
3GPP TSG CT WG1 Meeting #55bis
C1-083916
Phoenix, Arizona (USA), 6th – 10th October 2008
Source:
NTT
Title:
Discussion on indicating “priority” for Emergency communications in IMS
Agenda item:
8.1 (EMC1) and 9.3 (PRIOR-MM)
Document for:
Discussion
Abstract: This contribution intends to ask CT1 on the understanding of how to indicate “priority” for Emergency communications.
Introduction

Emergency calls in IMS are achieved with some specific handling at entities such as UE, P-CSCF and S-CSCF.
The session setup for emergency call will be routed generally through UE -> P-CSCF -> E-CSCF -> PSAP, and if the UE is in the home network, it is possible for UE to use the existing registration (and bearers) to establish the call, and there would be a need to prioritise the emergency sessions over non-emergency sessions at P-CSCF and may also include others.

However, it is not clear how this can be achieved from the current TS 24.229, and would like to ask CT1 on how this is done.

Discussion
Following is some of the alternatives that could be applicable for providing priority for emergency sessions.

1. Check the Request-URI

2. Use the indication for emergency session setup (as currently being discussed for replacement of E-IMPU)

3. Use the Resource-Priority header (based on the result from workitem “Multimedia priority service (MPS), PRIOR-MM”)

Analysis on Alternative 1
[Check the Request-URI]
The idea of this approach is applicable from Rel-5 onwards, although Rel-5 and 6 networks simply rejects with 380 response in case if it detects that the request is for emergency. 

This alternative is based on an implicit indication, unlike the other two which rely on explicit indication. As the emergency calls are established only within the home network, it shall be possible for local P-CSCF to know all local PSAP request-URIs and to take proper actions.

Following issues should be considered if this approach is to be taken.

(a) If the request-URI is overwritten for some reason, it will not be possible to distinguish emergency session properly and cannot be routed with necessary priority.

(b) This solution has a concern on how the newly introduced indication or the RP header from Rel-7, 8 onwards will interact, e.g. what happens if the new indications or RP header or both are included in the request.
(c) As it is required to provide priority for emergency sessions due to regulatory reasons in some countries, it may be better to have an explicit indication rather than an implicit one.

Analysis on Alternative 2
[Use the indication for emergency session setup]
The new indication currently studied is intended originally as a replacement for E-IMPU for now, and is applicable from Rel-7 which is the initial release for providing emergency calls in IMS.
Although the current study do not explicitly include the role for marking the emergency session to indicate “priority” within the network, it may not look so difficult to add this role. However, following issues should be considered if this approach is to be taken.

(a) The network (e.g. P-CSCF) needs to verify whether priority can be provided for the incoming (emergency) request, and as the new indication is expected to be inserted by the UE, verification mechanism in the network would be mandatory (and is better if the mechanism is provided in the first network entity). 
However, it is not clear yet from the current work if the network entities can verify the indication provided by the UE.
(b) It may be necessary for the network to recognise the emergency call request and to mark it to provide priority, even in case UE did not mark it as such. It is not yet clear if the network entities can insert the new indication, and depending on the solution this capability may not be achieved.

(c) There are following issues from Rel-8 onwards:

(c-1) Rel-8 (onwards) UEs and Rel-8 (onwards) CSCFs, etc. can handle Resource-Priority header, based on “Multimedia Priority Service”, and it needs to be investigated how both of the headers will interact with each other, e.g. what happens if both RP header and the new indications are included in the request.

(c-2) In Rel-8, call back sessions from PSTN could have an impact, as if the session established from PSAP (which would be considered as priority subscribed user) in PSTN indicates “priority” (possibly based on local policy), the MGCF cannot distinguish whether it should map the indicated “priority” to “call back” (as in the new indication) or to a value in RP header (with the assumption that the originating user is requesting MPS).
Analysis on Alternative 3
[Use the Resource-Priority header]
In Rel-8, although it is intended for use only for requests initiated by certain service users assigned with priority (possibly by a regional/national authority i.e., agency authorised to issue priority levels, according to TS 22.153), Resource-Priority header is being considered for providing and authorising priority for a request.

Note that the RP header is currently not intended for marking emergency call requests from any ‘ordinary’ users in IMS, even in Rel-8.

On the other hand, the Resource-Priority header is considered for such use, i.e. marking emergency call requests from any ‘ordinary’ users, in IETF and is stated that namespace “esnet” is now being studied for that purpose, according to “draft-polk-ecrit-local-emergency-rph-namespace-03”.
Therefore, we would like to know how it is assumed to mark emergency call requests in IMS (for the purpose of providing “priority”).

Following issues should be considered if this approach is to be taken.

(a) “Resource-Priority header” was introduced to TS 24.229 as a result of Rel-8 WI (PRIOR-MM) for a different service principal, and as emergency communication is introduced from Rel-7, this cannot be the solution in Rel-7, at least as it stands now.
(b) “Multimedia priority service” is a subscription based service according to stage 1 (TS 22.153) in Rel-8, therefore non-MPS-subscribed user cannot use this solution in Rel-8.

(c) RP header is considered to be inserted by UE, but the network shall be able to inspect and authorise all requests on their own policy, etc. 
Therefore, the network shall be possible, not only to reject requests where users shall not achieve such priority, but to recognise and authorise the request so that higher priority than what was requested by the UE can be provided, which is not currently possible.

(d) Clarification (with regards to the different assumption with IETF) on the intent of using RP header is needed, as mentioned above.

Summary

We would appreciate the view of CT1 on the understanding this issue.

