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1. Introduction.

Currently two solutions are proposed to support inter-working between 3GPP and non-3GPP compliant terminals. One solution is network based, and gives the opportunity for operators to support services for a variety of different client releases. A second solution is terminal based where changes of client procedures are required in order to access new services. This paper provides further thoughts for discussion regarding the issues linked to these two mechanisms.

2. Discussion.
· Service flexibility between client releases.

By changing the different Rel 5 SIP procedures and mechanisms for Rel 6 in order to inter-work with SIP clients based on the RFC 3261, it will not be possible for 3GPP Rel 5 clients to access conversational services with non 3GPP compliant clients with full compatibility.

The same could apply to a SIP client based on RFC 2543 trying to inter-work with 3GPP Rel 5 or Rel 6 based clients, as the procedures and mechanism proposed for Rel 6 will not be supported. It is in the interest of the operators to ensure service availability and inter-connect between a wide variety of client releases, as this will help boost revenue and usage of IMS services. Indeed, basing the support of services on the release of a client will limit the wide scale deployment of services. Caution is needed when considering the impacts of reliance upon the client, as clients are invariably beyond the full control and manipulation of the operator. However whenever the user experience difficulties with a service manipulation, it is invariably the operator that is ‘blamed’ for the poor experience.

Changing the end point clients when deploying new services is based on an un-certain model. Indeed Rel 5/Rel 6 terminal capabilities are unknown therefore it is still un-clear how easily the user will up-grade the clients (by memory flash, network download, changing the complete terminal etc…). 

A network based solution could ensure transparent user access to SIP based conversational services independently of the version of the client used.

Figure 1 network centric inter-working
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· Modified end to end call flow solution disadvantages.

· Rel 5 client access to services based on a non 3GPP compliant client 

The change of procedures required for Rel 6 (if the end to end client solution is adopted) will cause severe problems for a variety of capabilities. For example, the Rel 5 clients will not be place the media “on hold” following the reception of a 420 message response.  This means operators will not be able to offer inter-working services to Rel 5 users who do not wish or cannot up-grade their client.  For example the current Rel 5 manipulation of the media on hold mechanism (following the return of 420 answer) will not be possible if inter-working between Rel 5 based client and non 3GPP compliant client does not exist, thus limiting the flexibility for operators to offer such services to customers who do not wish or cannot change SIP clients.

Even by adopting an inter-working solution based on an end-to-end solution, impacts on the network cannot be avoided, as CSCFs software up-grades will be required in order to fulfil the current charging requirements. More over, basing inter-working for IMS based services only on the upgrade of the client has several drawbacks: -

· The network will have to keep track of the version of the client supported by the user.

· Matching client version to the user profile becomes impossible. Indeed, users will be required to swap terminals in order to access their services in the same fashion. Adding this service dependency to the client version will reduce such flexibility.

· Costs will increase due to complex user subscription management and practical aspect of downloading the new SIP clients to the terminals – if this is possible.

· The terminal may be running in a dual mode fashion (based on Rel 6 and Rel 5 procedures)? If so what are the impacts on the terminal to run Rel 5 and Rel 6 procedures (processing, battery life etc.)?

· What will be the user experience and the available mechanisms to up-grade new clients?

· RFC 2543 compliant client access to IMS services.

Similar problems occur with corporate customers supporting SIP clients based on RFC 2543. Here, the only mechanism defined for ”media on-hold” is based on setting the “c” destination addresses to zero (0.0.0.0) for the media streams that are to be put “on-hold”. There, an inter-working mechanism based only on a change of the SIP procedures will limit operators in supporting a wide variety of corporate customers.
· Back to Back User Agent solution disadvantages

A B2B UA based solution could ensure a network centric approach, where the impact due to differences between client software releases could be limited. However, it has been highlighted in previous meeting that the B2B UA has to be implemented in a static fashion this increasing the network complexity when inter-working with non-3GPP SIP client. 
3. Conclusion.

It is proposed to agree on the following points.

1. It should be possible to deploy SIP services independently of the software release of the SIP client.

2. IMS based services shall be possible between different SIP clients (e.g. RFC 2543, RFC 3261, Rel 5, Rel 6 etc) without the need for clients to be upgraded (e.g. Rel 5 to Rel 6).

3. It should be possible for 3GPP Rel 5 SIP clients to inter-work with non-3GPP SIP client.

4. The “client upgrade” solution is based on an uncertain model, as mechanisms to perform this upgrade are currently not defined in 3GPP.

5. The network centric solution should be adopted for Rel 5-Rel 6 Interworking. A network centric mechanism has the advantage to limit the impact due to the differences between SIP client software releases, and will ensure a widespread deployment of IP connectivity options to the operator.

