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Abstract

At both the SA2#59 and SA2#60 there were some discussions about the differences between the two architectural proposals. 
This contributions provides analysis of the main characteristics of the different architectural options, and provides proposed text for the Assessment and Impact sections for Archtecture Options 1 and 2. 
The contributor believes that Option 2 is more future proof as it allows a flexible deployment of existing and future services. The added capabilities in the BGCF are seen as a normal extension of the BGCF functionality and is considered a future proof IMS solution.

However as a compromise solution, it is proposed that the conclusion section state that Option 1 should be descibed in the procedures section and that option 2 should be described as an optional implementation in TS 23.204.
************************* START FIRST CHANGE ********************************
7.1.2 Impact
The impacts based on Architecture Option 1 can be summarized as:

1. All IM messages at both originating and terminating side are sent to the IP-SM-GW. This is based on the fact that an iFC is assigned to users. This iFC will cause all messages to be sent to the IP-SM-GW including the messages that do not need to be interworked.

2. The IP-SM-GW needs to perform an ENUM/DNS query to determine if the recipient’s address is routable in IMS or not. If not, then the IP-SM-GW determines interworking should be done. This query is performed again by the S-CSCF as part of normal IMS routing for messages that do not need to be interworked.
************************* END FIRST CHANGE ************************************

************************* START SECOND CHANGE *****************************
7.2.2
Impact
The impacts based on Architecture Option 2 can be summarized as:

1. Only messages that cannot be routed in IMS are forwarded to the IP-SM-GW for interworking (at the originating side, this is done over the Mi/My and on the terminating side, this is handled by the ISC).

2. The BGCF function is enhanced to include break out functionality to the IP-SM-GW for messaging related messages that cannot be routed in IMS.
************************* END SECOND CHANGE ************************************
**************************** START THIRD CHANGE ****************

7.1.3 Assessment
Option 1 mandates the implementation of ENUM/DNS lookup functionality in the IP-SM-GW Application server. ENUM/DNS lookup is always executed by the SIP/IP core and there is no reason for this functionality to be repeated in the Interworking function.

It also causes some unnecessary signalling in the network since all messaging signalling has to be sent to the Interworking Function, even for messages that do not need interworking. This extra signalling could only be justified if all of the interworking functionality of IP-SM-GW is implemented in the same box as the IM AS. However this is a special implementation and is not a future proof solution. For example, when doing interworking with other systems, all interworking services would have to be concentrated in the same box. This removes the flexibility for operators to deploy products from different vendors

*************************** END THIRD CHANGE *********************
**************************** START FOURTH CHANGE *****************
7.2.3 Assessment
Option 2 has impacts on the BGCF since it proposes to add handling of messaging related signalling in the BGCF. It will require the provisioning of the Reference AS for Interworking in the BGCF, but it will not cause unnecessary signalling to be handled by the IP-SM-GW. This option is in line the normal SIP/IP core processing when it comes to routing and reuses the existing capabilities of the BGCF. The advantage of this option is that it ensures that the IP-SM-GW is the last AS to be visited on the originating side after all messaging originating services have been executed.

Option 2 is considered more future proof as it allows a flexible deployment of existing and future services. The added capabilities in the BGCF are seen as a normal extension of the BGCF functionality and is considered a future proof IMS solution.
**************************** END FOURTH CHANGE *****************

**************************** START FIFTH CHANGE *****************

8 Conclusion
Both architecture options 1 and 2 have impacts on existing networks. 

It is proposed that option 1 be described in the procedure section, and that option 2 (specified in sections 7.2.1.1 and  7.2.1.4.1) be included as an optional implementation in TS 23.204 when it is desired to reuse the IMS core routing functionality.
**************************** START FIFTH CHANGE *****************
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