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1. Introduction

TR 24.930 from release 8 still references draft-ietf-mmusic-sdp-capability-negotiation-08 (December 2007) even though this was published as RFC 5939 in September 2010. This contribution provides the differences between the currently referenced draft and RFC 5939 (attached) and discusses what to do with the references in TR 24.930.
2. Discussion

In TR 24.930 there are two flows that provide examples of the use of SDP capability negotiation as follows:

5.1.2.3 SDP capability negotiation supported by UE#1 and UE#2

5.1.2.4 SDP capability negotiation only supported by UE#1
These flows were introduced by CR#15R2 (C1-082024 attached) source Ericsson approved at CT#40 and have not been updated since.
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The referenced version of the draft is draft-ietf-mmusic-sdp-capability-negotiation-08 (December 2007), however the version just prior to publication of RFC 5939 was draft-ietf-mmusic-sdp-capability-negotiation-13 (March 2010). A casual review of the differences suggests that many of the changes are editorial or clarifications, however there are some minor changes to ABNF (e.g.to the <att-cap-num> of the acap attribute and similar capability numbers for the other capability attributes) as well as clarifications and restrictions that could potentially impact the contents of the example flows. A detailed review of the changes and their potential impact on the flows (if any) is required to perform the reference update.
Since the obsolete reference exists from release 8, 6 mirror CRs would be required in addition to the category F CR if this change is affected from release 8. Thus, updating the flows in all these versions is in itself potentially a significant effort if changes to the flow contents are required (especially if the CRs are done properly with only the exact changes between the new version and the previous version shown rather than a complete replace of the flow).

TR 24.930 is a published specification and as per the editor’s note an obsolete internet draft cannot continue to be formally referenced.

3. Options

1. Update the reference to RFC 5939 and the flow contents from Release 8 with additional 6 mirror CRs. 

2. Update the reference to RFC 5939 and the flow contents from Release 8 with additional 6 mirror CRs but allow block replace of the flows to minimise the effort for the mirrors and ensure that the mirrors are exactly the same content as the category F CR. 

3. Update the reference to RFC 5939 from Release 8 but only the flow contents in release 14 or release 15 with a note in the earlier releases added indicating that the flows were based on a draft version of RFC 5939 and may not be totally accurate.

4. Remove the reference and the flows from the earlier releases and just make the change from release 14 or release 15
5. Decision

CT1 should decide which of the above options should be pursued.

Additionally, a company is needed to volunteer to perform this update.

