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1.
Background

When receiving an initial INVITE, a stand-alone SIP request or any other dialog creating SIP request IBCF need no select a local policy. At the moment there is no safe way for an entry IBCF to determine the use case, i.e. is it:

-
a visited to home;

-
a loopback (RAVEL), 
-
Invocation of MRB/MRF in visited network from AS in home network; 
-
a terminating request from the originating side;

-
subscription request from a P-CSCF to a S-CSCF (compared to subscription from UE over a NNI);
-
a request from  ATCF to SCC AS (and vice versa); or

-
a MESSAGE between SCC AS and ATCF,

-
etc. (the list will be longer and longer the more IMS evolve) 
There have been several attempts to solve this issue by using a feature capability indicator in the Feature-Caps header field.
No solution has been agreed so far.

The figure below shows the different context (use case) that an IBCF can participate in. 
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The above figure shows IBCF in 6 different entry positions and 6 different exit positions. Each position has a different set of local policy (SIP screening, THIG, OMR, Privacy, etc). A the moment IBCF need to guess based on the message and message content in which context (use case) an initial SIP request or a SIP standalone request  is received. 
In addition, not shown in the figure, IMS Transit scenarios and enterprise connects via and IBCF could also be additional scenarios that would add additional entry/exit points that would need to be identified.
Example:

If a MESSAGE request containing the "application/vnd.3gpp.srvcc-info+xml" MIME body is received (either in the exit or the entry position) IBCF assumes that the local policy configured for the interface between SCC AS and ATCF shall be used. 

So, if in the picture all operators have agreed to use the ATCF architecture the MESSAGE request containing the "application/vnd.3gpp.srvcc-info+xml" MIME body can be sent over all interfaces in the figure.
This is not correct, the MESSAGE request containing the "application/vnd.3gpp.srvcc-info+xml" MIME body shall only be allowed when sent between the SCC AS in the home network of the served user and the ATCF in the visited network where the served user is connected!
The same problem will occur for each initial SIP request and standalone SIP request on each interface in the figure. The IBCF need to assume which local policy to use based on the content instead of the use case.
2.
Solution

To solve the issue an explicit indication is needed, i.e. in the MESSAGE example in clause 1:

-
the SCC AS will add an indication that this is the SCC AS/ATCF use case and IBCF will allow the MIME body, 

-
if received from the UE, the P-CSCF will add P-CSCF/S-CSCF use case and the IBCF will remove the MIME body.

List of possible explicit indications
-
A dedicated SIP URI parameter included whenever appropriate 

-
user part in Route headers include the use case

-
subdomain name in the Route header field include the use case

-
a new header field (e.g. P-Usecase)

-
dedicated port numbers (not configured)

-
A feature capability indicator

-
etc.

Any other suggestion?

Note that some of the proposals above can be used without IEF involvement while others require an RFC.

3.
Proposal/conclusion

An explicit indication is needed. With the large number of additional new scenarios added during Rel-11 (OSCAR, RAVEL, MRB etc), it is questionable if it is feasible to make an interoperable deployments reusing the same IBCF infrastructure for all scenario. It is proposed: 
-
To agree that a solution using explicit indication will be used as a way forward.

-
To discuss whether there is a need for a Rel-11 correction, or whether it is feasible to leave this for Rel-12 (with the limitations stated in this paper).  
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