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1. Overall Description:

SA2 thanks TISPAN WG2 and WG3 for their LS on Transit support in IMS in S2-060944/10TD225r1 and for the feedback on S2-060434 and S2-060463.
SA2 would like to clarify the issues listed in the LS from TISPAN in the following way:

Feedback regarding S2-060434:

· Clause 4.15.2 scenario a): Looking at S2-060463, clause 5.19, it is noted that the CS domain is meant to be PSTN for TISPAN. May we suggest that the scope is explicitly broadened to include other type of networks under control of the same operator. The current text appears to be limited to the CS domain. Fixed network operators may support customers on a number of different network technologies and may want to use IMS as a transit for all those network technologies.
Answer from SA2:
We agree that the scope of the change request has to be enhanced in a similar way as done in S2-060463. Contributions on this topic are expected to the next SA2 meetings.
Feedback regarding S2-060463:

· It is unclear whether the phrase “combination of Transit Function with e.g. S-CSCF” means a co-location of separate functional entities or merging of functional entities. In the first case, no further description would be required in a functional architecture, as co-location of separately addressable entities is always possible. However, in the second case, it should be clarified how this merged entity determines whether to act as transit function, as e.g. S-CSCF or as both. 
Answer from SA2:
The wording “IMS Transit Functions might be combined with the functionality of an MGCF, a BGCF, an I-CSCF, an S-CSCF, or an IBCF” means that each of the mentioned functional elements can include the transit functions as it is described in the change request. This is similar to the fact that S-CSCF and I-CSCF roles can be combined. Whether e.g. an S-CSCF or I-CSCF acts in transit mode is up to configuration.
· In the second paragraph under figure 5.50, the proposed method of HSS look-up does not appear to cover the case of sub-domain PSI (Public Service Identity) in the case when it is in another domain. TISPAN asks kindly that a brief description of the use case in question to be provided in response to this liaison. A suggested solution is to replace “HSS query” with “HSS or DNS query”. 

Answer from SA2:
Figure 5.50 covers the case where calls are terminated in the operator’s IMS or CS domain/PSTN. As such the IMS Transit Function has to decide whether a call coming from the CS domain/PSTN is destined to an IMS or CS domain/PSTN user. Alternatively this decision can be made based on a HSS-query where the HSS response “user unknown” leads to routing the call towards the PS domain/PSTN. From that interpretation it is not clear to SA2 what use case TISPAN has in mind when referring to Public Service Identities in the context of figure 5.50. It has to be noted that Figure 5.49 covers the scenario where traffic coming into the IMS transit network is destined to another domain.
· It is still unclear from fig. 5.49 how enterprise networks would be supported. The support of enterprise network should not depend on the use of ISUP.
Answer from SA2:
Currently IMS provides no means to interconnect with networks using protocols other than SIP or ISUP.
· Clarification proposal for figure 5.50: Add “SIP” to the arrow from Transit Function to CS domain, and also add an MGCF entity at the CS domain border.
Answer from SA2:
SA2’s intention when drawing Figures 5.49 and 5.50 was to provide a high-level overview of an IMS network that supports transit functionality. For simplicity not all functional elements involved in a call routed through the IMS network or terminated there are shown.
· Clarification is sought that Figures 5.49 & 5.50 show the MGCF as the only entry point it the transit functionality. Our understand is that the IBCF may be a source of the Transit signalling also, please clarify, is the MGCF just an example in Figure 5.50?
Answer from SA2:
In Figure 5.49 the MGCF and Transit Function are the entry points to the IMS Transit Network. Figure 5.50 covers the scenario where calls coming into the IMS through the MGCF are terminated in the IMS or the operator’s CS domain/PSTN. Calls coming into the IMS network via the I-CSCF are terminated there as for normal IMS termination procedures. For simplicity Figures 5.49 and 5.50 show no IBCF, although the IBCF may be located at the border between the IMS and other SIP networks.
· Figure 5.50 shows an IMS terminating network or an IMS transit network depending on the example flows.
Answer from SA2:
In Figure 5.50 the IMS network is used as transit network for traffic going to the operator’s CS domain or PSTN subscribers. All other traffic terminates in the IMS network.
· We suggest explicitly broadening the scope to include other type of networks under control of the same operator, the current text being limited to the CS domain.
Answer from SA2:
The scope of S2-060463 is not limited to the CS domain. This is expressed in a Note as mentioned in the feedback to S2-060434.
· What is the impact on protocols for different location choices of transit function? This might be an issue for 3GPP-CT1 and perhaps 3GPP-CT4 (since 3GPP-CT3/4 were not on the liaison statement received form 3GPP-SA2, the LS in 10TS103 is attached).
Answer from SA2:
SA2 sees no impact on protocols when the IMS Transit Function is combined with other functions. In any case the IMS Transit Function may use public ENUM/DNS, private databases or locally configured data to make the routing decision. CT1 already started to incorporate IMS Transit Functionality into their specifications. We expect CT3 to start similar work for the MGCF soon.
For your information we attach the latest version of the change request on IMS transit information flows approved at SA2#51. This version provides some further clarifications on the scenarios covered by Figure 5.49.
2. Actions:

ACTION: 
None
3. Date of Next SA2 Meetings:
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