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Introduction

3GPP TS 24.228 contains a large number of editor's notes, some of which have been there for some time, and have therefore either been overtaken by events, or require amendment to bring them up to the current status of discussion.

This contribution focusses on the editor's notes in clause 7.1, and makes proposals either for removal or amendment.

Clause 7.3 (which deals with the same scenario, but without S-CSCF hiding) contains a similar set of editor's notes, and the same proposals should be taken as applying to clause 7.3.

1st editor's note - flow 2 (CSCF Discovery (UE to GPRS/ DHCP))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor's Note: IANA Considerations - Currently the IANA has not assigned an "DHCP option number" for the SIP Servers DHCP Option defined in the draft-ietf-sip-dhcp-03.txt. Therefore, the DHCP alternative can not be currently implemented.

This draft is currently with the IESG and approval is expected. It is therefore reasonable to expect publication by year end. It is also standards track so normative references could be made. It is also reasonable to expect the necessary IANA registration to occur in that timeframe.

The above paragraph should be added to the editor's note to report on progress.

In addition, the above draft should also be added to the SIP work item as one of the IETF dependencies.

2nd editor's note - flow 2 (CSCF Discovery (UE to GPRS/ DHCP))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note:  Second approach needs further study on the interactions with the restrictions on the Signalling PDP Context, TS 23.228 section 4.2.6.

No proposed resolution.

3rd editor's note - flow 3 (SIP REGISTER request (UE to P-CSCF)) - referring to Request-URI

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s note: One proposal is that the above URI forms an integral part of a global private identifier.

The current term being used is "private user identity", and not "global private identifier" and therefore at a minimum the text of this editor's note should be amended to reflect this. 

At the moment we believe the private user identity should be in the From field, and the Request-URI should contain the address of the registrar as per standard SIP. This currently what 24.228 states therefore the editor's note can be deleted.

4th editor's note - flow 3 (SIP REGISTER request (UE to P-CSCF)) - referring to From header

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s note: One proposal is: “This is a natural place for the private identifier or NAI for the subscriber. Forming a SIP URL from the NAI is a simple matter of prepending “sip:”.  For example, if the subscriber’s NAI is 19725835472@operator.com, then the From: header would be sip:19725835472@operator.com.” Alternatively it could be the SIP-URL of the party registering.

The current term being used is "private user identity", and not "private identifier" and therefore at a minimum the text of this editor's note should be amended to reflect this.

5th editor's note - flow 3 (SIP REGISTER request (UE to P-CSCF)) - referring to To header

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s note: One proposed additional text: “In this case, this is the global SIP URL for the subscriber.”

The current term being used is "public user identity", and not "global SIP URL" and therefore at a minimum the text of this editor's note should be amended to reflect this.

6th editor's note - flow 3 (SIP REGISTER request (UE to P-CSCF)) - referring to Contact header

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s note: It is for further study whether this information is stored in the HSS and the S-CSCF for the subscriber in order to support multiple registrations.

No proposed resolution.

7th editor's note - flow 3 (SIP REGISTER request (UE to P-CSCF)) - subsequent to header text

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s note: At this point, all that is missing from the REGISTER request is the visited operator’s domain name. This piece of information is inserted into the Contact: header by the P-CSCF in the visited network upon receiving the REGISTER request from the UE. The P-CSCF takes the Contact: header indicating the IP address of the UE and replaces it with a new Contact: header indicating the address of the P-CSCF (including the visited operator’s domain name). The IP address of the UE is stored in the P-CSCF for routing incoming requests to the appropriate UE. 

For example, the UE’s Contact: address (“sip:[5555::aaa:bbb:ccc:ddd]”) is replaced by a Contact: address for the proxy (“sip:sean.olson%40home1.net@pcscf1.visited1.net”). This new Contact: address contains a specially encoded version of the subscriber’s identity (To: header), plus the address of the P-CSCF.

If the proposed private identifier is not included in the From header, a mechanism is also needed to transfer this proposed private identifier.

Upon receiving this request the P-CSCF will set it’s SIP registration timer for this UE to the Expires time in this request.

Upon receiving the REGISTER request the P-CSCF appends its Path header to the REGISTER request prior to forwarding it to the I-CSCF. Hence, it is redundant for the information identifying the P-CSCF to be included in the Contact header.  

Once the Contact header is left intact by the P-CSCF, and forwarded to the S-CSCF, the S-CSCF can use it when constructing a list of Route headers.
We believe the editor's note can therefore be deleted.

Note that the final paragraph (while being in the editor's note style) is not part of the editor's note, but does form part of the main text. A companion contribution addresses this editorial issue.

8th editor's note - flow 3 (SIP NOTIFY (P-CSCF to UE))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editors Note: The choice of Call-ID as done here is rather unstable; to be clarified in IETF first

No proposed resolution.

Handling for clause 7.3

Clause 7.3 (which deals with the same scenario, but without S-CSCF hiding) contains a similar set of editor's notes, and the same proposals should be taken as applying to clause 7.3.

