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Abstract:
This paper presents a summary of the discussions that occurred during IETF#78 in July 2010. Due to the feedback received, 3GPP CT1 needs to agree on a way forwards in order to standardize how CPC, OLI and DAI are included in SIP.

Introduction:

Currently, the CPC and OLI are specified in draft-patel-dispatch-cpc-oli-parameter. Annex J in 3GPP TS 24.229 also specifies the syntax for CPC and OLI. DAI is specified in draft-yu-tel-dai. CPC, OLI and DAI are currently specified as tel-URI parameters. The following presents a summary of the IETF discussions that occurred at IETF#78, within the DISPATCH WG, and a proposed way forwards for the specification of these parameters. 

Discussion at IETF#78:

Status updates of the two drafts and summaries of the CPC, OLI and DAI were presented together with a summary of the LS sent by CT1 (http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_CT/WG1_mm-cc-sm_ex-CN1/TSGC1_64_Kyoto/docs/C1-101810.zip). The proposed charter to start a new working group to handle these drafts was also presented as well as further analysis of the comments received on the DISPATCH mailing list. It was emphasized that the syntax specified in the current versions of the draft reflect what is widely implemented and deployed already. In addition is was emphasized that UACs are not required to add CPC/OLI and that these parameters would be subject to a trust domain.

During the presentation there were a number of comments from the floor:
· The syntax is architecturally broken
· Don't use tel-URI parameters, specify a new header

· We don't rubberstamp existing solutions
· Are these parameters only required for the interworking case? 

One use case was provided whereby there is a regulatory requirement in some jurisdictions for CPC and OLI to be present in a request for emergency call, and set correctly to "CPC=emergency" and an OLI set to describe the access over which the emergency call was initiated. This is necessary for the PSAP to handle the incoming call as an emergency call rather than as an administrative call. It was commented that it does not matter where in the request the CPC and OLI are included, but they must be included. 

Way forwards:
1. Write an informational Internet-Draft that describes a historic solution based upon existing deployments. This would need to explain clearly the use cases and semantics of the URI parameters. 

2. Bypass the IETF and specify CPC, OLI and DAI in 3GPP TS 24.229. This will not allow other organizations such as NENA to easily specify requirements based upon CPC and OLI. Sets a bad precedence for other 3GPP requirements for extensions to SIP to bypass the IETF. 

3. Write a new draft, starting with a problem statement and solution approaches, allowing the IETF to decide how to include CPC, OLI and DAI in SIP requests. 

Recommendation:

Due to the syntax for DAI, CPC and OLI being widely implemented and deployed, it is recommended to go with option 2 for the way forwards for specifying DAI, CPC and OLI. If, in the future, a more "IETF friendly" approach is required, option 3 can be pursued, which could be implemented in future deployments. 


