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Introduction

This document seeks to clarify some of the issues that need to be resolved in the documentation specifically for an attached NGCN site.

Functionality that is not currently represented in the profile

Proxy functionality in the attached equipment

1)
Subscription-based approach

Here the only documentation role that is currently assumed is the UA role, and that is misleading. The direct functionality (except for registration and subscription) can be a proxy, and the proxy state machine as defined by RFC 3261 has its own unique set of requirements.

2)
Peering-based approach

Here it is obviously recognised that the equipment attached can either be a proxy of a B2BUA. However the only representation we have of the requirements of the attached equipment are of a box with two ports, i.e. as an IBCF (or directly to some other CSCF or BGCF functionality), As ECMA are responsible for the internal functionality of the NGCN, by specifying the action on the NGCN side of the NGCN provided gateway entity, 3GPP is exceeding its functionality. However there is a need to define the conformance requirement on the 3GPP side of the NGCN provided gateway entity, so that:

· extensions provided by 3GPP in this area are assessed for compatibility purposes with previous releases in the same way as for any other functional entity.

It should be noted that we have exactly the same problem in attachment to any other SIP network, which we have ignored since release 6.

P-Access-Network-Info header field usage
Where attached using the subscription-based approach, and the NGCN is providing the UA role, currently this is defined as optional for access technologies that are expected to insert a network-provided value, and mandatory in other cases. This does not fully answer the issues with this header field. While the normal attachment of an NGCN will be using DSL or Ethernet type connections (where the provision of the header field is optional), any access technology is allowed, and certainly smaller NGCNs may well find advantage in some form of wireless connection (where the provision of the header field is mandatory). Note that 3GPP make no statement at all about what occurs if the attached device is providing proxy functionality.
From the NGCN side, the viewpoint is that the NGN usages of this header are not required for an attached NGCN

· because the NGCN should have already provided that functionality. 

· because it is additional functionality over and above that of a normal interconnection between two NGCN sites, for which the NGN is attempting to provide a replacement. Such additional functionality should be avoided where possible because it is a hindrance to migration of existing NGCN from one interconnection scenario to the other.
Max-Breadth header field usage
Currently this is allowed to be ignored by a UE, as it is acting as a UA.

There should be requirements that it is supported in some form in NGCNs that provide forking, otherwise the functionality to protect the NGN from multiple forked requests and their appropriate responses is not provided. 

It work appear necessary to specify this without placing additional requirements on normal UEs.

Request-Disposition header field usage

Currently the documentation in 3GPP TS 24.229 is based on does a UE implement the UA requirements associated with with this extension.

We need to specify the support of proxy handling in the NGCN site and that presumably needs to be based on some specify role that provides the proxy functionality.

There are other known issues but there has been insufficient time to list them in this version of the document. An attempt will be made to supply a revision.

