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This document discusses a number of issues raised on the IETF DISPATCH mailing list for the Internet-Draft: draft-patel-dispatch-cpc-oli-parameter. This document also proposes how to respond to the issues raised on the current solution of including CPC and OLI values in SIP requests. 

Introduction:

IETF DISPATCH mailing list has received a number of comments on draft-patel-cpc-oli-parameter. Many of these comments aim to destabilize the solution that 3GPP have agreed upon. During CT#46, 3GPP approved the following syntax for the CPC and OLI tel URI parameters:
par /= cpc / oli

cpc = cpc-tag "=" cpc-value

oli = oli-tag "=" oli-value

cpc-tag = "cpc"

oli-tag = "oli"

cpc-value = "ordinary" / "test" / "operator" / "payphone" /

"unknown" / "mobile-hplmn" / "mobile-vplmn" / genvalue

oli-value = 2*(DIGIT)

genvalue = 1*(alphanum / "-" / "." )
The related mapping to ISUP was also approved. 

It should be pointed out that these requirements are in Release 7 and TISPAN R1. The proposed solution is currently as per the implementations of numerous vendors and is the syntax preferred by a number of network operators. 

The IETF comments:

· “In evaluating proposals to add capabilities to SIP via a tel URI, the first question we ask is, "Would this be useful in SIP requests that do NOT use telephone numbers?" If the answer is "yes," then probably the capability should be added to SIP in a way that works with and without the tel URI.
While the draft focuses on the use case where SIP is gatewaying to ISUP, and thus where telephone numbers are likely to be used, I would be hesitant to rule out uses that do not involve telephone numbers - especially when the motivating use case given is REGISTER in an emergency context. Encapsulating the opaque numeric values of OLI into a SIP parameter also more or less restricts the use of this to entities that understand ISUP. This begs the obvious question: should there be a way in SIP (outside of gatewaying) to express these same concepts? Since you already translate the CPC values into human-readable equivalents ("operator", "payphone", "test"), is there some reason why OLI can't receive the same treatment? The only example of the semantics of OLI that you give ("oli=29" meaning "prison") indeed seems it could admit of that translation. If there is some good reason why CPC should be translated and OLI should be encapsulated, the draft should explicitly motivate it.”

Currently, the only use case is interworking with ISUP. Furthermore, the syntax for tel URI parameters and SIP URI parameters is different. Thus if there is case for adding CPC and OLI parameters to SIP URIs then this syntax can be defined at a later stage. 
Why text values for CPC and numerical values for OLI? Well this is how these parameters are currently being implemented. There is no need for human-readable values since the CPC and OLI are not intended to be received by a UA endpoint, except in the case of an IP-PBX where the parameters may be useful for further call processing in scenarios such as call centres. 

The following comments are pertaining to CPC and OLI value semantics and attempt to classify values as properties of the “call” vs. properties of the “caller”.

· “Many of these properties are in fact properties of the *call*, not properties of the *caller*. That is especially true of the oli values”

· “Putting the value in From is problematic if it is a function of something other than the caller. Its even more problematic if it can change mid-call, since changing it breaks Identity.”

· “If this is information that is a property of the call rather than caller, and it can change along the signaling path, then IMO it belongs in some other header, in a field that may be changed along the path.”

· “My point is that values with these semantics do not belong in a URI that is being used to describe the originator of a call, or in the URI used to describe the destination of the call. They are properties of the *call*.

So, these really don't belong in a URI at all. They belong in some other header or headers.”

· “But in reality, even the properties that describe the caller aren't properly properties of the caller's URI. For instance, in principle the same originating "number" might be used by one phone in a prison and another in a police station.”

· “Since at least some of this stuff apparently has to change mid-call, I think it calls for a new header to carry it.”

Actually, NO! The CPC/OLI is added by a trusted entity in the calling party’s network during session establishment. Why should this information be changed mid-call? There are no compelling reasons to change the CPC or OLI mid-call and currently no 3GPP requirements to do so. 

· “Using this in the PAI header does provide a vehicle for mid-call changes.

But it doesn't alter the reality that the PAI also is intended to make an assertion about the *caller* while some of this other information is about the *call* rather than the caller.

For example, how does it make any sense to include

  * 31 Intercept (trouble) - for calls to directory numbers (DN) that

       have been manually placed in trouble-busy state by Telco

       personnel

into the PAI header???”

Other comments also accuse some OLI parameters such as “31 Intercept” as being dynamic and susceptible to being changed in a call. 

Let’s go back to the semantics of P-Asserted-Identity header:
RFC 3325 states:  “The P-Asserted-Identity header field is used among trusted SIP entities (typically intermediaries) to carry the identity of the user sending a SIP message as it was verified by authentication.”

URI parameters are defined as: URI parameters: Parameters affecting a request constructed from the URI (RFC 3261).
The Request-URI is defined as “the Request-URI identifies the UAS that is to process the request.” (RFC 3261).

RFC 4240 specifies a number of URI parameters to be used in the Request-URI, to specify a resource or announcement to be played. Furthermore, additional media service specific instructions are also specified as URI parameters – this is information that the UAS can use to perform the media service and not only to identify the UAS and thus the Request URI is carrying more than it is defined to. Media service instructions are not characteristics of the UAS identity. 
Thus, if the P-Asserted-Identity is used to carry the identity of the user sending a SIP message, adding the CPC or OLI parameters results adding information that is not necessarily a characteristic of the calling party Identity. This is no different to the above use of URI parameters in the Request-URI. 
Conclusion

From the above analysis, it is concluded that the semantics of the P-Asserted-Identity header are not broken if the CPC and OLI are included. 

Furthermore, it has been demonstrated that in a Request-URI, more than Identity specific information can be included. Thus, this sets precedence for inclusion of more than Identity specific information in header fields intended to carry Identity information such as the P-Asserted-Identity header field. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that CT1 sends a Liaison Statement to IETF DISPATCH informing them that we see no reason to change the syntax of the CPC and OLI tel URI parameters. In addition to this, it is requested that individuals also provide support on the mailing list as per the above reasoning and any further points that can be made in support of the current CPC and OLI tel URI parameter syntax. 

