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Abstract: This contribution intends to ask CT1 on how the original request-URI that the calling party requested will be presented to the calling party, even in cases when the AS modifies the URI.
Introduction

When a call is established from one user to another, the request-URI may be modified (re-targetted) for various reasons. 

We believe that for some services where these URIs are changed, the called party or any terminating network entity may need information on how the request URI was changed, perhaps the URI of the original requested-URI may be most important as they may show some preference of the originating user.

As we have not seen an explicit way of achieving this, we would like to ask how this can be done.
Discussion

1. Necessity of delivering the ‘original request-URI’ to the called party
We believe that the Request-URIs are modifed by AS for services such as communication diversions (as specified in TS 24.404, 504, 604), but is not limited to these services. ‘Toll-free’ services can be one example, where user dials a toll free number but is actually redirected to an host with different registered identity.

It would be general for a subscriber of the ‘toll-free’ service wishing to be aware of what the original requested URI was, i.e. whether it was destined to a request-URI dedicated to the ‘toll-free’ service or whether it was just destined for a URI of the normal registered identity.

If it was the former case, it would be useful to indicate what was the requested number/URI, as an user may have multiple numbers/URIs allocated for this service. Moreover, in some cases it may be a network entity which terminates the session, e.g. it can be an IVR so that an appropriate annoucenment can be provided based on the original request-URI, and such network entity needs to know the original request-URI as it is not performing a service on behalf of one particular user, and an explicit indication is needed.
But in any case, if the original request-URI containing the requested ‘toll-free’ URI was modified, it would not be possible for the called party to be aware of the URI.

Therefore, there needs to be a mechanism to send not only the request-URI which was last used to forward the session to the target S-CSCF, but also the first (or all) request-URIs that was used to target the request.

2. Use of history-info header to convey the ‘original request-URI’
In communication diversions, ‘history-info’ header as defined in RFC 4244 is used to convey how and why the Request-URI has been modified. Cause values, as defined in RFC 4458, along with relevant message are included for each case when an re-targetting has occurred, and these cause values are specifically described in TS 24.404, 504, 604, which are for communication diversion. 
However, the use of ‘history-info’ is not limited only for usage on commucation diversion service, as they should be applicable as part of general IMS procedure, since TS 24.229 refers to the RFC 4244.

According to RFC 4244, it is possible to include the Reason Header (as defined in RFC3326) escaped in the hi-targeted-to-uri.

We believe that using this reason header escaped in the hi-targeted-to-uri will meet the needs for conveying the ‘original request-URI’ described in the clause above, possibly by including the value 301.
Therefore, we believe that the use of history-info header to convey the information of the ‘original request-URI’ is a sufficient one, and might be worth considering to explicitly use value 301 in the reason header escaped in the hi-targeted-to-uri of the first re-targeting to get such information.

Conclusion & proposal

We would like to ask CT1 if it is sufficient to use history-info header along with the reason header escaped in the hi-targeted-to-uri as mentioned above for the purpose to convey the request-URI of the original one inserted by the calling party, and would like to ask if there are changes needed in TS 24.229 to achieve this, in which case we would like to bring a relevant CR to the next CT1 meeting.
