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1 Introduction

The drafting session was held during the afternoon session (14:00 – 20:45) of January 17th/2006. Approximately 35 documents were handled including incoming LS. Approximately 35 persons participated in the drafting group meeting.
2 Document List & Meeting outcome
The discussion, results and revised version numbers are listed in the conclusion column of the table below. 
The revised documents which have not been approved by the drafting group and the LS responses have not been treated in the drafting session.
Summary of the document status based on the meeting conclusion as listed in Table 1:

Outgoing LSs: S2-060440 (response to S2-060008 & S2-060324), S2-060442 (response to S2-060006), S2-060511 (response to S2-060142) 
Documents approved by the drafting group, need plenary approval: S2-060434, S2-060435, S2-060436
LS that have been simply noted by the drafting group (no response needed): S2-060003, S2-060017, S2-060323
Documents to be discussed with CT1: S2-060433
LSs that need conclusion and response (pending revised documents for offline discussion and Plenary approval): S2-060145 (pending CT1 discussion), S2-0600142 (pending approval of S2-060463),
Documents handled and revised from the drafting group and to be verified and approved in the plenary: S2-060437, S2-060438, S2-060439, S2-060441, S2-060460, S2-060459, S2-060463
Documents not opened in the meeting and to be handled in the plenary (with drafting group recommendation to place them in email approval): S2-060461, S2-060462, S2-060102
Documents not treated in the drafting group: S2-060231, S2-060188
Table 1: Document list and Conclusion
	Ag.
	Tdoc #
	Type
	Title
	Source
	Spec
	CR #
	Rel
	Conclusion

	
	
	------
	IMS, IMS Phase 2  [IMS2], System Enhancements for Fixed Broadband Access to IMS [FBI]
	----------
	-
	-
	-
	-

	08.2
	S2-060003
	LS In
	Reply to SA WG2 on Adding Mobility to "fixed network IMS"
	ETSI TISPAN (08TD406r3)
	-
	-
	-
	Noted,
With understanding that in due time inform TIPSPAN of SAE work

	08.2
	S2-060145
	LS In
	LS from TISPAN WG2: Request for implicit registration resolution
	TISPAN WG2 (09TD424, Nokia)
	-
	-
	-
	 Open, 
CT1 chairman requested that we discuss the response together on Wednesday session and send one common response from SA2/CT1. SA2 conclusion documented in:
433 (SA2 input to Implicit Registration questions from TISPAN) for an input document for CT1 joint session to identify our understanding of the requirement and ask for clarification of additional reqs. It was concluded that the use of Implicit Reg is not appropriate, today an IMPI with one or multiple IMPUs relate to one IMS subscription.  Our interpretation of TISPAN requirement is that they would like to register a group of users with no relation other than belonging to a AGCF. This needs to be confirmed from TISPAN. And if registration is needed or a mechanism that allows the Public User Ids are made available as a group would be sufficient?



	08.2
	S2-060017
	LS In
	LS from TISPAN WG2: IMS Transit Use-Cases
	ETSI TISPAN WG2 (08TD345r1)
	-
	-
	-
	 Noted, would be responded via one response with LS in 142

	08.2
	S2-060142
	LS In
	LS from TISPAN WG2: IMS Transit Input
	TISPAN WG2 (09TD371, Ericsson)
	-
	-
	-
	 Open, would be dependent on the conclusion of the off line discussion in 463. If 463 is approved, then an LS response will be sent back to TISPAN including the documents 434 & 463.
LS response 511 and (Tomas T) responsible

	08.2
	S2-060103
	CR
	Transit configuration descriptions
	Lucent Technologies
	23,228
	0553
	Rel-7
	Ericsson: -separate bridging may use transit, is BGCF routing on SIP URI which it does not do today?  Res: BGCF would do a private lookup to decide where to go..Nokia: last paragraph is about solution, so remove that part from this section. Should the section 5.18 be removed? Number portability requirement, is it required from TISPAN? Lucent: would like agreed soln documented on high level., incorporating within current section as such no need for new sec., NP has had discussion, no conclusion and some IETF work as well, so it would be need. Since the indicators are transferred transparently, do we need it to reflect here?  Siemens: if it is needed to be carried via SIP, it requires stage 3 and we must not have any stage 3 impacts. In case of two enterprise transit, IMS may need to do NP dip.. Ericsson: since we have NP discussion to have, leave it out. Same as Lucent proposal. NP discussion removed. Lucent: What does PSTN bridging mean? 3rd scenario covers it.. Siemens: we should clarify what is PSTN bridging, is it PSTN to PSTN? Request to explicitly show the cases for c). Siemens: clarify sentence:” IP traffic arrives at a configured SIP routing node”, IPX networks in the middle can cause additional  routing towards transit network., so clarify sentence to say it arrives at the entry point. Case a) we include IBCF as well, similar handling as a terminating session. o2: Replace Transit services with Transit functionality. Mot: “Traffic from the PSTN operator arrives at configured MGCFs for translation to SIP” could you clarify if special handling? Lucent: yes, it is special configured MGCFs. Clarified that it is transparent to PSTN.
Revised 434, approved.

	08.2
	S2-060104
	CR
	Transit information flows
	Lucent Technologies
	23,228
	0554
	Rel-7
	 Ericsson: BGCF doing SIP URL handling is an issue, that is main problem. Lucent: currently this does the SIP routing today, this seems to be the best match. Siemens: similar concerns as Ericsson, addition: BGCF no longer breakout only, but breakin as well. Other proposals of using I-CSCF and has concerns to stick it to BGCF. It mainly looks at TEL URI and decide to go to BGCF/MGCF and forwards to next hop. Prefer this to be implementation option than standards. Lucent: BGCF already does most of what is needed..Siemens: 4.6.2.0, how does I-CSCF know?, based on unknown info? Lucent: it has to be configured either failure or transit? Siemens: why not do the private look up and then HSS to reduce HSS signallling? Should we consider interdigit timer solution from Overlap and MGCF? Ericsson: If TEL URL, go to ENUM /next transit and if SIP then go to HSS.
Revised document 463 taking into account documents 152 and 187 (for off line discussion). To be handled in the plenary.

	08.2
	S2-060152
	CR
	Support of IMS Transit Scenarios
	Nokia
	23,228
	0555
	Rel-7
	 Siemens: HSS query and overlap as before. If extra functions of DNS in I-CSCF, how would it work in case I-CSCF is just transit and no HSS? Why stick to a specific node and not have implementation specific? Destination addr in step 5 is the addr received by ENUM query? Yes., DNS/HSS to be modified as stated by Ericsson in doc 104. Ericson: IBCF is also an entry point and may need to do detection. Both cases where the 
Routing can be simplified by not needing to go to BGCF. Yes, it should be done. Lucent: I-CSCF basic understanding is being changed and as such it is not the right place to do it. Ericsson: why does I-CSCF have to go to BGCF wen it knows where to go? Nokia: In case of transit only network, then MGCF to BGCF direct connection exists and no need to have an I-CSCF. It is configuration option. Siemens: when coming from SIP network, then u are not in MGCF? Nokia: then BGCF is the entry point. Motorola prefers I-CSCF since they have seen some cases where normal phones put in their phone # as well and it ends up in I-CSCF.
NOTED

	08.2
	S2-060187
	CR
	Support of IMS Transit Scenarios
	Siemens
	23,228
	0559
	Rel-7
	 Nokia: over-engineering to have new interfaces and nodes also may need to redraw other existing call cases. Siemens: There should no impacts to other session scenarios should have most flexible configuration, as we may not be able to envision all cases now. Lucent: this is close to Lucent proposal, but with new node name. Huawai: why not move the functionality to I-CSCF? Need to define several new interfaces; it is more impact on existing IMS. Siemens: it is functional entity and not node, as such flexible for implementation and no need for new reference points. Nokia: based on the contributions, we have fairly well understanding..it is overkill..so just describe the functions and not the TRCF node. Siemens: intent is to separate from normal cases. No impacts on the interfaces as there are no stage 3 impacts.
NOTED

	08.2
	S2-060188
	CR
	Introduction of TRCF in 23.002
	Siemens
	23,002
	0168
	Rel-7
	 Not Handled.

	08.2
	S2-060189
	CR
	Introduction of IBCF in 23.002
	Siemens
	23,002
	0169
	Rel-7
	 4.a.7.8 should cover other functions of IBCF as well.. Revised 435, Approved

	08.2
	S2-060190
	DISCUSSION
	Discussion on IBCF-THIG function in roaming scenarios
	Siemens
	-
	-
	Rel-7
	 Ericsson: does it hurt? Nokia: can we add a note to clarify IBCF/THIG configuration.
See the proposal in 191, NOTED

	08.2
	S2-060191
	CR
	IBCF-THIG function in roaming scenarios
	Siemens
	23,228
	0560
	Rel-7
	 Ericsson: Does IBCF already do this anyway? Siemens: THIG is 3GPP where VPLMN hiding not needed.  Nokia: this causes CT1 extra work. Prefers current proposal. Ericsson: can we change the note to reflect that it was not intended to be..
Revised number 436, Approved.

	08.2
	S2-060068
	Discussion/Approval
	Continuation of the handling of alias IMPUs
	Ericsson
	-
	-
	-
	 Two proposals exist, in 69 and 185..Whether UE can configure and then if Session level signaling or other ways (configuration interface) used to propagate data. Q to Ericsson, how oftern will it happen, every Reg/rereg, once a day? In case of AS, via ISC. It can also get it at Reg event package. In case of UE, after Initial registration and also may be also using Subscribe/Notify as well. Siemens: why rule out Cx? If not introduced in SUB/NOT then how UE knows? Ericsson: Cx is to be updated if needed change, sub/not is needed for subscription. Lucent: agrees with Siemens, independent of session information. Ericsson clarifies that it proposes Gm interface and not Session signaling. Other than CT1 requirement, anything more?  NOTED

	08.2
	S2-060069
	CR
	Distribution of the information of the Identifiers grouped by service profile
	Ericsson
	23,228
	0546
	Rel-7
	 437 revised, it is for plenary approval: contains Operator provisioning in the HSS, transfer of info via Sh, SUB/NOT as Reg event and Cx transparently. 

	08.2
	S2-060217
	CR
	Clarification of grouping Public User Identities made available to UE
	Huawei
	23,228
	
	
	438 revised, see in the plenary, Updates: shall add text under diagram 4.6 in 23.228 instead of current updates and reflect the grouping of Implicit reg (IMPU1 and IMPU2) and Alias concept (IMPU2 & IMPU3).

	08.2
	S2-060185
	CR
	Grouping of Public User Identities
	Siemens
	23,228
	0557
	Rel-7
	 Incorporated into a joint proposal in 437, NOTED.

	08.2
	S2-060323
	LS in
	Reply LS on Reassignment of S-CSCF
	
	
	
	
	Postponed from S2#49 email approval, noted already submitted in 0008
NOTED

	08.2
	S2-060324
	LS in
	Question on S-CSCF reassignment feature during the initial registration procedure when user is in the unregistered state
	
	
	
	
	Postponed from S2#49 email approval, original CT4 LS
NOTED

	08.2
	S2-060008
	LS In
	Reply LS (from CT WG1) on Reassignment of S-CSCF
	CT WG1 (C1-051598, Huawei)
	-
	-
	-
	LS Response in 440 (Tom/Lucent), according to conclusion of document 439 (revision of document 101).

	08.2
	S2-060215
	DISCUSSION
	Reassignment for S-CSCF during the initial registration procedure
	Huawei
	23,228
	-
	Rel-6
	 -Ericsson: I-CSCF gets same information for terminating and initial reg,. So for capability reason there is no reason to have different S-CSCF. What is the registration timeout? What is the gain of this work? Lucent: unavailable and reassignment. Lucent: HSS can do this on its own by not sending the S-CSCF addr. To ICSCF. Lucent: fault recovery should not be tied to user’s reg process, it is more important to address it via fault recovery system
Noted



	08.2
	S2-060216
	DISCUSSION
	Reassignment for S-CSCF during the terminated call procedure
	Huawei
	23,228
	
	
	Noted

	08.2
	S2-060101
	CR
	S-CSCF reselection and failure recovery changes
	Lucent Technologies
	23,228
	0551
	Rel-7
	Is it alignment with stage 3? No, trying resolve this issue. Siemens would like to know: removing the word regs. In first change and how the fault recovery was brought in? Siemens question is whether to remove
3 Proposals:

-Remove reassignment all together

-Follow Lucent proposal

-keep and develop this further

Huawei keep, Ericsson/Lucent/Nokia/Siemens/Motorola /QualComm ok to remove the section (if CT groups want to do error recovery it is up to them), is there backward compatibility, not that we have seen so far.

Revised to 439 with majority support of removal of reassignment texts from the TS, taken in plenary approval. LS response 440

	08.2
	S2-060186
	CR
	Allocating S-CSCF for AS originating sessions
	Siemens
	23,228
	0558
	Rel-7
	 Ericsson: like the idea, problem is two step approach.. one step approach has impacts on I-CSCF. Race condition between Reg and terminating unreg. And in this case. It could end up in the UE? Offline discussion, NOTED

	08.2
	S2-060153
	DISCUSSION
	Discussion on support of local dialling plan in IMS
	Nokia
	-
	-
	-
	 Noted

	08.2
	S2-060154
	CR
	Support of local dialling plan in IMS
	Nokia
	23,228
	0556
	Rel-7
	 Revised to 441, take in the plenary. Add editor’s notes on open issues and focus on Local numbers only and not local services. VGGSN and HGGSN shall be possible, try choosing words that are generic, role of S-CSCF to be placed under FFS

	08.2
	S2-060094
	DISCUSSION
	Mr Reference Point Protocol Options
	Comverse
	-
	-
	-
	 Ericsson: how can u say H.248 and VXML are incompatible? Converse: they are incompatible in terms of model, client/server and master/slave. Vodafone: It seems to be more related to Mr and not Mp, so what are u requiring on Mr? 
Vodafone: S-CSCF is service agnostic and does not care what is whether IVR or not. It seems you are adding something that is not there. .Mr is from SCSCF and not from AS. We used to have Sr which was removed. The proposal is actually to specify Mr to cover these protocol carrying possibilities. Noted


	
	S2-060006
	LS In
	LS from CT WG4: Clarification for MRFP requirements
	CT WG4 (C4-051772, Huawei)
	-
	-
	-
	-> handle on 8.2 with 223, 224, 169, 94

Ericsson: IVR may make sense for telephony but not for other services
Move to 169 and also include the conclusion from there.
LS Response in 442 (Steve/ FT)

	
	S2-060169
	
	
	
	
	
	
	IVR mandatory for Voice based services. Nokia states that we should say : It shall be possible to support…..” all the features listed would be optional, action 2: section 5.14.2 specifies how MRFC/AS relationship are handled..
Would we have any dependency between Mr & Mp? 
MRFC/AS and Mr is within one operator.
LS response in 442

	08.2
	S2-060223
	DISCUSSION
	Clarify the MRFP requirements
	Huawei
	23,228
	-
	-
	 Noted

	08.2
	S2-060224
	CR
	Clarify the MRFP requirements
	Huawei
	23.228
	0562
	Rel-7
	 Noted

	08.2
	S2-060108
	DISCUSSION
	NAT impacts on power saving mode
	Ericsson
	-
	-
	-
	 Vodafone: in case of combined FBI&3GPP device would not know which way to behave? We also previously concluded not to include NAT in this way.
Siemens: if we are talking about near end NAT then it is mostly under operator control. IS far end NAT a problem?
Ericsson: yes it would be a problem..if it uses Keep Alive messages..
Motorola: Cascading NATs can also happen

In power saving mode, UE may continue to wake up and check what is going on.
Ericsson: that is not the case here, it is lower time for NAT that it has to wake up.

Propose discussion further to see what we can do to help the situation.
Ericsson intends to bring in CR in future meeting(s) to clarify NAT role for 3GPP access, additional inputs are welcome.

NOTED

	08.2
	S2-060232
	CR
	Clarification of Session modification with NAT traversal
	Huawei
	23,228
	0564
	Rel-7
	 Siemens: too detailed for stage 2, agreed before not to go into this detailed. Huawei responds that some clarification is needed.
Ericsson: this continued support of Old and new media flows would be a problem if different QoS etc. , Revised document 460, it would be new proposal in the plenary as dependent on off line discussion.

	08.2
	S2-060267
	CR
	Clarifications on NAT traversal
	Nortel
	23,228
	0566
	Rel-7
	 Orange: Media latching is not only for symmetric media.
Vodafone: is it correct and would that work?

Siemens: We should not go with the details as there are problems here..

May be we should not keep media latching term. Also the symmetric media concept, validate the text correction.
Revised 459, off line discussion needed,  for come back to the plenary

	08.2
	S2-060080
	CR
	An editorial change against TS 23.228
	Siemens
	23,228
	
	
	For email approval may be, plenary may want to open (revised to 461, to add CR number)

	08.2
	S2-060081
	CR
	An editorial change against TS 23.228
	Siemens
	23,228
	
	
	For email approval may be, plenary may want to open (revised to 462, to add CR number)

	08.2
	S2-060102
	CR
	Reference and Terminology Changes for Fixed Access
	Lucent Technologies
	23,228
	0552
	Rel-7
	 For email approval may be, plenary may want to open

	08.2
	S2-060231
	CR
	Clarification of Access technology information application in IMS
	Huawei
	23,228
	0563
	Rel-7
	 Not treated in the drafting meeting.

	
	Documents used/given out at the drafting session
	S2-060433- - S2-060442, S2-060459-464, 511
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