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1 Reason for Contribution

Throughout OMA, various enablers refer to the use of a SIP/IP Core in their Architecture Document. The (non-exhaustive) list of enablers includes:

· XDM

· PoC

· IM SIMPLE

· SIP Push

· MCC

During various Formal AD Reviews, a recurring comment is being brought forward by some member companies. In order to address the recurring comment in a consistent fashion, this paper intents to clarify and provide justifications for the use of the SIP/IP Core in OMA ADs.
Revision R01 adds co-signers.
Revision R02 corrects a spelling mistake.
2 Summary of Contribution

Clarify and provide justifications for the inclusion of the SIP/IP Core entity in the architectural model of those OMA enablers that make non-transparent use of this entity.

3 Detailed Proposal

The argument presented in this paper goes as follows:

· “Transparent services provided by a lower layer should not be shown”

· “The services provided by the SIP/IP Core in several OMA ADs are not transparent”

· Therefore, “The SIP/IP Core needs to be included in those specific OMA ADs”

In the following, this argument is presented in more detail. Throughout OMA, various enablers refer to the use of a SIP/IP Core in their Architecture Document. The list of enablers includes:

· XDM

· PoC

· IM SIMPLE

· SIP Push

· MCC
The use of “SIP/IP Core” in these OMA ADs does not refer to just any network that supports SIP/IP as its signalling protocol, e.g., for purposes of routing or reliable transport. Rather, it refers to a SIP infrastructure that, in addition to these basic transport functions, provides support for a number of very specific functions. One particular manifestation of such a SIP/IP Core is the IMS, as specified by 3GPP and 3GPP2 [IMSinOMA], and adopted by TISPAN’s NGN Rel-1, ITU-Ts NGN and CableLabs PacketCable 2.0. In fact, to date IMS is the only standardized SIP/IP Core that provides the functions required by the above list of OMA enablers.

As an example, vanilla SIP signalling does not provide sufficient guidance on how a SIP message finds the correct presence server. Another example pertains to the fact that an end-user requires to be registered or authenticated on the SIP path, for the correct operation of these OMA enablers. To achieve these two example features in a consistent and interoperable manner, specific additional standardized functions are required, above and beyond, e.g., just the routing. IMS for example provides such functions. Hence, reference to the SIP/IP Core, of which IMS is an OMA endorsed particular manifestation, is justified and necessary, and the argument that the SIP/IP Core provides a transparent service to OMA enablers that run on top of it, such as routing and reliable transport, does not hold. 

This paper agrees that in the case of transparent service of the underlying layer, such a layer should not be included as the endpoint of an interface in OMA ADs. As contribution “OMA-ARC-2006-0103-How-Should-SIP-IP-Core-be-Shown-in-ADs” argues for instance, such transparent service provided by a network based on SIP signalling would indeed be no different than a similar service provided by a TCP/IP network, or a Web Services infrastructure, or any other underlying network. However, 

in the case where specific functions are being provided, essential to the consistent and interoperable operation of the enabler, there is justification to include the entity in the architecture. Indeed, omitting it would be an error and a misrepresentation of functional requirements.

The next paragraphs take some OMA ADs as an example, and outline the specific functions that the SIP/IP Core provides, that are essential to the correct operation of the enabler.

· Contribution “OMA-ARC-2006-0103-How-Should-SIP-IP-Core-be-Shown-in-ADs” argues about SIMPLE IM specs and its architecture document not using SIP/IP-Core interface, despite including it in the architecture diagram. Contrary to the claim in ARC-0103, the SIMPLE IM AD states that "...  the IM Service is dependent on an underlying SIP infrastructure to transport SIP messages between IM entities. The architecture in this document refers to this infrastructure as the SIP/IP Core. A particular manifestation of the SIP/IP Core is an IP Multimedia Subsystem as specified in either 3GPP [3GPP-IMS] or 3GPP2 [3GPP2-IMS]." References to SIP/IP-Core interfaces with other entities of the SIMPLE IM architecture are stated in Section 5.4.1 (OMA-AD-IM_SIMPLE-V1_0_0-20060117-D). Functions like SIP compression, maintaining registration state, and lawful intercept, are supported by the SIP/IP Core, and are essential to the correct operation of the IM SIMPLE enabler. Such functions are not transparent, nor are they necessarily provided by just any underlying SIP-signalling based network.

· The SIP Push AD also includes the SIP/IP Core as one of the entities in its architecture. Section 5.1.1 (OMA-AD-SIP_Push_AD-V0_8_0-20060208-D) outlines the functions that are provided by that SIP/IP Core, and includes a reference to [IMSinOMA] as one particular manifestation of such a SIP/IP Core. These functions are required for the correct, consistent, and interoperable operation of the enabler, and hence cannot be considered as transparent.

· The PoC AD also includes the SIP/IP Core as one of the entities in its architecture. Sections 7.2, 7.6, 7.9, 7.10, 7.13, 7.14, 7.15 and 7.17 (OMA-AD-PoC-V1_0-20060127-C) outline the functions that are provided by that SIP/IP Core, and includes a reference to [IMSinOMA] as one particular manifestation of such a SIP/IP Core. Again, these functions are required for the correct, consistent, and interoperable operation of the enabler, and hence cannot be considered as transparent.

· The XDM AD also includes the SIP/IP Core as one of the entities in its architecture. Section 7.3.1 (OMA-AD-XDM-V1_0-20060110-C) outlines the functions that are provided by that SIP/IP Core, and includes a reference to [IMSinOMA] as one particular manifestation of such a SIP/IP Core. The functions include discovery and address resolution services, SIP compression, authorization of the XDM Client based on user's service profile, and maintain registration state. These functions are required for the correct, consistent, and interoperable operation of the enabler, and hence cannot be considered as transparent.
The next paragraph addresses a specific argument presented in contribution “OMA-ARC-2006-0103-How-Should-SIP-IP-Core-be-Shown-in-ADs”.

Section 3, issue 2 in ARC-0103 states that “if some SIP functions are deemed to be necessary (e.g., registration, discovery), the operational component (e.g. registration server) should be specified as the endpoint of an operation with its defined interface, not the SIP/IP core”. From a pure modelling perspective, there is merit to this argument. However, here the SIP/IP Core should not be considered a single specific entity, but rather a drawing convention for the collection of features and functions provided by a network of servers (such as proxies and/or registrars) that perform a variety of specific functions. IMS is one example of such a network, and the specific individual entities (such as e.g. CSCF, HSS, etc), the functions they provide, and the interfaces they support (e.g. ISC, Sh, Ro, Rf, etc), are outlined in detail in [IMSinOMA]. This reference addresses the issue presented in ARC-0103.

Concluding, this paper has presented the case that the SIP/IP Core provides required features for the enablers that have defined it as part of their architecture. Characterizing such features as transparent is incorrect. It ignores the many essential and non-transparent functions that a SIP/IP Core provides, and erodes such a SIP/IP Core to a routing and transport infrastructure only. IMS, as specified by 3GPP and 3GPP2 [IMSinOMA] is an OMA endorsed particular manifestation of such a SIP/IP Core.

References

[IMSinOMA]
Utilization of IMS capabilities Architecture, OMA-AD-IMS-V1_0-20050809-A

4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

This paper recommends preserving the SIP/IP Core as an architectural entity in the OMA ADs that define it as part of their architecture.

Furthermore, this paper recommends not to re-open this discussion again for any of the future ADs that go through AD review and that include the use of a SIP/IP Core entity in its architecture model.
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