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1. Overall Description:

During SA3#50 meeting the NAT deployment requirement in the Early IMS security and the corresponding solution in the attachment (refer to S3-080242 and S3-080239) were discussed. The background to the discussion is that there might be situations when the private address base is not big enough so that all the UEs and Core Network equipment can be in the same address base.
In 3GPP, the early IMS mechanism in TR 33.978 (to become TS 33.178 in Release 8) is defined as the authentication mechanism for the SIM card based subscribers, but the current early IMS mechanism defined in 33.978 can’t be used in a NAT scenario. When the proposed solution in the attachment was discussed, several concerns were raised as follows:
1. IMS network architecture influence

If the NAT device is placed between the GGSN and P-CSCF, some concerns were raised on the architecture impacts to IMS and PCC. In the presented scenario GGSN and P-CSCF both reside in the same home network of the subscriber.
2. Interface standardization between the P-CSCF and NAT device
The interfaces between P-CSCFs and NATs are not standardized currently, one concern is that the conformance of P-CSCF implementation with the Early IMS specification can not be tested. However, proposers consider that most of the current commercial NAT devices have implemented such interface based on standardized protocol (e.g., SNMP).
3. Deviation from standard SIP routing procedures defined by IETF
The proposed solution made a modification to the usage of “received” parameter and “sent-by” parameter in NAT deployment scenario so as to make the Early IMS mechanism work in the NAT scenario. This modification implies that the P-CSCF does not include a “received” parameter in certain cases even in the presence of a NAT and the handling of SIP responses in the P-CSCF differs from that defined in TS 24.229. One concern is that this may cause a deviation from standard SIP routing procedures defined by IETF. However, proposers consider that the modification to the usage of “received” parameter and “sent-by” parameter is valuable to permit the NAT deployment in early IMS, and does not impact SIP routing procedures. Furthermore, it was commented that routing for UE terminating requests is still to be defined in the proposal.
2. Actions:

To SA2
ACTION: 
SA3 kindly asks SA2 to evaluate whether there are any architecture impacts to IMS and PCC if a NAT is placed between GGSN and P-CSCF.
To CT1
ACTION: 
SA3 kindly asks CT1 to discuss the Interface standardization and routing mechanism related problem (the 2nd and 3rd point above) and give feedback to SA3. 
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