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	Reply to “LS on IMS interconnection Routing”


Following up on our past liaison exchange on “IMS interconnection Routing” sent out on Dec. 19th 2012, i3 forum Technical WS would like to inform 3GPP CT3 that we have had further discussions on the topic under subject, and we would like to share the following additional considerations:

1. Today routing for the international voice services is based on an E.164 number in the Request-URI. The i3 forum deliverables are in line with this principle and, as a result, specify the SIP “Route” header as not applicable in the scope of the documents. In addition, today i3 forum does not support the Route header because, so far, IMS roaming is not in scope.
2. i3 forum Technical WS assumes the Route header is applicable on the roaming leg only, i.e. between a visited network and a home network (could be originating leg, or terminating leg).
3. Routing and charging based on Route header means that what we call “destination” could be not only information found in the Request-URI, but also information found in the Route header (with regards to charging based on destination). This will require  important upgrade of the carriers’ network, which depending on specific implementations, can affect switches, routing systems and charging systems and in general all systems related to the management of “destination” information. Consequently, the support of this specific signalling capability will have capex and opex impact, the amount of which depends on carriers.
4. In the future, with VoLTE and IMS roaming, we recognize that in this very specific case, the support of Route header will be needed, unless another technical solution is available.
5. i3 forum Technical WS assumes no more than one entry in the Route header is needed. Therefore it is not expected that a carrier would ever receive multiple entries or multiple Route headers. It is welcome and highly appreciated if GSMA aligns the content of all their relevant deliverables to this principle.

i3 forum Technical WS welcomes comments from GSMA and 3GPP CT3 on the above statements.
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