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1
Opening of the meeting

TD S2‑113837 Procedures for SA WG2 86E Ad Hoc Meeting on FS_RAVEL. This was introduced by SA WG2 Secretary (maurice.pope@etsi.org).
Abstract: These procedures are extracted from the agreements made at SA WG2 meeting #86 (based on S2-112913) and subsequent agreements on the timing of the electronic meeting.

Discussion:

Approved.

Decision:

The document was approved.
2
Approval of the agenda

TD S2‑113836 Draft Agenda for SA WG2 meeting #86E (Electronic). This was introduced by SA WG2 Chairman (erik.guttman@gmail.com).
Abstract: Draft Agenda for SA WG2 meeting #86E (Electronic).

Discussion:

Approved.

Decision:

The document was approved.
2.1
IPR Call Reminder

The Chairman of the meeting made the following call for IPRs, and asked ETSI members to check the latest version of ETSI's policy available on the web server:

The attention of the delegates to the meeting of this Technical Specification Group was drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of.

The delegates were asked to take note that they were thereby invited:

-
to investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which were, or were likely to become Essential in respect of the work of 3GPP.

-
to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs, e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/).

-
to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs, e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/)-
to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs, e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/).

3
Meeting reports

There were no contributions under this agenda item.

4
Urgent Incoming LSs Related to RAVEL

There were no contributions under this agenda item.

9
Release 11

There were no contributions under this agenda item.

9.19
Study on Roaming architecture for voice over IMS with Local Breakout (RAVEL)

TD S2‑113847 Commonalities and differences of RAVEL solutions. (Ericsson, ST-Ericsson (fredrik.lindholm@ericsson.com)).
Abstract: This document tries to identify the main commonalities and differences of the currently documented RAVEL solutions.

Discussion:

[06.09, 17:35] Fredrik submitted Rev01 to capture updates from contributions so far. Rev01 Approved.

Decision:

Revised in TD S2‑113864.

TD S2‑113864 Commonalities and differences of RAVEL solutions. This was introduced by Ericsson on behalf of Ericsson and ST-Ericsson (fredrik.lindholm@ericsson.com). (Revision of TD S2‑113847).
Abstract: This document tries to identify the main commonalities and differences of the currently documented RAVEL solutions.

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113848 Providing address to Anchor from VPLMN. (Ericsson, ST-Ericsson (fredrik.lindholm@ericsson.com)).
Abstract: This document elaborates on the requirements regarding the need to provide the address to the anchor function by the VPLMN itself.

Discussion:

[06.09, 18:37] Richard: Objects to the addition of this requirement. [06.09, 22:07] Ralf reiterates the argument and requests operator input. [07.09, 12:34] Michele supports the requirement if no substantial modifications to the IMS architecture results from it, nor delay in responding to the requirement. [07.09, 13:06] Fredrik does not (fore)see architecture or protocol problems. [07.09, 13:48] Susana prefers to anchor the call where it originated. It does not appear there needs to be a multiplicity of anchor points as claimed. [07.09, 15:42] Richard pointed out 2 technical concerns (1) new signalling of the address from the VPLMN to HPLMN is needed, (2) the VPLMN must provision one or more entry point(s), associated with functional entities in the VPLMN: This forces the creation of a V-CSCF and has specification impact. Procedurally: this requirement excludes some solutions from consideration - this should be a feature of the assessment of alternatives. [07.09, 16:02] Michele states that multiple entry points is a useful feature but agree that we should not immediately conclude on the V CSCF solution: supports the proposal to move the requirement to the V CSCF section and mark it as a feature of the alternative. [07.09, 18:08] Fredrik disputes Richard's point about the V-CSCF as the entity is logical. Fredrik accepts that this should be part of the assessment, if companies need more time to accept the requirement. [07.09, 22:45] Susana responds to Richard that the VPLMN steers the selection of the anchor function and the V-CSCF is logical & requires no additional implementation. [07.09, 04:49] Richard resists concluding that there is a defined entry point in the VPLMN and suggests leaving this open till SA WG2 87. [08.09, 18:10] Jianrong expressed that for AT&T, VPLMN control of the entry point that the HPLMN routes back to is an important requirement. This can be in the V-CSCF section or high level requirement section. [09.09, 08:52] Martin initiates discussion <no clear action>, disagrees with Michele that the requirement would imply the V-CSCF solution. [09.09, 11:01] Michele suggests a compromise: the VPLMN may provide the VPLMN anchor address, or the HPLMN can use a default one (I-CSCF?) if no entry point is provided. [09.09, 11:16] Ralf cites wording of 3848 and asks Michele if this is sufficient (and if not, for revised wording.) [09.09, 11:48] Michele suggests rewording but does not supply a Rev yet. [09.09, 12:42] Ralf slightly changed Michele's proposed text and uploaded Rev01. [09.09, 12:48] Michele is OK with Rev01. [09.09, 14:54] Andy wants this as a feature of solutions not as a requirement. Andy objects. [09.09, 17:58] Fredrik disputes the objection. [OFFLINE & Subsequent E-mail] Michele & Susana confirm this is a requirement. Rev01 Approved.

Decision:

Revised in TD S2‑113865.

TD S2‑113865 Providing address to Anchor from VPLMN. This was introduced by Ericsson on behalf of Ericsson and ST-Ericsson (fredrik.lindholm@ericsson.com). (Revision of TD S2‑113848).
Abstract: This document elaborates on the requirements regarding the need to provide the address to the anchor function by the VPLMN itself.

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113849 SRVCC clarifications of RAVEL solutions. (Ericsson, ST-Ericsson (fredrik.lindholm@ericsson.com)).
Abstract: This document adds some clarifications around SRVCC, and the usage of a ATCF.

Discussion:

[06.09, 21:24] Ralf: Rev01 avoids conflicts with S2 113857.. Rev01 Approved.

Decision:

Revised in TD S2‑113866.

TD S2‑113866 SRVCC clarifications of RAVEL solutions. This was introduced by Ericsson on behalf of Ericsson and ST-Ericsson (fredrik.lindholm@ericsson.com). (Revision of TD S2‑113849).
Abstract: This document adds some clarifications around SRVCC, and the usage of a ATCF.

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113850 Aspect on use of IOIs for Ravel. This was introduced by Ericsson on behalf of Ericsson and ST-Ericsson (fredrik.lindholm@ericsson.com).
Abstract: This document discusses some aspects with respect to use of Inter-Operator Identifiers (IOIs) for RAVEL.

Discussion:

[06.09, 16:51] Andy: we are OK to remove the editor's note as it is in line with S2 113841 to leave IOI aspects to SA WG5.

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113851 Alternative approach for CS Copycat model with Home routing. (Ericsson, ST-Ericsson (fredrik.lindholm@ericsson.com)).
Abstract: This document describes an alternative solution for the CS CopyCat model with Home routing.

Discussion:

[07.09, 17:19] Antoine asks what makes the media home routed in more detail - does this only apply to home routed alternatives already in the TR? [07.09, 18:15] Fredrik: Rev01 clarifies this - adding a note before step 16. [07.09, 18:54] Antoine responds that that OMR may be used to send traffic without the intended routing. [07.09, 20:58] Fredrik: Rev02 addresses this general trust issue - the HPLMN needs to ensure that it really home routes the traffic. [08.09, 10:07] Antoine is OK with Rev02. Rev02 Approved.

Decision:

Revised in TD S2‑113867.

TD S2‑113867 Alternative approach for CS Copycat model with Home routing. This was introduced by Ericsson on behalf of Ericsson and ST-Ericsson (fredrik.lindholm@ericsson.com). (Revision of TD S2‑113851).
Abstract: This document describes an alternative solution for the CS CopyCat model with Home routing.

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113852 Initial Home routing assessment for RAVEL. This was introduced by Ericsson on behalf of Ericsson and ST-Ericsson (fredrik.lindholm@ericsson.com).
Abstract: Adds an initial assessment clause for the home routing alternatives.

Discussion:

[06.09, 16:58] Andy: OK in principle, but may come back with rewording later.

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113838 Updates to RAVEL alternative for transit routing via VPLMN. (Alcatel-Lucent (richard.ejzak@alcatel-lucent.com)).
Abstract: This P-CR proposes some modifications to the description of the RAVEL alternative for transit routing via VPLMN in 23.850 clause 5.2.

Discussion:

[06.09, 09:59] Ralf: Where information is not conveyed by SIP, configuration is needed in the TRF solution. Rev01 makes this explicit. [06.09, 18:19] Richard: Rev02 was corrupted upon upload. Rev03 reverts back to the original, disputing the claim that configuration is needed and that additional clarifications are needed. [06.09, 21:43] Ralf: disagrees with Richard, whether or not to route from the HPLMN from VPLMN. Rev04 reinserts the local policy configuration to 5.2.1. [06.09, 22:00] Richard accepts Rev04. [07.09, 15:09] Antoine:Rev05 moves the procedure to a new subclause and clarifies the new sentence in Rev04. [08.09, 16:55] Richard uploaded Rev06 notes that per roaming partner configuration is not needed if the roaming partner only enables OMR when it is able to accept loopback signalling. [08.09, 17:11] Ralf asks Richard to explain more how (why?) to enable OMR to accept loopback signalling? [08.09, 17:39] Richard replies it is an issue for roaming agreements. [08.09, 17:44] Antoine agrees with Ralf - doesn't see how the indication of OMR being supported can replac ethe per partner configuration data. [08.09, 18:07, 18:11]: Richard is OK with Rev05. Rev05 Approved. Revised in S2-113859.

Decision:

Revised in TD S2‑113859.

TD S2‑113859 Updates to RAVEL alternative for transit routing via VPLMN. This was introduced by Alcatel-Lucent (richard.ejzak@alcatel-lucent.com). (Revision of TD S2‑113838).
Abstract: This P-CR proposes some modifications to the description of the RAVEL alternative for transit routing via VPLMN in 23.850 clause 5.2.

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113839 Updates to RAVEL alternative for home routing. (Alcatel-Lucent (richard.ejzak@alcatel-lucent.com)).
Abstract: This P-CR proposes modifications to the description of the RAVEL alternative for home routing in 23.850 clause 5.4.

Discussion:

[06.09, 09:33] Fredrik: solution 5.4 is generic for home routing, not TRF specific. Rev01 modifies the title of clause 5.4.4 to make this explicit. [06.09, 18:31] Antoine: Rev02 restructures the document to keep the TR consistent between solutions. Inconsistent text removed. OMR is optional; the TrGW deployment is independent of OMR. [07.09, 11:40] Fredrik: Rev02 is OK. Frederik asks whether the TRF will be invoked for any call origination and decide (not the S-CSCF/BGCF)? [07.09, 15:56] Richard answers that the TRF à la 23.228 can be associated with one or more functional entities or a new functional entity. In the VPLMN, colo with the I-CSCF. In the HPLMN colo with the S-CSCF and/or BGCF. Rev02 Approved.

Decision:

Revised in TD S2‑113860.

TD S2‑113860 Updates to RAVEL alternative for home routing. This was introduced by Alcatel-Lucent (richard.ejzak@alcatel-lucent.com). (Revision of TD S2‑113839).
Abstract: This P-CR proposes modifications to the description of the RAVEL alternative for home routing in 23.850 clause 5.4.

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113840 RAVEL conclusions. (Alcatel-Lucent (richard.ejzak@alcatel-lucent.com)).
Abstract: This P-CR proposes text for the RAVEL conclusions clause in TR 23.850.

Discussion:

[06.09, 09:31] Fredrik: suggests focus on assessment of alternatives instead of conclusions now and how some text can be moved to the TRF solution. [06.09, 12:27] Martin supports the effort to conclude. Rev01 suggests the loopback indicator is a Stage 3 issue. [06.09, 13:37] Michele: capture what is common to the two alternatives and use this as the starting point for conclusions. Then focus on differences. Support moving TRF specific to a dedicated section of that alternative. [06.09, 14:46] Susana: Ericsson also welcomes a list of common aspects, with conclusions for each alternative in a separate section. [06.09, 22:55] Richard: let's stabilize the requirements and proposals early in the week then discuss conclusions in the second half. [06.09, 17:36] Fredrik uploaded Rev02 taking into account updates from contributions so far, focussing on aspects common to all solutions. [07.09, 18:25] Antoine agrees only common items in the Conclusions sub-clause, provided Rev03. [07.09, 18:43] Andy Asks to keep bullet 6 (does Nokia Siemens Networks seek to pursue 5.3.3 still?) [08.09, 09:25] Mario discussed OMR aspects. [08.09, 09:46] Fredrik responded to Mario. [08.09, 10:00] Martin responds to Andy that 5.3.3 is still in the running, so bullet 6 is not 'common to all solutions.' [08.09, 10:07] Itsuma requests CS breakout aspects be added to the conclusions as well and asks if others agree? [08.09, 11:00] Fredrik responds that the onward routing process of the anchor is analogous in all solutions - suggests wording for additional text. [09.09, 09:48] Itsuma likes the proposal. [09.09, 10:18] Fredrik supplies Rev04 [09.09, 13:43] Martin supplies Rev05, shortening bullet 6 in 6.2. [09.09, 13:58] Antoine doesn't understand the proposal and requests update of 3856 if one interpretation is correct. [09.09, 13:59] Michele asks for a further refinement of bullet 6. [09.09, 14:05] Martin responds to Antoine - the HPLMN should always have the mandate to go for normal IMS routing, though this is not in 5.3.3. This could be added later. [09.09, 14:10] Martin is OK with the text proposed by Michele. [09.09, 14:19] Michele provides Rev06 with the proposed text. [09.09, 14:36] Ralf seems to be OK with Rev06 as he uploaded it and his only comment is changes over changes. [09.09, 14:47] Michele is fine with changes over changes in P-CRs in an e-meeting. Rev06 Approved.

Decision:

Revised in TD S2‑113861.

TD S2‑113861 RAVEL conclusions. This was introduced by Alcatel-Lucent (richard.ejzak@alcatel-lucent.com). (Revision of TD S2‑113840).
Abstract: This P-CR proposes text for the RAVEL conclusions clause in TR 23.850.

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113841 Updates to CS copycat alternative for RAVEL. (Alcatel-Lucent (richard.ejzak@alcatel-lucent.com)).
Abstract: This P-CR proposes modifications to the CS copycat alternative in clause 5.1 of TR 23.850.

Discussion:

[06.09, 17:56] Gert: Rev01 proposes that S-/V CSCFs contrl bypass by signalling, in line with S2 113858 by Orange. Removing whether the P CSCF takes part in OMR procedures leaves out P-CSCF awareness of whether the call is routed via the V CSCF. Adds an indication from the V CSCF for this. [07.09, 11:36] Antoine: Rev02 replaces Notes about IBCF supporting OMR and removes IBCF selection functionality from the S CSCF and V CSCF. [07.09, 12:39] Gert is OK with rev02. [07.09, 16:37] Antoine spotted a flaw in the 'call is routed via VPLMN' indication - it could lower the charge to the HPLMN and the HPLMN can change it. This is captured in Rev03. [07.09, 18:04] Richard: Rev04 inserts the requirement from S2-113848 into S2 113841, rewords OMR procedure to be consistent with S2-113848. [07.09, 18:27] Jianrong asks why step 14 was deleted? Then the P-CSCF must generate the CDR as the V-CSCF is unaware of the call. [07.09, 19:56] Richard responds that the P CSCF cannot detect if a media shortcut has been applied. A modified step 14 is in the latest Rev. [08.09, 00:42] Gert is OK with Rev04. [09.09, 09:54] Fredrik: Rev05 revises Antoine's note as an example. [09.09, 16:28] James identifies two potential errors in Rev05 [Erik: these can be fixed at the next meeting.] Rev05 Approved.

Decision:

Revised in TD S2‑113862.

TD S2‑113862 Updates to CS copycat alternative for RAVEL. This was introduced by Alcatel-Lucent (richard.ejzak@alcatel-lucent.com). (Revision of TD S2‑113841).
Abstract: This P-CR proposes modifications to the CS copycat alternative in clause 5.1 of TR 23.850.

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113842 Convergent Interconnection. This was introduced by Deutsche Telekom UK (Michele.zarri@telekom.com).
Abstract: This contribution proposes to document requirements on the interconnection characteristics. It is believed that there should be no impact to the Stage 2 architecture design, nevertheless it is appropriate to keep in mind the need to harmonize the interconnection infrastructure used in Fixed Broadband Access systems and mobile systems.

Discussion:

[06.09, 10:11] Martin: This goes beyond the scope of RAVEL and perhaps 3GPP. [06.09, 13:15] Michele: This should have no architecture impact but benefits Stage 3 and GSMA where concerns may aris. It is OK to change shall to should. [06.09, 15:52] Jan: Is the 'interconnection hub' part of the 3GPP IMS architecture? SA WG2 should express these requirements. [06.09, 16:45] Andy: make this an informative annex as 3GPP architecture aspects of the interconnection hub are not clear. Issues can be resolved in Stage 3. Provided Rev02. [06.09, 17:11] Michele: to Andy - OK, but the TR is informative per se, so there is no need to qualify the annex. [08.09, 10:18] Itsuma why does this need to be in the TR? (is it in scope?) [08.09, 12:21] Michele explains that this is useful to consider to avoid having to identify the kind of network when contacting the interconnect provider. [08.09, 12:50] Itsuma prefers if this is brought directly to GSMA. OBJECTS. Noted.

Decision:

The document was noted.
TD S2‑113843 Indicating the application of signalling loopback. This was introduced by Deutsche Telekom UK (Michele.zarri@telekom.com).
Abstract: This contribution proposes to add the capability in the system to indicate whether a signalling loopback was performed or not. This information can be used to determine whether the session set up signalling was returned to the VPLMN for progressing the session or not.

Discussion:

[06.09, 18:31] Richard: Rev01 suggests SA WG5 investigation in clause 4.5 Charging Records considerations. [06.09, 23:03] Richard: Rev02 is the same as the (corrupted) Rev01. [07.09, 11:09] Fredrik prefers the original version. [07.09, 11:24] Andy asks why Fredrik disagrees that SA WG5 should investigate the charging related issues? [07.09, 11:39] Fredrik responds that other WGs may always respond; it is OK (though undersirable) to add a note that SA WG2 may have to confirm the proposed requirement. [07.09, 11:44] Andy argues that whether not correlating CDRs during post processing is OK should be left to SA WG5. [07.09, 12:34] Michele supports the original version, as SA WG5's (re)view may require revising the architecture - whereas if an indication is not needed this would be compatible with the TR. [07.09, 15:26] Mario wrote that he is not satisfied with the current wording proposed by Michele. Correlation between the P-CSCF and V-CSCF/TRF CDRs is not ruled out. [07.09, 16:43] Michele responded that the solution seeks to avoid correlation if possible for simplicity. [07.09, 17:16] Mario resists any change to the IMS charging model, except perhaps to touch call routing. [07.09, 17:35] Antoine prefers to avoid CDR correlation as much as possible, however in the 3841 thread, rev03, you can't avoid correlation even in the VPLMN case. The requirement cannot be fulfilled by any solution in the TR! [08.09, 09:42] Mario agrees with Antoine. [09.09, 17:54] Antoine can accept 3843 or 3843_Rev02 only. [09.09, 16:28] Andy cannot accept the original version. [09.09, 17:54] Mario objects. Noted.

Decision:

The document was noted.
TD S2‑113844 Accounting principles for CS voice. (Deutsche Telekom UK (Michele.zarri@telekom.com)).
Abstract: This contribution introduces for reference the accounting principles governing the current circuit switched voice roaming.

Discussion:

[06.09, 10:06] Ralf: The figure shows only TRF where the text includes TRF/V-CSCF. Either update the figure or the text or use a more generic term like 'anchor.' [06.09, 11:12] Martin: In step 7, media may be null (please check.) [06.09, 13:37] Michele: responding to Ralf - will replace with a generic term. [08.09, 09:15] Michele provides Rev01. Uses a generic term and adds an editor's note. [08.09, 14:52] Ralf proposes to reformulate the editor's note to emphasize the open issue in Rev02 [08.09, 15:12] Michele likes the reformulation [08.09, 15:46] Kevin suggests rewording according to 21.801. [08.09, 18:12] Michele responds to Kevin that he agrees and will revise accordingly. Rev03 needed. Rev02 Approved.

Decision:

Revised in TD S2‑113863.

TD S2‑113863 Accounting principles for CS voice. This was introduced by Deutsche Telekom UK (Michele.zarri@telekom.com). (Revision of TD S2‑113844).
Abstract: This contribution introduces for reference the accounting principles governing the current circuit switched voice roaming.

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113845 Cover page for submission of TR 23.850 for information at TSG SA#53. This was introduced by Deutsche Telekom UK (Michele.zarri@telekom.com).
Abstract: This contribution proposes a cover page for the submission of TR 23.850 to TSG SA#53 for information.

Discussion:

[09.09, 13:39] Antoine urges us to approve this unless there is a revision or objection. Approved.

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113853 V‑CSCF Solution Alternative: Replacement of Editor's Note. This was introduced by Huawei (lee.valerius@huawei.com).
Abstract: Contribution provides rationale to replace an existing editor's note regarding call setup delay in clause 5.1.3.5.1 of the TR.

Discussion:

[06.09, 09:29] Fredrik: concentrate on S2 113852 instead? [06.09, 23:16] Lee withdraws S2 113853. [WITHDRAWN].

Decision:

The document was withdrawn.
TD S2‑113854 V‑CSCF Solution Alternative: Removal of Editor's Notes. This was introduced by Huawei (lee.valerius@huawei.com).
Abstract: Contribution provides rationale for the deletion of two editor's notes in the TR.

Discussion:

-.

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113855 Update of References. This was introduced by Nokia Siemens Networks (martin.oettl@nsn.com).
Abstract: Updates reference section for alternative described in clause 5.3 (Transit function in the visited network).

Discussion:

-.

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113856 Adding Routing Details. (Nokia Siemens Networks (martin.oettl@nsn.com)).
Abstract: This paper adds some routing details for the alternative described in clause 5.3 (Transit function in the visited network).

Discussion:

[08.09, 15:14] Ralf: Rev01 clarifies 5.3.2.2 - the re-routing address is stored in local configuration data for each roaming partner, aligned with S2 113838. [08.09, 15:43] Martin: Rev02 slightly revises Ralf's rewording. [08.09, 15:56] Ralf asks how re-routing addresses are stored in case of an SLA? [08.09, 16:33] Martin replies the storage could be local in the HPLMN or in DNS. [08.09, 17:15] Ralf requests to add this in the document. [08.09, 17:24] James points out an error in SIP and a need for a reference to RFC 4904. [08.09, 20:12] Martin supplies Rev03 to respond to Ralf, James and Antoine. [08.09, 20:30] Ralf is OK with Rev03. Rev03 Approved.

Decision:

Revised in TD S2‑113868.

TD S2‑113868 Adding Routing Details. This was introduced by Nokia Siemens Networks (martin.oettl@nsn.com). (Revision of TD S2‑113856).
Abstract: This paper adds some routing details for the alternative described in clause 5.3 (Transit function in the visited network).

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113857 Support of ICS and SRVCC scenarios in RAVEL. (Orange (antoine.mouquet@orange-ftgroup.com), Deutsche Telekom).
Abstract: Updates the TR to take into account ICS and SRVCC scenarios.

Discussion:

[06.09, 12:51] Ralf: Relates to S2 113849 which also modifies the architecture diagram. Can we proceed with the figure update in S2 113849? If not, which updates are needed? Can we consider only SRVCC with ATCF enhancements? [06.09, 17:22] Antoine: Rev01 clarifies the procedure in 4.4, updates 5.2 per S2 113838, replaces TrGW by IBCF to correct an error. The diagrams are not in conflict as this is for the general clause and S2 113849 is for the V CSCF solution. [06.09, 21:27] Ralf is OK with Rev01. Rev01 Approved.

Decision:

Revised in TD S2‑113869.

TD S2‑113869 Support of ICS and SRVCC scenarios in RAVEL. This was introduced by Orange (antoine.mouquet@orange-ftgroup.com) on behalf of Orange (antoine.mouquet@orange-ftgroup.com) and Deutsche Telekom. (Revision of TD S2‑113857).
Abstract: Updates the TR to take into account ICS and SRVCC scenarios.

Decision:

The document was approved.
TD S2‑113858 RAVEL solution for terminating sessions. (Orange (antoine.mouquet@orange-ftgroup.com) , Deutsche Telekom).
Abstract: Provide a solution for terminating sessions, to satisfy the requirement to not have media without associated signalling.

Discussion:

[06.09, 12:57] Ralf: Rev01 clarifies that the S-CSCF in HPLMN B removes any IP realm instance. [06.09, 16:19] Antoine: Rev02 further rewords the sentence, removing the concluding clause. [06.09, 16:33] Ralf is fine with Rev02. [06.09, 22:33] Richard: Rev03 forwards requests to an IBCF that anbchors data rather than the S-CSCF manipulating SDP offer data. This impacts S2-113841. [07.09, 09:01] Fredrik is OK with the idea but rewords it to be more 'stage 2ish' in Rev04. The one on the server may be corrupt… [07.09, 15:19] Richard is OK with Rev04. [07.09, 17:51] Antoine is OK with Rev04. [07.09, 16:30] James asks what 'without associated signalling' means in 5A.1. [07.09, 16:37] James suggests a change to the titles of certain sections. [07.09, 17:11] Michele explains drafting rules to James. [07.09, 17:34] Antoine supplies Rev05 cleans up changes on changes and James' considerations. [08.09, 20:25] James suggests that if 'associated signalling' refers to involvement of the IBCF in the signalling path, then wording changes would be appropriate. [09.09, 10:12] Antoine clarifies i that the associated signalling is associated with the media plane and n Rev06, points out that the IBCF anchors the media plane in a TrGW. Rev06 Approved.

Decision:

Revised in TD S2‑113870.

TD S2‑113870 RAVEL solution for terminating sessions. This was introduced by Orange (antoine.mouquet@orange-ftgroup.com) on behalf of Orange (antoine.mouquet@orange-ftgroup.com) and Deutsche Telekom. (Revision of TD S2‑113858).
Abstract: Provide a solution for terminating sessions, to satisfy the requirement to not have media without associated signalling.

Decision:

The document was approved.
12
Close of the Meeting

The meeting closed at 18:00 CEST 2011-09-09.
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