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Introduction
In TDoc C1-061611 ETSI TISPAN ask SA2, CT1, CT4 and CT3 to provide a solution for Tel URI to SIP URI mapping that does not rely on an international ENUM database. A proposed solution is to make extra use of BGCFs (submitted to the last SA2 meeting #53 in S2-062178 but not discussed), which requires extra specification on the part of 3GPP. The main reason stated for this is that it is unacceptable for an operator to rely on all Number Range Owning Networks (AKA "donor networks) in the (M)NP domain of which said operator is a participant of, to all be members of the same IMS interconnect community.
Discussion

The problem described by ETSI TISPAN can be solved simply by careful implementation of the existing IMS specifications. More specifically, it can be much more easily (and cheaply) realised by careful ENUM server implementation.
Although today there are no global ENUM deployments suitable for IMS, each IMS interconnect community could provide their own, shared infrastructure ENUM/DNS servers. Such an ENUM/DNS server could be configured to provide a combination of Tier-0, Tier-1 and Tier-2, or sub‑parts thereof. This would therefore allow any operator who is a member of that community to add their own subscribers' E.164 numbers, regardless of whether or not the number is ported‑in from another operator.
Another alternative would be for operators or transit providers (configured to receive all traffic from an operator, or traffic to unknown destinations) to utilise a "number translation service provider". Such a provider could present an ENUM interface to the operator and/or transit provider, and service received ENUM requests using such methods as back‑end connections to (M)NP databases of different countries, static look‑up tables populated with data obtained directly from operators of a certain country, and so on. It should be noted also that there are appropriate global initiatives currently under development such as the IETF's "Infrastructure ENUM" (aimed at the global community) and GSMA's "Carrier ENUM on the GRX/IPX" (currently aimed at mobile operators, but whose scope is likely to be widened soon to other types of operators) that could also potentially offer a more global solution in the near future.
Currently in the IMS architecture, if the S-CSCF is unable to translate the E.164 address to a globally routable SIP UIR using an ENUM/DNS translation mechanism, the SIP request may be forwarded to a BGCF in the originator's home network or the S-CSCF may send an appropriate response to the originator.  The BGCF has the ability to route to an MGCF in it's own network to enable PSTN/CS domain breakout or route to a BGCF in another network to enable PSTN/CS Domain breakout.
The proposed change to route to another IMS domain using a Tel-URI may be accomplished in two ways:

1. Upon failure to translate to a SIP-URI, the S-CSCF may determine using some mechanism to route to the I-CSCF of the IMS domain of the terminating network thus bypassing the breakout to the PSTN/CS Domain provided by the BGCF.  However, this is new functionality for the S-CSCF that may not be considered backwards compatible and it also raises the question as to how operators configure the mechanism in the S-CSCF to be able to perform a breakout to the PSTN/CS domain when the terminating user is not an IMS user.  
2. Upon failure to translate to a SIP-URI, the S-CSCF will route to the BGCF. The BGCF may determine using some mechanism that the terminating user is an IMS User and instead of breaking out to the PSTN/CS domain, it shall route instead to the IMS domain of the terminating user. The mechanism for performing this is not currently defined within the IMS framework and the new functionality is currently out of scope of the BGCF.
As discussed above, both alternatives to allow Tel-URI routing require functional changes to existing nodes within the IMS architecture and additionally require operator configuration. However as previously discussed, the currently specified mechanism of configuring an appropriate ENUM/DNS translation mechanism can solve this problem without additional modifications to the IMS framework and can provide a much quicker time-to-market solution.
Conclusion
This is a routing issue that can be solved by using the currently specified mechanism of configuring an appropriate ENUM/DNS translation mechanism without any additional modifications to the IMS framework, which is also  a much quicker solution. Allowing a second option of routing of a Tel-URI to a terminating networks IMS domain upon failure of ENUM/DNS query is not needed.
Way Forward
It is proposed that SA2, and only SA2, reply to the LS from TISPAN conveying the above discussion and conclusion.
