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Introduction

At the last meeting the use of a CPC value of emergency was introduced. Because the use of this value now exists in the IMS, and no procedures have been written to identify how it is handled when received by other IMS entities, we believe this needs further discussion in regard to:

· Which IMS entities do process this value and use it for any particular purpose, and if so what.

· What happens if this value is received in contradiction to some other emergency related value that might otherwise be expected, e.g. a sos URN.

Usage at MGCFs
The obvious usage of this value is to map to the equivalent value on the CS network or PSTN at an MGCF. We have certainly discussed the substitution of sos URN in the Request-URI for some other value representing a more conventional Request-URI so that legacy MGCFs can deal with this value. 
The above usage does not cause concern, although there seems to be contradictory understanding as to whether a legacy MGCF would handle these values.

Usage at EATF

The EATF is an IMS entity that only receives emergency calls. While procedures at the last meeting were written for the E-CSCF to send the EATF the CPC value of emergency, the EATF does nothing with it. Further, as the EATF would generally be a B2BUA, there is no requirement that a received value has to be mapped into a sent value. So the procedures as currently defined:

1. Do not guarantee that the MGCF the other side of an EATF will receive the value

2. Tell the EATF something that it already knows, i.e. the received call is an emergency call.

Usage at other entities

For emergency calls we appear to have two requirements:

1. To tell the destination recipient that the call has been identified as an emergency call by the network (i.e. some trusted entity that should know). We already have a value that does this in IMS as the sos URN. In its absence, it is inserted by the P-CSCF and the E-CSCF receives it.

2. To tell the receiving entity that the call has some form of priority over other calls. IMS already supports a mechanism for priority handling in the Resource-Priority header field usage, and indeed there is a proposed namespace for emergency call priority handing in progress in IETF if we should desire to use it. 

Is the intent that CPC set to emergency means either of these within the IMS itself?

The problem here is twofold. 

· What happens if two mechanisms end up being defined in IMS, and a recipient receives conflicting information in each mechanism?

· For priority handling, two mechanisms of supporting priority mean less priority. Handling priority in a SIP server means searching for the priority information, and then allocating the request to various queues depending on the value. Searching for that information in multiple elements delays this process. It should be noted that CPC is a URI parameter which could therefore appear against any URI; it is currently not defined which it is included against in the changes made in the last meeting. This makes the situation worse.

Conclusion

Alcatel-Lucent would like some discussion of the points above, as it is believed that the current additions to the specification are unclear, and therefore open to future interoperability problems. Based on the discussion we can then propose modifications to specification text at a future meeting.
