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Discussion

It can be observed that the difference between the solutions in Clause 6.1 and Clause 6.3 is whether the S-CSCF is used or the Transit Function is used.  Both these are possible to realize today with current specifications, and both of the solutions fulfil the requirements Clause 5.  The technical improvements suggested to better cater for these cases are the same, i.e., the enhancement of the security and identity usage in the IBCF. The question of which one of these solutions that is most appropriate to use is more a matter of a deployment consideration. The solution of Clause 6.1 may be more appropriate when handling PBXs with a large number of users (as it has the ability to distribute load over different TRFs), while the solution of Clause 6.3 may be more appropriate for PBXs with lower number of users (as the provisioning aspects may be considered simpler). The solutions can therefore be considered as complementary. 

Solution of 6.2 still has a number of open Editor's notes, and it can be observed that the requirements around resilience and scalability are not fully addressed. Additionally, the solution of 6.2 requires a new interface to be supported in IBCF.  The solution of 6.2 does not add any additional benefits to what can be provided by the solution in Clause 6.3 (and 6.6).  It is therefore recommended not to progress the solution of 6.2 further. 

The solution of 6.4 is focused on the P-CSCF, and includes the registration on behalf of the PBX in the P-CSCF. This solution will require new functionality in the P-CSCF as well as provisioning/configuration of the P-CSCF with the PBX related information.  The solution has still some editor's notes / restrictions in respect to resilience and redundancy. It can also be observed that from a provisioning and configuration perspective, the P-CSCF's needs to be provisioned explicitly with required PBX information. It is currently not clear whether the solution proposes a standardized provisioning interface as well. As the solution implies additional configuration and provisioning in the P-CSCF, it is not proposed to select the solution for normative specification. 
The solution of 6.5 is proposing a registration function outside 3GPP domain, which makes it transparent to the IMS network.  It further focuses only on the registration based solution.  The resilience and redundancy aspects are not fully described, and it does not address the use cases of large PBXs.  
The solution of 6.6 can be viewed as an enhancement of the solution of 6.3.  The main difference being the routing of terminating calls to the PBX, where in 6.3, it is handled by the AS, while in 6.6, the PBX address is provided by the HSS to the S-CSCF. This will however add more restriction on the flexibility of selecting the PBX address, as it must be statically configure for each subscription profile.  It can also be noted that the HSS is a subscriber database, not a routing table.  Network configuration and routing information is not generally stored in the HSS. This may increase the complexity in data model for HSS. So overall, this is considered a small but expensive change.
Proposal

Based on the above observation, it is proposed to go forward with the solution of 6.1 and 6.3 for normative specification, as these can work complementary and will fulfil all the identified requirements. 

The following changes are proposed to TR 23.897.
First Change

7.2
Conclusions

It is proposed to go forward with the solution of 6.1 and 6.3 for normative specification. The same type of enhancements are considered required for both of these, and it is more a matter of deployment considerations which solution to use.  It can be noted that the solution of Clause 6.1 may be more appropriate when handling PBXs with a large number of users (as it will require a different type of configuration in the network), while the solution of Clause 6.3 may be more appropriate for PBXs with lower number of users.

It is also noted that the solution of 6.5 can be deployed as well, but as the function is outside the scope of 3GPP, no procedures are required to support it and no further documentation is required in 3GPP. This solution only addresses the registration based case, and does not address large scale enterprises. 

End of Change
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