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Introduction
The “sos” URI parameter has been proposed for marking the emergency INVITE request as described in draft-patel-ecrit-sos-parameter (http://tools.ietf.org/html/draft-patel-ecrit-sos-parameter-00). Due to the timeframe for which this mechanism is required, there is a possibility that IETF will not have progressed far enough for this solution to be adopted by 3GPP. Thus, marking of the emergency call will remain an outstanding issue in 3GPP. This paper proposes mechanisms to mark the emergency INVITE request, as alternatives to the “sos” URI. 

Problem

When an E-CSCF receives an INVITE for emergency call it retrieves the nearest/appropriate PSAP address to route the request towards. If the PSAP is in the PSTN, the E-CSCF needs to route via a BGCF and MGCF before breaking out to the PSTN. In this case, the Request-URI containing the urn:service:sos is replaced by the PSAP URI. The BGCF address is added to the Route header. It can be argues that the sos URN remains in the To header, but this will not be for the case where the UE was “emergency unaware”. Such a case will result in the To header populated by the dialled number.  Thus the BGCF and MGCF cannot apply any special handling given to emergency calls since there is no way to distinguish emergency calls from non-emergency calls.

Solutions
Option 1:

Use the “sos” parameter as described in draft-patel-ecrit-sos-parameter.
Option 2:

Use Call-Info in the emergency INVITE request. 

Either the UE (if emergency aware) or the P-CSCF (in the case where the UE is not emergency aware) adds a Call-Info header that includes the same sos URN that is added in the  Request-URI with purpose parameter set to “info”. 
Thus if the Request URI is set to urn:service:sos.police then Call-Info is set to <urn:service:sos.police>; purpose=info. 

Option 3:

Append the sos URN that is received in the Request-URI as the last most entry in the Route header. This can be done by the P-CSCF when it replaces the pre-loaded Route header with the address of the E-CSCF. Or the E-CSCF can perform this when adding with the PSAP URI or the BGCF URI in the Route header. Thus, in the case that the PSAP is in the PSTN, the E-CSCF would add the BGCF URI as the topmost entry in the Route header. The URN that was in the Request-URI of the INVITE received by the E-CSCF is added as the last most entry in the Route header. When the BGCF receives the request, it strips its URI from the Route header and adds the MGCF URI as the topmost entry in the Route header. 
Option 4:

Since the E-CSCF replaces the Request-URI with the PSAP URI when the PSAP is in the PSTN, a History-Info header that includes the sos URN which was received in the Request-URI could be added to the INVITE request. Thus the sos URN can be preserved even when the MGCF receives the emergency INVITE.

Evaluation

	
	Advantages
	Disadvantages

	“sos” URI parameter
	Solution has been proposed to solve other related issues (backwards indication, registration, call back)
	The process of IETF standardization can potentially take a long time thus being incompatible with 3GPP’s urgency 
This use case is considered to be the weakest requirement for the sos URI parameter

	Call-Info
	Simple mechanism that can also be used to mark registration requests. 

Can be applicable for the case where the PSAP is in the IP domain too.
	Optional header

Potentially breaks semantics of Call-Info

Potential security threat (see RFC 3261) – probably not applicable in this scenario

	Sos URN in Route
	Simple mechanism that does not require further standardization 

	Potentially breaks semantics of Route (no usage of “lr” etc.

Need to ensure it is always the last Route entry and thus is not removed. 

	Sos URN in History-Info
	Existing mechanism does not require further standardization. 
	Optional header

Need to look into History-Info in order to get emergency indication


Proposal

The above mechanisms should be discussed in CT1 to address the requirement of explicitly marking emergency INVITE requests and one mechanism should be adopted as the way forwards for a release 7 solution. Nortel can provide CRs to 24.229 release 7 and 8 based upon the agreed solution. 

