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Overall Discussion
CT1 has been discussing IMS Communication Service ID for a long time (over 1 year). The decision of CT1 at the May 2006 meeting was that an IETF based solution was desired since identifying the services related to SIP requests and SIP sessions was not an IMS specific issue but a general SIP issue. The agreed WID on Identification of Communication Services in IMS, Stage 3 includes as part of the objective: 
“The work will seek alignment with IETF, to have a general solution that also can be adopted outside 3GPP”. 
There was due to concern that if a non-IETF IMS only solution was adopted by 3GPP that significant interoperability problems could arise between IMS networks that used IMS communication service ID and those non-IMS SIP networks (such as corporate networks) that did not. 
We should recall the Liaison Statement on Interoperability Issues and SIP in IMS from IETF (NP-020393) that was discussed at CN Plenary in September 2002 in which the IETF expressed its concern at that time about certain aspects of IMS creating interoperability problems between IMS and other SIP networks. Specifically in their liaison IETF set out the following guidance in the use of internet standards:
a) Internet standards are intended to have broad applicability for all aspects of the Internet, including private networks that use IP, whether or not connected to the public network. Developing "profiles"--subsets of or exceptions to these standards, whether for use on public or private networks, is dangerous because of the very high probability that such profiles will be incompatible with those deployed on the Internet as a whole, and we have learned that networks which are disconnected today somehow become connected tomorrow.  Thus inter-operability remains a critical issue, even for currently disconnected networks.

b) Any implementation of a protocol claimed or named to be an Internet protocol, such as SIP, should be greatly consistent with both the specification and the practice of that protocol on the Internet. If an implementation doesn't interoperate, and/or does not operate (if suitably configured) in general Internet environments, it is actually a separate protocol and should not be advertised or named the same as an implementation of an Internet protocol.

This liaison statement led to a 3 month IMS reworking activity during Q4 2002 to address several specific SIP non conformance and interoperability concerns identified by IETF and an agreed way of working between 3GPPand IETF that for future protocol developments the  requirements would be communicated to IETF SIPPING WG and then solutions would be developed within the IETF WGs
In alignment with this working method and the objective from the WID a requirements draft draft-loreto-sipping-3gpp-ics-requirements was written, submitted to SIPPING and discussed at IETF#66 in July 2006. Unfortunately further work in IETF was not pursued by the authors of the draft in the second half of 2006. As a result at the November CT1 meeting some CRs were agreed for a 3GPP specific proposal and approved at the last CT Plenary. However it is clear from the SIPPING WG discussion that many key players in IETF share the concerns expressed by several companies in 3GPP about the impact on interoperability of IMS and other SIP networks of the Accept-Contact based solution. Now that Jonathan Rosenberg has taken on this work (draft-rosenberg-sipping-service-identification) 3GPP and IETF are again in a situation where there is a ptential conflict in the making between 3GPP and IETF regarding 3GPP again developing proprietary SIP solutions rivalling IETF work and creating interoperability problems between IMS and other SIP networks. Does 3GPP really want to risk a similar rerun of the events of 2002 all over again because of this issue?
Proposed IETF solution
Draft-rosenberg-sipping-service-identification defines how related services can be indicated in SIP requests and identified by network nodes and SIP UAs. Interoperability issues are addressed by considering that different networks and different UAs may have different flavours of services and different applications, some of which may be session interoperable and others which may not. To this end it allows for different service identifiers to be used in the originating network from the one used in the terminating network/terminating UA and also provides mechanisms for UAs to discover the service identifiers used by other UAs and other networks. Because the service identifier syntax is in URN format based on the service URN (already defined in draft-ietf-ecrit-service-urn and used by 3GPP for Emergency Services) which has a hierarchical tree structure, interoperability is also increased by using URN best match rules to navigate up the tree to the best known common match. It also provides for a mechanism that indicates when use of a service is required and that will provide an indication of what required service cannot be supported when the request is rejected as a result which will aid interoperability diagnosis. It provides a mechanism for the UA to register with the network the service identifiers supported by the UA. The draft also provides a means to register and describe those services which are required to be supported by multiple UAs in order to interoperate in order again to ensure the greatest interoperability. 
There may be concern about aligning with a new internet draft that hasn’t yet reached stability however it should be pointed out that 3GPP has regularly functionally frozen releases while IMS specifications are still referencing many unstable internet drafts. In fact it was only in July 2006 that the last internet draft referenced in release 5 was published as an RFC (SDP new). According to the CT chairman’s report at the last plenary there were 9 Critical dependencies on referenced internet drafts in Release 6. Currently 14 internet drafts are referenced just in TS 24.229 v7.6.0 alone and at least one author only draft was already agreed and is currently referenced in TS 24.247 (draft-garcia-mmusic-file-transfer-mech).. Draft-rosenberg-sipping-service-identification does not define new extensions to SIP but defines how identification of communication services can be achieved using the current SIP mechanisms and semantics. It is therefore anticipated that this work will stabilise considerably quicker than other drafts that extend SIP by defining new SIP mechanisms.
3GPP should align with the IETF solution for service identification as defined in draft-rosenberg-sipping-service-identification because:

1. Being an IETF solution it ensures global applicability 
2. Prevents the danger of IMS becoming an isolated island that doesn’t interoperate with other SIP based networks because of dependency on a non standard proprietary Service Identification scheme.
3. It allows different flavours of services to exist in different networks and be supported by different terminals without creating interoperability issues due to different service identifiers or lack of identifiers.
4. Provides mechanisms (through Presence and GRUU) for service identifiers used by other endpoints and in other networks to be discovered thus enhancing interoperability.
5. Provides a mechanism for indicating that a service is required to be supported by another terminal in order for the request to be accepted and registration of such service identifiers with IANA to avoid interoperability issues.

6. Uses URN based identifiers enabling URN based hierarchical tree comparison of service identifiers which allows best fit matching of different but compatible services.
7. The URN hierarchical tree naming format for service identifiers could include a label in the tree for the QoS type required for the service (Conversational/Streaming/Interactive/Best Effort) and this can be used for allocation and authorisation of the appropriate QoS as well as providing appropriate QoS for unknown services.
8. Prevents duplicate service identification solutions emerging in 3GPP and IETF and ensures that 3GPP IMS and IETF SIP remain aligned and compatible
Proposal

At this TSG meeting there are a large number of exception sheets requesting more time for many work items for release 7.  Why is IMS Communication Service ID any different from all these over WIDs? Why does a solution need to be agreed at this plenary when many other release 7 work items still need to be completed? 
We have two alternative Change Request proposals on the table for which the WG has not had an opportunity to review the latest versions. Between this plenary and the June Plenary there will be the next IETF meeting at which Service Identification will be discussed followed by two CT1 meetings. In that time the direction of the IETF work will be clearer and CT1 will have had the possibility to properly review the technical proposals and send the agreed change requests for approval.
It is proposed that CT refer the CR proposals back to CT1 and request CT1 to bring agreed CRs to the June CT Plenary to complete the IMS Communication Service Identifier work item. 
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