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Stage 2 for emergency service defines that the PSAP (emergency centre) can be placed either in SIP based IP network or in the PSTN. For a call originated in IMS it is the E-CSCF or a LRF that provides the address (SIP URI, or tel URI)  In the last case it is the E-CSCF that queries the LRF to get the PSAP.  To route the call in IMS to the E-CSCF a Request URI with service URN is used. The service URN can also indicate which type of emergency service that is asked for. The input to determine which PSAP to be used for the call is mainly based on which location the call is originated from and which emergency type the caller is asking for. The location can either be a direct location or a parameter that indirectly carries the location like P-Asserted-ID.  
When the E-CSCF shall establish the session towards the PSTN there are some alternatives how the routing can be accomplished..
The E-CSCF includes the PSAP address in the Request URI, and includes the URI of the BGCF in the Route header.
The E-CSCF includes the PSAP address and the URI to BGCF in the route header and keeps the service URN in the Request URI.

Alternative 1 is rather strait forward  and copying very well how the call set-up procedure is up to now in the MGCF, where the Request URI is mapped to called party address in ISUP. The problems with this solution are: 
· that a UE can insert the PSAP address, which may lead to misuse of the network;

· we do not have any indication that the call is an emergency call, since the service urn is not transported to the MGCF. This indication is needed since some priority handling may be required and in some PSTN it is required to indicate that the call is an emergency call.

A possible solution is to add an informational element to the request indicating that his is an emergency call. Taking into account available IETF RFCs  there are two possible codings of the emergency indication; 
· RFC 4412 Communications Resource Priority for the Session Initiation Protocol. There is no special emergency marking in any of the namespaces defined. However, it is still recommended  to use an existing value. However we can also define a new namespace for emergency purpose.
· RFC 3612 Session Initiation Protocol :  'Priority' header Section 20.26).  The 'Priority' header field describes the importance that the SIP request should have for the receiving human or its agent.  The 'Priority' header field does not affect the usage of  PSTN gateway or proxy resources, for example.  
Alternative 2 means that the PSAP address is in the route header, which means that the BGCF shall look in the route header to determine which MGCF to route the call to and the MGCF shall map the entry in the route header to the called party number in ISUP; 

· the service URN is kept so it is possible for the MGCF to provide any priority handling of the call and map the emergency URN to a emergency indication in ISUP, if required);

· the MGCF must be Release 7 version because of the new handling of mapping the entry in the route header to the called party number. This is not supported in release 6 and in other interworking specifications.
 PROPOSAL
We want the two alternatives discussed and that CT 3 comes to a conclusion which alternative approach to be used.

