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1. Introduction
This paper discusses the case that the Ma interface between the I-CSCF and the application server might not be used.

2. Discussion

`The following figure illustrates the situation that the MGCF receives IAM that is destined to the AS hosting PSI (e.g. IMRN or VDN in the VCC) and the I-CSCF forwards the request using direct or DNS routeing.
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<Figure 1>

1. MGCF receives IAM message including the routing number destined to the AS (e.g. IMRN).
2. MGCF generates the INVITE destined to the PSI which is derived from the routing number.
3. I-CSCF queries to the HSS or DNS in order to determine the next hop in the routing path for the PSI,

4. I-CSCF doesn’t record-route itself and forwards the INVITE to the application server which is retrieved from the query.

5-6. The AS responds the INVITE with 183 (Session Progress) as per existing procedure.
7. MGCF continues setup procedure and sends PRACK request directly to the AS due to lack of the Record-Route information of I-CSCF.

8. Session setup continues as per exiting procedure.
In step 4, the I-CSCF decides not to remain in the subsequent routeing path and doesn’t record route itself at its disposal. Therefore the MGCF sends the subsequent request, such as PRACK, directly to the AS in step 7. But there is no reference point defined between the MGCF and the application server. It is not legitimate for the MGCF to send requests directly to the application server.
We can think of possible options to address this problematic case as below.
1. to define a new interface between the MGCF and the application server,
2. I-CSCF always record routes itself,
3. I-CSCF does NOT perform direct or DNS routing to the PSI based application server termination for a request from the MGCF, i.e. I-CSCF does not use the Ma interface.

For option 1, it seems unreasonable to define another meaningless interface in order to settle the conflict.

For option 2, the I-CSCF has no call control functionality and performs nothing but routing the request during the subsequent request in the dialog. It simply adds an unnecessary hop in the routing path.

For option 3, more clarification is needed in which condition the Ma interface is prohibited.
3. Conclusion

This paper concern that the MGCF might send a request directly to the application server due to the I-CSCF using the Ma interface and this procedure is not legitimate.
This incompleteness needs to be addressed. Possible options are
1. to define a new interface between the MGCF and the application server,
2. I-CSCF always record routes itself,
3. I-CSCF does NOT perform direct or DNS routing to the PSI based application server termination for a request from the MGCF, i.e. I-CSCF does not use the Ma interface.
Future contributions to resolve this problem are welcome.
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