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1. Introduction

SIP specification RFC3261 allows usage of non-SIP schemes as Request-URI. That is the destination may be identified with a non-SIP URI. IETF has published also three Internet Drafts concerning service URI usage. The first one handles IM URIs i.e. URIs to be used with Instant Messaging when the used protocol is not specified. See more details in http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-impp-im-01.txt. The second draft handles PRES URIs i.e. URIs used with Presence because of the same reason. More details can be found in http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-impp-pres-01.txt. The third draft specifies how to locate non-SIP URI servers. See more details in http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-impp-srv-01.txt.

2. Discussion

IM and PRES schemes offer a way to specify services without specifying the protocol to be used to get the services. These protocol independent schemes provide a new way to identify services. It cannot be omitted from the IM CN subsystem. There are three alternatives how to handle the protocol independent schemes.

a) Non-SIP schemes are translated to SIP schemes in the earliest possible entity

If this approach is chosen the natural place to make the translation is the originating S-CSCF. Another point where it has to be done is I-CSCF that receives requests from non-IMS networks e.g. from Internet. The basic advantage of this alternative is that we avoid routing of non-SIP schemes. The main disadvantage is that we lose the indication of the service the message concerns.

b) Non-SIP schemes are not translated to SIP schemes

In this alternative the indication of the service is retained as long as it is needed. It can be used in the terminating network e.g. in the evaluation of filter criteria. Whether the routing to the terminating network with non-SIP schemes is allowed or not depends on the DNS configuration of the terminating network. The above-mentioned Internet Draft http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-impp-srv-01.txt provides guidance how to locate a server for IM and PRES schemes. With DNS we can return scheme specific, but not subscriber specific, information where to route the requests with non-SIP schemes. It means for example that all or none of the requests with “im” scheme are accepted in the terminating network. The procedure of first accepting all requests and then returning an error to those that cannot be routed further isn’t beautiful; rather it looks like illogical and unfair to the originating network. That’s why if the operator wants to accept the usage of protocol independent schemes (e.g. “im” or “pres”), an entity is needed in IMS where to route the requests that are not routed to any S-CSCF. 

c) Non-SIP schemes are translated to SIP schemes at the terminating I-CSCF

In this alternative we again lose information like in alternative a) but have no advantages of the alternative a). That is we have to be able to route protocol independent schemes between IMS networks. If I-CSCF changes the non-SIP scheme to the SIP scheme before routing the request to a S-CSCF, we lose the information that tells the service. In the next network element i.e. in the S-CSCF we face the problem to try to find out with the help of filter criteria the service the message concerns to be able to route it to the correct application server. It seems unwise to remove in one network element the information that will be a big help in the next network element. Of course it is not impossible to find the correct service with the filter criteria when there are only “im” and “pres” to choose. The problem will evidently be much harder if IETF accepts more protocol independent schemes.

3. Conclusion

IM and PRES schemes seem to be a beginning of a wave of protocol independent schemes. Usage of such schemes evidently promotes interoperability of different types of networks. So it doesn’t seem to be beneficial to try to deny their existence. Rather we should create tools to handle and utilize such extensions. Thus the alternative b) is the most beneficial one.

4. Proposal

In order to avoid interoperability problems with the IETF compatible SIP networks, Nokia will propose that IMS network is capable to route requests to/from a destination network with non-SIP schemes.
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