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Introduction
Presentations were made to CT1#52 and CT1#53 of material for the attachment of NGCN sites in support of work item IMS_Corp. This was covered by the following documents:
· C1-080229: Business communications: Current ETSI TISPAN documentation (now revised in C1-081564)
· C1-080230: Business communication and IMS: an overview

· C1-080231: Business communications: Current SIP protocol related issues

Further presentations were made to CT1#55 and the associated workshop on NGCN and these are contained in C1-083311 and C1-083312.

It should be noted that all the TISPAN documents in C1-081564 are now approved for publication by ETSI TISPAN and all bar one of the documents are published.

These documents describe two SIP level mechanisms

· subsubscription-based approach, 
· peering-based approach.

It is also understood that a third type of interface in the future to cover roaming scenarios. This will have some similarity to the peering based approach, but will reflect an interface between a home proxy and a local proxy. 
Requirements

There is a need to provide specification of what the NGCN site need to implement:

Thereis a desire amongst the enterprise vendors to clearly know what is implemented in the protocol stack touching the interface to the NGN.

The enterprise vendors want to know where the two SIP level mechanisms are the same (and this where they differ) as they may well be using a common implementation for this).

UE procedures (subclause 5.1) are not directly appropriate as they include much functionality that is expressed by the terminal attached to the NGCN site, rather than the NGCN site itself, for example the setting of From, P-Preferred headers. As enterprises may well consist of devices purchased from multiple vendors, e.g. the NGCN terminals may well come from a different vendor to that NGCN SIP entity attached directly to the NGN, and the need is to express the requirements on the NGCN SIP entity directly attached to the NGN, this is not appropriate.
There is a need to include annex A in the deliberations. Sometimes the NGCN appropriately acts as a proxy and sometimes appropriately as a UA.
While the IBCF procedures provide an appropriate combination of entities that represent a B2BUA or a proxy:

· They express a combination of IBCF for NNI purposes (S-CSCF to S-CSCF) and local/home (P-CSCF to S-CSCF) and these would need to be separated out for everything except the roaming scenario.
· They express an entity and the relationship between the two sides, which goes beyond the requirements for specifying the interface to the NGCN site.

For the subscription based approach, there is a need for the registration procedures of subclause 5.1 (specification subclauses 5.1.1, 5.1.2), which are essentially unchanged. There are no other know differences to the NGCN procedures for both approaches. Note that work is still ongoing on emergency calls, and there may be some requirements for emergency call registration for public network calls from subclause 5.1.6.
Material is required from the appropriate annex for the access technology.

Work is still ongoing on NAT tranversal so it is not yet clear what material from Annex F, Annex G and Annex K are required.

Proposal 1 (Presented to this meeting in C1-084918)
Create new entity NGCN site with its own introduction from subclause 4.1, and its own entry as a role in the profile tables. 

Provides the registration procedures by reference to subclause 5.1.1 and subclause 5.1.2.

Apart from this it is assumed that this subclause will be relatively empty.

For the purposes of the profile tables, can provide proxy role (similar the IBCF instance of that role) or UA role (similar to the IBCF instance of that role).

Is limited directly to those SIP level procedures that have an impact on the NGN facing side of the entity.

Needs to be specified by 3GPP as they provide the other side of the interface.

Proposal 2 (Presented to this meeting in C1-084920)
Create a new term complex UE and complex UE attachment point. 

Modify subclause 5.1 to reflect subclauses that apply either to:

1. the complex UE attachment point

2. that provide guidance for an UA functionality in the complex UE (note not direct requirements) such that the Gm interface to the P-CSCF still has the desired characteristics, e.g. INVITE message always contains an SDP offer.

With this approach, a second set of modifications would be needed for the peering based approach, i.e. the attachment through the IBCF, and this would presumably be a subset of the IBCF procuedures..

Other comments

This discussion document is essentially about making a decision about the overall style of documentation. There are specific terminology proposals in both solutions placed on the table, but these definitions are not regarded as the first point of decision. 

At the last meeting a distinct preference was shown in the meeting for Proposal 1. However it was not possible to agree proposal 1 in the meeting. We have no current proposals on how to resolve this issue, as current opposing parties have incompatible views.
Once the decision on the documentation system have been agreed, then further refinements can be made to adopt the appropriate terminology.
