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Introduction

This discussion paper discusses the reasons why the new Rel-6 IMS services should be handled in separate specifications. It furthermore shows how such a split should be done. 

Discussion

Current Situation

For Release 6 a set of services will be defined for IMS, namely


- Presence

WID: IMS Presence Stage 3 / PRSNC, last updated N1-030546

- Conferencing

WID: IMS Stage 3 Enhancements / IMS-CCR-E, last updated N1-030545

- Messaging

WID: same as Conferencing

All these services will introduce 

- new normative text for protocol specification, 

- example call flows 

- profile tables.

Currently there are two TRs under CN1 onwnership, that handle Presence (TR 24.841) and Conferencing (TR 29.847). Both TRs are currently worked on under the assumption, that their content will be moved in the end to Rel-6 versions of 24.229 and 24.228.

Why separate Service Specifications are needed

1. Clear function split
24.229 defines the base IMS system, the generic handling of SIP and SDP in CSCFs as well as the basic capabilities for normal session establishment. 

In addition to that it includes how generic service provisioning works. These procedures – most of all Filtering – have been designed during the last years in a way that they work independent of the specific service.

From that perspective 24.229 is a complete specification and does not need any additions for specific services. 

The new services will introduce only changes at the UE and the AS (MRFC). They do not introduce any new functional SIP or SDP requirements in the CSCFs. It would be very confusing for a reader to find the bits and pieces that related to basic IMS behaviour and those which are related to a specific service, if everything goes to 24.229.

2. Implementation of Services


As services are independent of CSCF functionality, their will be a lot of implementations that only concentrate on the services and rely on a working IMS network as already implemented or installed. For these implementations it should be clear that only the service related specifications are required to be implemented on the AS and the (IMS capable) UE.


3. Independence of different services

All services that are currently worked on for Rel-6 are still under discussion in IETF. If IETF is not able to finish the work on one of these services within the Rel-6 time frame, it will be very easy to just shift the related TS to a later release without causing major changes to any of the base specifications.

Updating a service in a later release will also be much easier. Whenever IETF will e.g. add something to a specific service, only the related TS needs to be touched. 

4. (Re-)Usability of Services

The Rel-6 services are building blocks. E.g. Presence can be used in many scenarios and can serve as a "tool" for other services. Additional services can be easily created and deployed. 

Operators and application designers will therefore not need to be aware of the IMS network capabilities when creating new services. In order to allow them to easily use the building blocks, they should be shown in different specifications. 

Furthermore also other standardisation bodies will make us of IMS services and re-use them for more complex applications. This will be clearly one requirement that comes e.g. from OMA. 

5. Future proven Specification


IMS service specification is at is very beginning. Other standards bodies will come up with further services. IETF will generate new SIP services, that might be regarded as building blocks for IMS, i.e. they will find their way to 3GPP and will require additional description there to serve the need operator specific network configurations. 

If all these services need to be specified in 24.229, the specification will become unreadable and it will be nearly impossible to find out the things 

What are blocking points for separate Service Specifications

During the discussions of the last weeks there were some issues raised why all Rel-6 services should be reflected in 24.229 and 24.228:

a) All IMS SIP protocol related information should be in one specification

24.229 is a "delta" paper to existing RFCs. Anybody making use of it is forced to look into the referenced RFCs to implement the related procedures, at they are not copy-pasted to 24.229.

Also the 24.229 Profile Tables do not show how SIP functionality shall be applied to IMS. They only show those signalling elements (but not functionality)  that IMS makes use of.

As said above, services will only influence UE, AS and MRFC behaviour, therefore they are out of the scope of 24.229.


b) Service related charging should be done in (S-)CSCF

This would mean that the (S-)CSCF needs to be aware of all services and how they are provided. This would be equal to implement all services into the S-CSCF. It was decided for IMS to have a flexible service architecture, so therefore the CSCFs do not need to be aware of the related services.

The (S-)CSCF may apply charging for e.g. certain bearers or certain signalling elements that it is aware of. But this must not lead to a restriction of services. Rather than leaving the charging task to the CSCFs, the AS's themselves should fulfil this task. IMS clearly gives AS's the capability to create charging records.

This does not mean that e.g. the S-CSCF needs to be completely unaware of any service related signalling. For example a operator may chose to configure a CSCF in a way that it rejects certain SIP elements. In this case the operator needs to be aware that such behaviour might be in contradiction to the SIP behaviour as described by IETF. 

Due to the recent decisions in SA2, PSI routing was introduced. This enables direct routing of e.g. INVITE messages to an AS, without traversing any S-CSCF in the home network that provides the service. In these cases (which will be very frequent) the AS (MRFC) has to provide the charging anyhow.


Proposal

The following set of TSs for Rel-6 is proposed:


TS 24.229 Rel-6
Usage of SIP and SDP for basic IMS procedures


TS 24.228 Rel-6
IMS Example Call Flows related to 24.229 text


new TS


Presence in IMS Rel-6 – includes 

· UE requirements specific to the service

· AS requirements specific to the service

· call flows specific to the service (in Annex)

· 
new TS


Conferencing in IMS Rel-6 – includes UE requirements specific to the service

· AS requirements specific to the service

· call flows specific to the service (in Annex)


new TS


Messaging in IMS Rel-6 – includes 

· UE requirements specific to the service

· AS requirements specific to the service

· call flows specific to the service (in Annex)

Where flows and requirements appear in the same document, separate scopes would be written for the flow and for the requirement, to reflect the same distinction as it exists between 24.228 and 24.229.  

