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Introduction
Discussion during a conference call held on 14 July 2008 on emergency session related issues concluded that the mechanism for marking the registration request should be based on a new URI parameter. It was agreed that Nortel would write an Internet Draft to propose a new URI parameter and its usage. It was also agreed that a "fall-back" mechanism, in the event the URI parameter is not favoured by IETF, would be based upon a new feature tag (as per RFC 3840). 
This document presents the Internet Draft "SOS Uniform Resource Identifier (URI) parameter for marking of Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) requests related to emergency services" and summarises the comments received so far. In addition, a summary of the possible "fall-back" mechanisms, in the event the Internet Draft is not successful, is presented. The intention is to receive further comments to the Internet Draft so it can be revised and submitted to IETF as soon as possible. 

Internet Draft

The attached Internet Draft, "SOS Uniform Resource Identifier (URI) parameter for marking of Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) requests related to emergency services" describes requirements and protocol conventions for a new SIP (Session Initiation Protocol) URI parameter intended for marking requests related to emergency services. It is not intended as a replacement for the service URN. 

A new URI parameter "sos" is proposed as a mechanism for marking SIP requests and responses related to emergency sessions, in order to solve the four issues listed in 3GPP Tdoc C1-082183, "IMS Emergency Services gap analysis". Thus the proposed usage of the "sos" URI parameter is in the following SIP messages:

· Emergency REGISTER request

· Requests for emergency call initiation

· Call back from PSAP

· SIP responses during emergency session setup
It is proposed that for all the above uses, the URI parameter is included in the Contact header.

The CT chairman and the co-chair of the IETF ECRIT working group have been alerted about the Internet Draft. Offline discussions with ECRIT folks have been positive so far.

CT1 discussion point: comments to any aspect of the Internet Draft are welcome. Should the draft provide further explanation of the 3GPP emergency solution/issues?
Internet Draft comments

The following are a summary of comments received so for against the proposed Internet Draft

4.3.1 

Contact header is the wrong place for this parameter – by including in the Contact header the semantic is that the terminal’s IP ADDRESS or GRUU is an emergency number which isn’t correct. Put this parameter in the To header not the Contact 

4.3.2 

Contact header is the wrong place for this parameter – by including in the Contact header the semantic is that the terminal’s IP ADDRESS or GRUU is an emergency number. Put this parameter in the Request-URI or the To header not the Contact 

4.3.3 

The PSAP including in the Contact header is appropriate here.
However the text “If the PSAP is located in the PSTN, the interworking function at the edge of the SIP network MAY append the "sos" parameter to the contact address in the Contact header of the generated INVITE request that is routed back to the emergency caller.” is a  big problem if you intend this done by a Proxy as if you check Table 2: Summary of header fields in RFC 3261 proxies are not allowed  to modify the Contact header. Do you intend that this is only done by the MGCF? If so I think it would be clearer if you state that by saying instead “If the PSAP is located in the PSTN, the PSTN gateway UA at the edge of the SIP network MAY include the "sos" parameter in the Contact header of the generated INVITE request that is routed back to the emergency caller.”

Also “The "sos" parameter can assist in ensuring the call back is routed to the device or user that initiated the emergency call.” – I think this is inappropriate and that a GRUU in the Request-URI is what should be used for this. I would remove this text as I don’t think its appropriate usage.
CT1 discussion point: Where is the correct place to include the URI parameter if the Contact header is not appropriate? Through offline discussions it has been recommended that the location of the URI parameter in the SIP INVITE should be the same in the UE originated case (emergency call) and the PSAP/MGCF case (call back). 

INVITE request in clause 4.3.2.: UE and E-CSCF MAY insert the URI parameter. This requirement should be strengthened to SHOULD, especially for the E-CSCF.
P-CSCF should be able to append the URI parameter in the case where the UE is not "emergency aware". 

For the call back case, strengthen the MAY to a SHOULD.

CT1 discussion point: Decide on the strength level of the usage requirements of the URI parameter. 

IETF already discussed the use of a URI parameter for marking emergency calls. See annex of RFC 5031.
CT1 discussion point: Does this documented IETF discussion destroy the 3GPP "sos" URI proposal?

Proposal of a further requirement: [REQ 5]
Indicating the emergency service type:

A wide range of emergency service types have been recognized throughout the world. RFC 5031 ‎[1] recognizes some. However, PSAPs may not be configured for each emergency service type or combinations thereof in each administrative domain or jurisdiction. In addition, in some cases the identifiers used to identify an emergency service type in one jurisdiction conflicts with identifiers used in other jurisdictions or administrative domains. In addition, in cases where the emergency call is inadvertently dropped, a UE may be able to originate a call in another domain, such as the circuit switched network. If the user is informed which emergency type is associated with the identifier, the UE could use such information to its advantage.
This allows the URI parameter to contain a URI as a value. 
CT1 discussion point: Do we want to include this requirement in the Internet Draft? Is there a need for such requirements in 3GPP?

"Fall-back" mechanism

During the above mentioned conference call, it was agreed that the use of a feature tag to mark emergency registration would be the alternative solution in the case where the URI Internet Draft is unsuccessful.
However, there were comments made against such use of a feature tag as not being in accordance with RFC 3840 – emergency registration is not a device capability.

Alternatively, consider the use of the Call-Info header. This header is optional in the REGISTER request as specified in RFC 3261 and is used to provide further information about the caller. However, if used to mark the emergency registration, could include urn:service:sos, with purpose=info. However, such usage does not seem to align with the semantics of the header as described in RFC 3261.

Conclusions

It is proposed that the Internet Draft is revised according to comments received during CT1#55 and submitted to the IETF ECRIT working group as soon as possible and is progressed as the solution for marking the emergency registration as per SA2's request.
