. Can reference other sections.
Status:
Revised to 0102
0102
Pseudo-CR on single MSC scenario for LCLS

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Revised to 0114
0114
Pseudo-CR on single MSC scenario for LCLS

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
0018
Pseudo-CR on conclusion regarding handover to incompatible codec

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 


Discussion:

Alcatel-Lucent asked if this is this really proprietary? As It depends on BSS sending HO COMPLETE without first sending HO Request? Or is this supposed to be HA Performed?

Alcatel-Lucent will capture this in an editors note.

ZTE:  It still needs to be clarified whether Solution 1 should be applicable with AoTDM.

Solution 1 and conclusion will be updated to apply same solution of AoTDM. Editors note to be removed.

Status:
Revised to 0103
0103
Pseudo-CR on conclusion regarding handover to incompatible codec

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Revised to 0115
0115
Pseudo-CR on conclusion regarding handover to incompatible codec

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
0019
Pseudo-CR on conclusion regarding midcall announcements

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Nokia Siemens Networks

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Withdrawn
0020
General Handover Descriptions

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:

This P-CR was agreed in the Phoenix meeting, and as such should automatically be agreed in this meeting.
Status:
Revised to 0087
0087
General Handover Descriptions

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
0021
Detailed Handover Description with GCR

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Withdrawn 
0022
General Clean-up and Corrections

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:

Change to GERAN Assumption number 7. Objections to change these from Huawei and ZTE.  Ericsson state that the assumption is incorrect and that GERAN should be notified.
Status:
Revised to 0109
0109
General Clean-up and Corrections

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
0023
Alignment and Correction of Solution Identification
Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
0024
Details on core-network enhancements

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Withdrawn
0025
Details on A-bis savings

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Ericsson

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Withdrawn
0042
Signalling of Local Switching Capability from BSS to CN

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Alcatel-Lucent

Background: 


Discussion:

ZTE:  How does the targetBSS know about the LCLS capability during Handover?  Should reuse the same solution as for call setup.

Alcatel-Lucent:  Currently there is no indication to support this.  But will capture this issue in an Editors Note.
Status:
Revised to 0104
0104
Signalling of Local Switching Capability from BSS to CN

Type:

P-CR

Source: 
Alcatel-Lucent

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
0043
Impacts to Supplementary Services and existing features

Type:

P-CR   

Source: 
Alcatel-Lucent

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
0044
User plane handling

Type:

P-CR   

Source: 
Alcatel-Lucent

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Withdrawn
0118
Draft TR 23.889 v1.1.0

Type:

3GP TR

Source: 
Vodafone

Background: 


Discussion:


Status:
Agreed
Open Discussion on Call Correlation Solution:

Nokia Siemens Networks raised the point within 0015 (Editors Note in second table) regarding whether it is the oMSC, the tMSC, or both that make the decision whether the call is local or not.

Huawei/ZTE answered that this is dependent on the scenario. Call Establishment (Early or Late Assignment) or Handover case.

Ericsson clarified that this adds complexity to the MSC solution.

Four solutions:

1. GCR Method – Ericsson Support, Nokia Siemens Networks, Vodafone support.  

2. GCR Method with optimisations from Alcatel-Lucent – Alcatel-Lucent, In principle Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, Vodafone.  Huawei can support this if both Solution 2a and Solution 2b are defined (Alcatel-Lucent and Vodafone could accept this).

3. MSC judged solution (Call-LegID/RAN-ID) – ZTE, Huawei, and China Mobile support this.

4. GCR with Optional RAN-ID in Core Signalling – Alcatel-Lucent, Vodafone, Ericsson

CT4#47bis could not agree this based on consensus.

General:

For establishing LCLS:

The pre-requisite for establishing LCLS is that the call is served by the same BSS. This, in principle, could be determined by the MSC or the BSC.

MSC is in charge of call control, supplementary services, lawful interception and gives permission (or denies) as to whether Local switching may be applied. When the MSC has granted the permission to apply LCLS, the BSC makes the final operation decision whether to establish LCLS (dependent on alignment of codecs, BTS's supporting local switching, resource available, status of its BTS's, the state of its radio legs)/.

For releasing LCLS:

If the MSC finds that any preconditions about LCLS cannot be satisfied anymore, the MSC order the BSC to release LCLS. And the BSC shall release LCLS immediately and reports the status to the MSC. The BSC may also release the LCLS for BSS related reasons and reports the status to the MSC.

.

The difference in the solutions is that the MSC-judged solution makes the decision whether the call is served by the same BSS by using Call-leg information..

The GCR solution (with optimisations), the MSC analyses the network ID etc to make this decision.

1.  GCR Method – Technical issues.

ZTE believes that simultaneous handover interworking with supplementary services is an issue. Also there is an issue with the simultaneous handover with a handover leg failing.

Ericsson that they do not see this as an issue. Contributions should have been brought in to this meeting to highlight the issues. There have been no input documents highlighting these technical issues.

Nokia Siemens Networks see issue in Handover failure case, if handover fails LCLS cannot be applied. Anyway they believe this is the same for both solutions, not specific to GCR Method.

Huawei volunteered to write a late paper during this meeting.  
The scenario to be detailed is:  
Both legs handing over to same BSS, the first leg handover is not successful, but the target BSS is not informed.  2nd handover is successful, but BSC tries to local switch to a resource that was allocated for the 1st leg handover that is not active.  MSC CLEAR command is delayed and therefore release of this resource does not happen immediately.

Alcatel-Lucent commented that they do not see this as an issue for LCLS, as there must be handover failure scenarios in current specifications where the target BSS is advised on failure.

Ericsson added that the scenario needs to be analysed for both GCR and MSC judged solution.

The BSS knows that status of the resources allocated for both legs.  So it should know whether to apply local switching.

2.  GCR Method with optimisations – Technical issues
Technical issues are basically same than in option 1.
3.  MSC judged solution (Call-LegID/RAN-ID) – Technical Issues

Ericsson clarified that this solution increase signalling and overhead in the MSC. In order to support this solution problems are continuously identified that need to be resolved which adds a large number of impacts.

ZTE do not agree with Ericsson as the simultaneous handover solutions are minimal.

Nokia Siemens Networks commented that MSC judged solution has separate identifiers for call legs rather than a common on, and therefore this has increased impacts.  The call-leg ID is modified when handover occurs and therefore all MSC's in the call need to be updated. 

Ericsson commented that it is still potential for through-connecting two parties that are not related to the same call.

Alcatel-Lucent commented that the solutions show that some solutions prevent LCLS even if the call is local – e.g. Timer Solution.

4.  Possible compromise solution – GCR with Optional RAN-ID in Core Signalling

Alcatel-Lucent commented that the call is identified using the Global Call Reference. Originating MSC may optionally send BSC Node-ID information within Nc signalling. The tMSC may act on the BSC Node-ID IE to determine whether the call is within the same BSS. The tMSC would need to piggyback information to the originating node to state whether it needs to receive any update of BSC Node-ID. Also include the optimisations suggested by Alcatel-Lucent for GCR, mainly the additional flag on the A-Interface to indicate to the BSS not to do correlation.

Therefore an MSC could behave per the GCR approach, or an MSC could behave as per the BSC Node-ID approach.  If we have two MSC's (one supporting BSC Node-ID, one not supporting BSC Node-ID), the resultant behaviour would be as per the GCR approach. Further discussions to analyse and define a technical solution is required.

Ericsson commented that the main concerns with the MSC-judged solution is the load on the MSC and the necessity to send and update the BSC Node-ID. However this solution does have a single identifier to identify the call (GCR), which is a benefit. This could be a compromise that Ericsson could accept.

ZTE would like to see the BSC Node-ID as mandatory.

Huawei commented that the two solutions are equivalent in terms of the correlation ID. Huawei would prefer to have both optional (rather than just one optional).

Alcatel-Lucent commented that the GCR correlation method has substantial advantages on the Call-Leg correlation method.  Cannot compromise on this.

China Mobile think both solutions have advantages and disadvantages. China Mobile proposed to combine both advantages into a compromise solution.

Ericsson commented that replacing the two call-legs and instead use the GCR for correlation does provide these advantages.  

Vodafone can accept this a compromise solution to achieve work in Release 9. Vodafone would like the BSC Node-ID to be optional and utilised by Operator Policy, as the operator should be able to determine the impacts to its network (whether Nc and MSC is impacted more, or whether A interface and BSC is impacted more).

Huawei and ZTE believe this is not a compromise but is an optimisation.

Ericsson asked if mandate support of BSC-Node ID (for call establishment and handovers) + GCR, is this acceptable?  

ZTE can agree to this.

Huawei can agree to this.
China Mobile can support this.

Ericsson No support for this (at this stage)

Vodafone can support this only as a network operator option

Nokia Siemens Networks is hesitant to support this due to impact in core network.

Alcatel-Lucent is also hesitant to support because of overhead and complexity in products + extra signalling in Core Network. Alcatel-Lucent believes this could be controlled by network operator option.  This would be a last resort with a Network Operator Option assuming that further evaluation of this approach does not reveal more complexity.

Network Operator option = Products are mandated to support the functionality, but the operator has control about whether to enable it or not.

China Mobile do not support network operator option. 
China Mobile prefer to standardise both solutions of GCR and MSC-judged solutions.

If this is acceptable, is the normative specification and functional implementation with respect to the BSS (functional implementation and protocol aspects) different than that if we do not mandate the BSC-Node ID.  

The answer to the second question is that there is no difference in BSS implementation, as the BSS will still need to notify the MSC whether or not the MSC knew beforehand whether the two calls were served by the same BSS.

Alcatel-Lucent do not see a difference in the BSS implementation.

Nokia Siemens Networks do not see a difference, just performs the correlation more often or not.

Vodafone do not see a difference.

Ericsson do not see a difference.

ZTE commented that this solution would need more CPU power/memory, more load in the BSC.

Ericsson propose to progress work (working assumption) for this solution, start work on GCR and BSC-Node ID, which would allow GERAN to start their normative work, and we can take a decision on whether or not BSC-Node ID is mandatory or not when we start the CT4 normative work.

Alcatel-Lucent can support this as a way forward.

Nokia Siemens Networks can tentatively support this as a way forward.

Vodafone can support this as a way forward.
China Mobile, ZTE, Huawei do not agree with this.

Conclusions:

If RAN-ID is mandated in the Core Network and GCR is used to correlate the calls, then this is acceptable to China Mobile, Huawei, and China Mobile.

Ericsson cannot accept this at this stage, as they have not yet seen the signalling solution. However if we can agree to go forward and specify the work now, and investigate further whether it is optional or mandatory, then we can at least see what the solution is.

Ericsson also commented that even if compromise could be made, not sure whether all normative work could be completed in February.

Alcatel-Lucent requested that could CT4 agree the same working assumption as above, but with added text stating that some companies agree that the way forward, under the condition that the RAN-ID is made mandatory under normative specifications, which could not yet be agreed by all companies within CT4.  This allows CT4 to investigate the solution further, which may lead to all companies wishing to mandate this support, and allow GERAN to start normative work.  If consensus is then not reached, then we will have no agreement in the next meeting and it will not be standardised in February.

Alcatel-Lucent:  Yes

Nokia Siemens Networks: Yes

Vodafone: Yes

ZTE: No

Huawei: No

China Mobile: No

Ericsson: Yes

There is no consensus reached in this CT4 meeting to progress a compromise solution.

CT4 vice chairman proposed following working assumption:
The Working assumption is that both GCR and RAN-ID are all mandatory, that means requiring exchange RAN-ID in call-setup and handover. In Feb meeting this will be analysed in detail and if it can not be accepted, the compromised solution will be cancelled including GCR and RAN-ID.


CT4 meeting could not agree any solution for LCLS. Which mean everything is still open until next CT4#48 meeting which will be held in February 22nd – 26th in San Francisco, US.
6
AoB
7
Check of approved output documents

8
Closing of the meeting (17:17 Thursday)
Chairman thanked the hosts, the ZTE, for the good meeting arrangements. Chairman also thanked the delegates for their hard work and the attendees for their co-operation and hard work in demanding sessions. 

January 14th 17:17 local time.
ANNEX A
: OUTPUT MATERIAL

A.1
Output Liaisons
	Tdoc
	Title
	LS To
	LS Cc
	Attachment

	C4-100066
	Response LS on PCC and UDC
	SA2
	CT3
	


A.2
New TSs /TRs

A.2.1
For Approval at CT Plenary
None
A.2.2
For information at CT Plenary
None
A.2.3
Agreed for future work at CT4
	Tdoc
	Tdoc Title
	Source

	C4-100118
	TR 23.889 1.1.0
	Vodafone

	C4-100110
	TS 23.335 1.1.0
	Ericsson

	C4-100111
	TS 29.335 0.3.0
	Ericsson


A.3
New and updated WIDs

A.3.1
New WID for Approval at CT Plenary

A.3.1.1
New Rel-9 WIDs
None
A.3.2
Updated CT4 WIDs
None
A.3.3
Endorsed WID
None
A.4
Agreed CRs for Approval at next CT Plenary 
CRs From CT4#46 Phoenix and CT4#47 Beijing meeting.
	C4 Tdoc
	Title
	Spec
	CR
	R
	Cat
	Version_old
	Work Item
	Rel

	C4-100108
	ANDSF subscription data
	23.008
	0288
	2
	B
	9.1.0
	UDC-CN
	Rel-9


ANNEX B: Participants

Will be added in the next version: "Annex_B.zip"

Page 1 of 29

