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1. Introduction
In the SIP-I on Nc TR (29.802) Clause 5.2.3 discussed the options to support certain SIP methods for Nc interface and for Interworking to external networks. The division of the requirements was made in this way to highlight what may be implemented if SIP-I Nc is required purely for PLMN traffic rather than imposing requirements on Nc interface that may only be needed to interwork with some external networks.
2. Requirements

In the normative specification work the Stage 2 TS shall describe procedures for Nc interface to fulfil the Bearer Independent Circuit Switched Core Network as described by TS 23.205. Separate stage 2/3 specification(s) shall be used (under the remit of CT3) to describe Interworking of SIP-I on Nc to external networks (which would include BICC, ISUP, IMS, and external SIP-I). As a result of CT3 specification work some parts of the SIP protocol may be optional within the 3GPP SIP-I profile but this shall not be included within the Nc interface stage 2 unless procedures are justified that demand their support.
3. SIP-I Profile Options
3.2
Support for INVITE request without SDP
In the TR 29.802 clause 5.2.3.4.1 describes the requirements on Nc Interface and states that re-INVITE request without SDP may be used to support optional features such as bearer redirection. However as discussed in paper C4-070942 the support of explicit call transfer and bearer redirection with the proposed option to remove the MGW by using Re-INVITE without SDP is not fully inline with existing supplementary service requirements or BICSN requirements and therefore further investigation and agreement is required before including this option on the Nc interface. 
Receipt of an INVITE without SDP from an external network shall be terminated at the network border as CMN nodes are not supported in 3GPP. Either the call shall be rejected returning "488 Not Accepted Here" or the IWF shall the I‑IWU shall construct an SDP offer with contents according to local policy, e.g. SDP for a G711 speech call. The IWU may use the TMR and USI parameters of the encapsulated IAM to determine the desired service and construct the SDP offer accordingly. This text is taken from the current TS 29.164. The IWF shall not propagate the SIP-I INVITE without SDP onto the Nc interface.
By following this approach:

i) there is no requirement for pure PLMN MSCs to implement receipt of INVITE without SDP

ii) there is consistent behaviour and implementation for generating an IAM for an IWF whether it is interfacing SIP-I on Nc or BICC on Nc when it receives an INVITE without SDP from an external network.
3.3 Support for SDP with unspecified connection address

In TR 29.802 clause 5.2.3.5.1 it is stated that support of unspecified connection address for Nc interface is FFS. In the bearer establishment models it is suggested that this may be a method to implement backward bearer establishment however as explained in C4-070941 a normal offer answer will work for deferred MGW selection in the backward direction. Also in IETF drafts references to the use of an unspecified connection address have been discredited by later RFCs. Further study is required for the bearer establishment methods and it is recommended to avoid the use of unspecified connection address.
In TR 29.802 clause 5.2.3.5.2 for Interworking to external SIP-I networks three options are proposed for the receipt of an INVITE with unspecified connection address; the TR does not differentiate between an initial INVITE or a re-INVITE. The three options are to reject the INVITE, seize a Gateway MGW and insert this address into subsequent INVITE, or forward the unspecified connection address to the succeeding node.
As there may be external implementations for Call Hold where unspecified connection address was used (prior to deprecation by IETF or non-compliance to Q.1950) it may be pertinent to support receipt of an unspecified connection address in re-INVITE, however as there is no gain in deferring the MGW selection at the network border the second option shall be adopted (selection of MGW at the network border). As there is no reason for receiving an initial INVITE without a connection address this should be gracefully rejected (error returned).

No signalling of unspecified connection address from the external network on the Nc interface shall be supported as this is against the 3GPP architecture (creates a CMN node).
Conclusions
The normative specifications for Interworking of SIP-I Nc to external networks shall handle the receipt of INVITE without SDP in accordance with the current TS 29.164 and not forward this onto the Nc interface.
The use of unspecificed connection address is generally not recommended by IETF and alternative mechanisms are being developed. Any procedures such as deferred MGW selection should endeavour to make use of these rather than unspecified connection address.

The normative specifications for Interworking of SIP-I Nc to external networks shall handle the receipt of an Initial INVITE with unspecified connection address as an error. Receipt of a re-INVITE with unspecified connection address may optionally be accepted but the Interworking MGW shall insert its address and not forward the INVITE onto the Nc interface.

If the TR 29.802 is re-opened as part of Rel8 or CRs are agreed to be applied on Rel7 then the TR shall be updated to reflect this.
