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1
Introduction

PICS proformas normally start with a listing of major capabilities on which all predicates are ultimately based. They give an overview of the system.

Alignment should normally be maintained between the different roles, so MC1 for the User Agent should also be represented by an equivalent question in MC1 for the proxy (if appropriate otherwise the number is omitted).

2
Discussion

The following are the proposed items. This list is not intended to be complete, but is intended to give a flavour of what is required. Due to the way the various SIP internet drafts have been structured, many will relate to the ability to support a particular SIP internet draft.

2.1
Ability to register

Proposed question: Does the implementation provide SIP registration?

For the SIP status, it is believed that this will be mandatory for both user and proxies.

For the profile status, it is believed that this will also be mandatory for both user and proxies.

Discussion point: Ideally this question needs to be answered generally for proxies, rather than for individual applications above the proxy (e.g. S-CSCF). Certain types of proxy, i.e. those supporting the MGCF and MGCF functionality, will never see a REGISTER request. Note however that MGCFs may also be regarded as Uas; should they therefore have to register?

Dependencies where optional: REGISTER method.

2.2
Session establishment capability

In most PICS proformas this is normally handles as two separate questions, separating incoming and outgoing capabilities.

Proposed question: Does the implementation allow the request of outgoing sessions?

Proposed question: Does the implementation allow the acceptance of incoming sessions?

For the SIP status, it is believed that this will be mandatory for proxies. For proxies this also applies for the RFC status.

Discussion point: Can UAs have optionality in this matter. Is there a need for mobile terminals that are only capable of outgoing calls. In the fixed-network market devices such as burglar alarms and ATM machines were quoted when this requirement was produced.

Dependencies where optional: INVITE and ACK method, session termination.

2.3
Session termination

Proposed question: Does the implementation support session termination.

For RFC status and for 3GPP status, this depends on the ability to establish a session (incoming or outgoing) in the first place. For entities where session establishment is optional, then this major capability will be conditional on that, otherwise it will be mandatory.

Dependencies where optional: BYE method.

2.4
Stateless versus stateful proxy operation

Proposed question: Does the implementation support stateless proxy operation.

Proposed question: Does the implementation support stateful proxy operation.

This question applies only to proxies. The predicates for the RFC status will require one or more than one to be implemented, as the operation from stateless to stateful can vary in a proxy implementation from one session to another.

Discussion point: Do we also want this variation for 3GPP, are will certain CSCFs always be stateless, and others always be stateful.

Dependencies where optional: all headers that are relayed by stateless proxies without further investigation.

2.5
Session timer

Proposed question: Does the implementation support session timer operation.

For both UA and proxies, the RFC status of this is optional. For the profile status, the need for this capability has not yet been determined. See previous discussion documents.

Dependencies where optional: Session-Expires header, various usages of the Supported and Required headers.

3
Proposal

It is proposed that the major capabilities questions defined above are included into the major capabilities tables within TS 24.229. Discussion of during the presentation may identify alternative wording or improvements.

The above items might form the basis for a drafting session discussion to see what further items are usefully required. 


