3GPP TSG SA WG2 meeting #56
TD S2-070389

Florence, Italy

15 – 19 January, 2007

	[image: image1.jpg]ST,

ASSOCIATION





	PACKET Doc 27_017 Rev 2

LS to 3GPP SA2 LS on “Requirements for E.164 Routing”


	Meeting Name & Number: 
	Packet #27

	Meeting Date:
	6/11/06

	Meeting Location:
	Dubai, UAE

	Document Source:
	GSMA IREG PACKET Group

	Document Creation Date:
	6/11/06


	Document Status:
	For Approval
	

	
	For Information
	

	
	For Discussion
	


	Associated Knowledge Base(s):
	IMS, ENUM, SIP, E.164, tel URI


	Circulation Restricted *:
	GSM Association:

	
	
	

	
	Public
	X

	
	Industry
	X

	
	Other
	X


	Document History:
	

	
	

	
	


N.B.  All GSM Association meetings are conducted in full compliance with the GSM Association’s anti-trust compliance policy
High Level Document Summary: 

This is a reply LS to 3GPP SA2, whose incoming LS to Packet was discussed at Packet #27.  It provides clarifications on additional requirements for E.164 routing that are not addressed in the incoming LS.

* Unrestricted - Information

This document is subject to copyright protection. The GSM Association (“Association”) makes no representation, warranty or undertaking (express or implied) with respect to and does not accept any responsibility for, and hereby disclaims liability for the accuracy or completeness or timeliness of the information contained in this document. The information contained in this document may be subject to change without prior notice. Access to and distribution of this document by the Association is made pursuant to the Regulations of the Association.

© Copyright of the GSM Association 2006
To: 
3GPP TSG SA WG2
Copy:
ETSI TISPAN WG2, ETSI TISPAN WG4, 3GPP CT WG1, 3GPP 

                 CT WG3, 3GPP CT WG4

From: 
GSMA IREG PACKET

Subject:
Reply LS to 3GPP TSG WG2 LS on “Requirements on E.164 Routing”

Date: 
6/11/2006

Source:
Vincent Danno, Orange         (vincent.danno@orange-ftgroup.com)

1 Discussion

The GSMA IREG Packet group kindly thanks 3GPP TSG SA WG2 for their LS on "Requirements for E.164 Routing".  The GSMA IREG Packet group has discussed the LS in our meeting #27 and found out that the proposed texts in the change request described in the 3GPP TSG SA2 Tdoc S2-063454 only addressed a specific scenario when the S-CSCF in the originating IMS network fails to retrieve the sip URI associated with the tel URI and routes the SIP request to the BGCF for the PSTN termination.

We have identified at least two other scenarios that are not currently addressed by Tdoc S2-063454. The discussion below focuses on the case where the tel URI remains in the Request-URI of the SIP request.

a.
tel URI Routing to IPX Proxy: GSM operators use GRX service providers to route inter-operator traffic.   To support IMS, the GRX service providers may support the “IPX Proxy”, which is basically a SIP proxy with additional functionalities to meet the mobile network operator requirements.   Performing ENUM queries is one of the functionalities.

In the GSMA SIP trials that were conducted in last year and this year, several mobile network operators used their GRX service providers’ IPX Proxy to perform ENUM queries.  In this scenario, the S-CSCF in the originating IMS network is configured to forward the SIP request to a pre-defined IPX Proxy when the E.164 number in the Request-URI is not served by the originating IMS network.  The S-CSCF in the original IMS network could simply forward the SIP request to the pre-defined IPX Proxy while keeping the tel URI in the Request-URI unchanged.  But due to the current IMS specifications’ requirement to use sip URI, the S-CSCF in the originating IMS network needed to convert the tel URI to its equivalent sip URI and the IPX Proxy needed to convert the sip URI back to the tel URI (e.g., know the sip URI is equivalent to a tel URI) before doing the ENUM query.

Although the IPX Proxy is not addressed by the IMS specifications, the scenario describes a need for one IMS entity to route a SIP request containing a tel URI in the Request-URI to another IMS entity, be it an IPX Proxy of the GRX service provider, another S-CSCF in the same IMS network or any other IMS network entity and more generally, there is a need to address the requirements related to transit IMS which may rely on the tel URIs as well as SIP URIs. 

b.
tel URI on Network-To-Network IMS Interfaces: The current IMS specifications assume that the Request-URIs in the SIP requests between two IMS networks convey only the SIP URIs. We realise that under certain national-specific conditions related to the national implementation of number portability for example, it can be assumed that the SIP URI associated with the called party can be retrieved within the originating network by the S-CSCF's ENUM lookup. In such cases, careful management of ENUM/DNS databases would indeed make such routing possible and the use of SIP URIs in such cases must be recommended. 

For the great majority of number portability implementations today, however, such an assumption would not always be valid and a "fallback" mechanism is necessary for tel URIs. In a number of countries, operators, both mobile and fixed, rely on national number portability databases which are not based on ENUM today but whose routing principles are mainly based on E.164 "routing numbers" while only phone numbers are conveyed as called party identity on the NNI interface. At the same time, some of the IMS infrastructures enter production phases in a national regulatory environment where number portability still applies to their IMS subscriber numbers and will therefore have to deploy interfaces to existing NP databases. In addition to being a national matter, such NP infrastructures have required considerable financial investments for design and deployment which make any such significant change as migrating overnight to a DNS based infrastructure unlikely. It would be therefore unrealistic in such cases to consider that the called IMS user's SIP URI is necessarily made available to the originating IMS network, however careful the ENUM database management might be. In such cases mechanisms to route tel URI to the NNI IMS interface without resorting to SIP URI are necessary. 

The above two scenarios show the unnecessary conversions between the tel URI and sip URI because sip URI must be used in the Request-URI of the outbound SIP request.  
2 Actions

To 3GPP TSG SA WG2:

In light of the two scenarios above, GSMA IREG Packet group does not consider that careful application of ENUM / DNS is a feasible and realistic assumption that would avoid applying the failure handling mechanism suggested in S2-063378. To the contrary, GSMA IREG Packet group considers that such mechanisms are at least necessary, but maybe not sufficient, so that further consideration should be given to make it possible for the S-CSCF to route tel URIs directly to I-CSCF (without going through the BGCF). GSMA IREG Packet group kindly asks 3GPP TSG SA WG2 to note the above discussions and agree on enhancing the IMS specifications on the aspect of tel URI handling so that an IMS entity can send a SIP request that contains a tel URI in the Request-URI to another IMS entity and an IMS entity is capable of handling an incoming SIP request that contains a tel URI in the Request-URI.






