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1. Introduction

In the last meeting, the following editor’s notes have been added in Section 6.5.3 on Impact of Service Behaviour:

“Because the behaviour of an active CONF or MPTY service, or control of multiple sessions, is not defined after a domain transfer has occurred (see clauses 6.5.2.4 and 6.5.2.5), a UE should/shall not request a domain transfer for multiple sessions or calls.
Editor’s Note: It is FFS if a request for Domain Transfer shall be rejected in these cases.

Editor’s Note: It is FFS whether the UE should or shall not request a domain transfer

Editor’s Note: It is FFS whether a UE may decide to drop a held call or a to allow a domain transfer of an active leg.  

Editor’s Note: It  is FFS if the B2BUA is able to reissue the invite for a waiting call automatically upon transfer of the active leg.”
Along with the editor’s notes, the wording “UE shall/should…” highlighted above also needs to be resolved, since it does not clearly define the UE behaviour.

In this paper, we discuss again the possible options to handle domain transfer using VCC procedures as defined in TS 23.206 while the VCC UE is engaged in a mid-call supplementary service. The pros and cons of each approach are discussed, with the hope to come to a conclusion.

GOAL: The main objective is to clearly define the behaviour at the UE and VCC AS for mid-call supplementary services in Rel-7, while minimizing extra or wasteful signalling and allowing for compatibility with future releases.

2. Options

Several options and opinions have been posted and discussed on how to handle the above problem. Below is an attempt at the summary:
Option 1: “VCC UE SHALL not request domain transfer for multiple sessions or calls” -- proposed by some companies in email discussions

This option states that Rel-7 UE will not request domain transfer request for multiple sessions or calls. Thus, the network side does not need to handle DT requests coming from a UE engaged in mid-call services

Pros –

· This approach places a clear requirement on the VCC UE. No requirement needed for VCC AS.

· No wasteful signalling by the UE requesting DT for calls that cannot be continued.
Cons –
· Backward compatibility: It is likely that the Rel-8 solution for “IMS Centralized Services” requires the VCC UE to communicate with the VCC AS and request domain transfer.  Thus, rel-7 and rel-8 UE’s have a different behaviour. However, it should be noted that for such a Rel-8 solution, UE behaviour would need to differ anyway.

Option 2: “VCC UE SHALL request domain transfer for multiple sessions or calls” AND “VCC AS SHALL reject a domain transfer request when multiple voice sessions/calls are anchored for this subscriber (e.g. Multiparty/Conference call)” -- proposed by some companies in email discussions

Thus, VCC UE always requests DT. For Rel-7 UEs, the DT request is rejected using failure scenarios captured in Stage-3.

Pros:

· Clear requirement on the VCC AS and VCC UE

· Backward Compatibility – Rel-7/8 UE’s always request DT. When in Rel-7 network, Rel-7/8 UE’s DT request is rejected. When in Rel-8 network, Rel-7/8 UE’s request is accepted.

Cons:

· Wasteful signalling by the UE requesting DT for calls that cannot be continued. However, performing DTs while in mid-call services may not be a frequent scenario.

Option 3: “VCC UE SHOULD request domain transfer for multiple sessions or calls” AND “VCC AS SHALL reject a domain transfer request when multiple voice sessions/calls are anchored for this subscriber (e.g. Multiparty/Conference call)” – Contribution by Motorola et al

Thus, VCC UE may or may not try to request DT, but whenever a DT request is received by a (rel-7) VCC AS, it is rejected.

Pros:

· Clear requirement on the VCC AS

· Allows for a flexible behaviour, i.e., a vendor can choose to implement domain transfer on multiple sessions.

· This can also be served as “Future proof to support future VCC that support domain transfer on multiple sessions”
Cons:

· No clear requirement on the UE. 

· This flexibility allows for multiple UE’s in the market; some trying to perform DT, some not. For a vendor that chooses to implement DT on the network side, users will face inconsistent behaviour.

· Since UE may or may-not request DT, and some “proof of concept” VCC ASes can accept the request, a clear failure scenario cannot be defined.

Option 4: Use of v3 interface to inform UE whether to perform domain transfer – Contribution by RIM et al
UE decides to request DT or not based on indication from the network.

Pros:

· Flexibility and Backward Compatibility – UE tries to perform DT or not based on information from network.

· Battery life saving – UE may save some battery life not trying to scan WLAN when DTs are not possible.

Cons:

· Extra signalling between UE and VCC AS to indicate change in policy.

Option 5: Perform domain transfer for just the active call leg – discussed in last meeting
· IMS Communication Hold/CS Call Hold – UE A puts UE B on hold. UE A performs domain transfer. The call between UE A and UE B is dropped.

· IMS Communication Hold / CS Call Wait – UE A puts UE B on hold to accept incoming call with UE C. UE A performs domain transfer. The call leg between UE A and UE C is transferred, while the call leg between UE A and UE B is dropped.

· IMS Conference/CS Multiparty Call – UE A, UE B and UE C are in a conference call initiated by UE A. UE A performs domain transfer. If UE A decides to remove UE C from the conference, the entire call is terminated.
From the discussion in previous meeting, most operators were not in favor of supporting this use case due to undesirable user behavior.
3. Conclusion

Based on the above analysis, it is proposed:

If partial DT is supported for mid-call services, Option 5 is preferred since it allows for use of some supplementary services such as conferencing.

If partial DT is not supported for mid-call services, Option 1 is preferred since it defines requirements clearly on VCC UE and VCC AS with smaller impact on extra signalling.
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