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BACKGROUND
During the last WG3 Meeting #52 that took place in Sophia Antipolis, France, the approval of a CR from LM Ericsson about the use of E.164 numbers at the II-NNI (C3-090664) has lead to the insertion of a controversial note in the TS 29.165 giving the role of some entities inside of a IMS Core network (e.g. S-CSCF, AS, BGCF, MGCF) on the normalization of both the Request-URI and the P-Asserted-Identity. The interest of this note didn’t met a consensus during the last meeting because it was considered by some companies as out of scope of this TS and not in-line with TS 24.229. However, no agreement were met to delete it while keeping the principal sentence of the CR, this sentence beeing completely in-line with the aim of TS 29165 as the idea was to give some precision on the format of phone numbers exchanged between 2 IMS networks. In order to save the main idea of this CR, supported by four companies, it was decided to keep the note and to come back on it in a next meeting.
The aim of this discussion paper is to remind the scope of the II-NNI in order to avoid any other further discussion of that kind that could hold up the improvement of the TS 29.165 and in order to limit the updates of this TS to functionalities performed by IBCF and TrGW, what is more if the sentence to be added is about a functionality of another network entity out of scope of this TS and not in line with the content of the TS in charge of this entity.
REMINDER ON THE SCOPE OF THE II-NNI SPECIFICATION

As explicitly defined in the scope of the TS 29.165, the objective of this document is to address the Inter-IMS Network to Network Interface consisting of Ici and Izi reference points between IMS network. Within this scope, only the functionalities performed by entities at the edge of the network are supposed to be described, i.e. IBCF and TrGW. The functionalities performed by any other entities inside of the network (e.g. S-SCCF, AS, BGCF …) are out of scope of this document but are under the responsibility of other dedicated TS.

That’s the reason why it should be considered that, as long as a sentence (what is more a simple note) in the TS 29.165 describing the behaviour of other network entities than the IBCF and TrGW is not in line with other dedicated TS that carry the responsibility of the functionality of such entities (i.e. TS 24.229), this sentence must automatically be rejected or deleted if already present.

Concerning the concerned Note 3, the main part of the II-NNI specification is to come to an agreement on the format exchanged between two IMS networks. Discussion about the role of entities inside the IMS Core network subsystem on the normalization is to be address in the TS 24.229

REMINDER OF THE TEXT APPROUVED IN THE LAST MEETING
A global number as defined in RFC 3966 [14] shall be used in a Tel-URI or in the user portion of a SIP URI with the user=phone parameter when conveyed via a non-roaming interface in the Request URI and in the P-Asserted-Identity header. 

· NOTE 1:
In a SIP URI the user portion of the request URI represents a telephone number only if the SIP URI includes user equal phone parameter.

· NOTE 2:
If bilateral agreements exist between operators non-global number (e.g. national service numbers.) can be transported in local format.

· NOTE 3:
The following entities can be involved for the normalization of the telephone number: AS BGCF and MGCF for the Request-URI and the P-CSCF, MGCF and S-CSCF for the P-Asserted-Identity.
DESCRIPTION OF THE CONCERNS ABOUT THE CONTENT OF THIS NOTE
The definition of the word “normalization” is not normalized in any standard. When it is used for the handling of phone numbers, it generally refers to a step that may lead to cancel the call because the number is malformed or in a non-authorized range. It is also in charge to put the received information in the appropriate format for the next steps (i.e. before the destination determination (NOTE 1) and the routing analysis (NOTE 2)). That may includes some digits manipulations (e.g. translation of a local number into a global number, deletion of the international prefix 00 ...). That may also include manipulation of the phone-context parameter when appropriate, in order to render a consistent information. It may also performed actions to make up for some well-known non-compliances from some UE, such as the omission of the user=phone parameter, or of the phone-context parameter with a local number).

In that’s way, the normalization of the P-Asserted-Id by a network entity doesn’t make any sense according to TS24.229, as this TS does not allow such a handling on the P-Asserted-Identity:
· The P-CSCF only uses stored information to insert a PAI (kept from the registration of the user). But it doesn’t make any manipulations on it.

· The MGCF includes a P-Asserted-Identity header field depending on corresponding information in the circuit-switched network. But nothing is said about any additional modification of the phone number.

· The S-CSCF can add a second PAI if only one was received, but the phone number must be the same. Nothing is described about its capability to modify the received PAI.

Concerning the “normalization” of the Request-URI, nothing is said in TS 24.229 about the capacity of the BGCF to perform such treatments, except after a database query. But if this case is to be considered, so the S-CSCF as well as IBCF could also be listed in such a way.

Note 4: the destination determination is typically performed by means of the ENUM query but a NPDB query may also contribute to this determination
Note 5: the routing analysis refers to the determination of the path to reach the destination previously determined, and typically the next hop.
PROPOSAL

· It is proposed to delete the note n°3 from the content of the TS 29.165.

· It is proposed to not consider any other equipments than the IBCF and TrGW in the TS 29.165, what is more if it prevent the CT3 working group from progressing on the main objective deinied for the TS 29.165
· The functionality of network entities inside the IMS Core network subsystem is under the responsibility of CT1 working group.
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