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Introduction

3GPP TS 24.229 carries a requirement for the I-CSCF as follows: 
a)
if the translation fails, the request may be forwarded to a BGCF or any other appropriate entity (e.g. a MRFC to play an announcement) in the home network, or the I-CSCF may send an appropriate SIP response to the originator, such as 404 (Not Found) or 604 (Does not exist anywhere). When forwarding the request to a BGCF or any other appropriate entity, the I-CSCF shall leave the original Request-URI containing the tel URI unmodified:

Similarly for the S-CSCF there is a requirement:
If this translation fails, the request may be forwarded to a BGCF or any other appropriate entity (e.g. a MRFC to play an announcement) in the originator's home network or the S-CSCF may send an appropriate SIP response to the originator.
Subclause 5.14.1 of 3GPP TS 23.228 caries the information that the UE can also directly invoke the MRFC:
In some cases an operator may wish to make an MRFC available directly to a UE, for example to support ad-hoc multi-party sessions to be initiated by the UE. In this case, the operator advertises the name of one or more MRFCs and a UE will invite an MRFC to a session. The session invitation would need to contain additional information indicating the specific capabilities (e.g., multi-party) desired. A conference ID would be assigned by the MRFC and returned to the UE. This would then be used by the UE in subsequent interactions with the MRFC and other UEs participating in the session.
None of these interactions are currently described in 3GPP TS 23.218, nor are appropriate interfaces necessarily provided for the support. Nor is it described how the MRB may be integrated into these activities.
Discussion

For support of media resources to the S-CSCF, the S-CSCF already has access to the Mr interface, ostensibly as a relay to the AS. 

Use of the control framework involves the creation of additional interfaces running a separate protocol. For entities outside the network of the MRF provider (particularly from the UE) these would need to be secured, and there is a strong argument that an AS should be involved where such sophistication is required. It is therefore suggested that the SIP control framework interfaces are only available from an application server (home network provided or third-party provided). This limits direct usage of MRF resources to either addressing using a well known URI, or by extension of the URI using the capabilities of RFC 4240 or RFC 5552. These may be summarised as follows:
1. RFC 4240 (December 2005): "Basic Network Media Services with SIP". This requests the resource using a normal SIP URI, and defines a number of SIP URI parameters, i.e. "content-type", "delay", "duration", "extension", "locale", "param[n]", "play", "repeat", and "voicexml". Any response is a failure to provide the resource and is a SIP response code, such as 488 (Not Acceptable Here).
2. RFC 5552 (May 2009): "SIP Interface to VoiceXML Media Services". This defines a number of SIP URI parameters as follows: "aai", "cxxml", "maxage", "maxstale", "method", "postbody". This embeds an URI within the SIP URI that is an address for the MRF to do an HTTP fetch for details of the function to perform, e.g. announcement to play. While an additional protocol is used, HTTP, it appears between the MRF and some server, in the same manner as it appears for RFC 5552 usage from an application server.
The MRB is provided as a means of controlling resource allocation. As such MRB functionality should be available for any usage of the MRF resources, no matter where the request comes from. MRB resources can be used in a number of different manners:
· Query mode: The resource requester performs an HTTP query to the MRB, and the MRB returns details of the available resources that match the query.

· In line aware mode: An extra XML body is added to the session request detailing the resources required. The MRB selects the resources based on this XML body and routes the request on accordingly.

· In line unaware mode: No additional details are added to the request, and the MRB selects the resources based solely on the information in the request (note that RFC 4240 information could provide additional information for performing the resource selection).

Our conclusion is that requests from the I-CSCF and S-CSCF should probably use in-line unaware mode, and in any case they are unlikely to require more complex functionality. This requires only the Mr interface. However we see no reason to preclude in-line aware mode.
Requests from the UE can validly use in-line unaware mode or in-line aware mode. No reason is seen to preclude either. UE requests are essentially handled in a similar manner to a PSI, and are routed as such, although they do not terminate on an application server.
From the UE where the UE is a subscription based business trunking system would also appear to be valid, but the usage here is probably no different to what might be required for VINE systems. It is up to the policy of the MRB provider whether they want to insist on in-line mode for such requests.

We propose no support of query mode in these scenarios.

Proposals

1. The existing Mr interface is extended for use by the I-CSCF.

2. The MRB can be used by the I-CSCF, and the S-CSCF access MRF resources. Usage is only by in-line mode (query mode is not supported). Such in-line access can be in-line unaware mode or by in-line aware mode.

3. The MRB can be used by the I-CSCF, and the S-CSCF access MRF resources. Usage is only by in-line mode (query mode is not supported). Such in-line access can be in-line unaware mode or by in-line aware mode.
