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Introduction

In the CN1-SA2 SIP joint adhoc meeting at Sophia Antipolis (3-5 April, 2001), N1-010506 proposed the alignment of PATH header with IETF SIP. There was also N1-010566 proposing for the same subject. NTT Comware understands that neither of the proposals was agreed at the meeting, for more discussions were thought to be required. 

NTT Comware would like to express its understanding towards this issue.

Discussion

NTT Comware’s understanding of the current concerns with 23.228 and 24.228

In 24.228, “path” header is introduced in the registration procedure (as described in section 7.1 in ANNEX A). Each CSCFs insert its own name in the “path” header in the request and response in order to record the route for the consequent transactions such as session initiation, using “route” header.

The requirement for this mechanism can be seen in 23.228v5.0.0 (section 5.2.2 and 5.6) ;S-CSCF (and also I-CSCF if it exists) should be fixed at the registration time. The fixed CSCFs are then used for the consequent transactions while the registration is valid.

However, we understand that the similar mechanism is not specified in IETF SIP because the registration procedure in IETF SIP has nothing to do with outband session initiation procedure.  

This therefore means that 3GPP has a different requirement for allocating the route, and is forced to use its own mechanism to meet its needs.

We understand that the current method described in 24.228 is trying to deal with making extensions to an standard SIP proxy server. Since the requirements are different, the current 24.228 extends the IETF SIP to meet its needs. However, we feel that the current extension in 24.228 brings unnecessary extension (as mentioned below), and since 3GPP intends to keep SIP as similar as the one in IETF, we should have different mechanism for this solution.

The current unnecessary header extension in 24.228 from the requirement in 23.228 is as follows:

· In 23.228 (section 5.2.2.3), it is stated that S-CSCF is the one to choose I-CSCF, therefore it is not necessary to send the name of I-CSCF name to the S-CSCF in the registration request message as stated in 24.228.

· In 23.228 (section 5.2.2.3), it is stated that I-CSCF shall release all registration information after sending information flow 200 OK. Any proposal to keep routing information in the I-CSCF during the registration in 24.228 would raise a conflict.

Understanding of N1-010566 (Contribution from Ericsson)

N1-010566 introduces the option not to notify the S-CSCF name in the home network to P-CSCF in the visited network, while the current solution in 24.228 just tokenise the S-CSCF name. This would mean that the storing of the information of S-CSCF name at P-CSCF is not mandated, which is closer to the original IETF SIP.
This method is achieved by I-CSCF querying HSS about which S-CSCF to route to during the following transaction.
This method is very useful, as hiding issue is no longer necessary.

The other option states that I-CSCF should be able to determine the S-CSCF with its own information. If this option is to be agreed, there might be a necessity for changing the 23.228 descriptions as stated above.

Understanding of N1-010506 (Contribution from Siemens)

N1-010506 introduces two new headers, one for the purpose to transfer S-CSCF (and/ or I-CSCF) name(s) to the P-CSCF during registration procedures (proposed name in N1-010506: Home-Contact), and the other for the purpose to allow each entity to know the routing information (proposed name in N1-010506: Path). 

Following two bullets indicate NTT Comware’s understanding of the proposed headers:

· The proposed “Home-Contact” header is intended for the use during registration. This is used to record the S-CSCF and/or I-CSCF of the home network in P-CSCF. This function is currently being solved by the “path” header as proposed in 24.228, however N1-010506 states that this path header is not clearly aligned with the stage2 description mentioned in 23.228 (the fact that S-CSCF chooses the I-CSCF and not the one used in the registration), and thus proposing a different usage (and name) of the header.
This proposal (the ”Home-Contact” header) omits the unnecessary header extension. 

· The proposed “Path” header (not the one already seen in 24.228) indicates the route between P-CSCF of the visited network and S-CSCF in the home network. P-CSCF will add the route information recorded from the “Home-Contact” header into the “path” header during the MO, while S-CSCF will add from its own information to the “path” header during the MT. (S-CSCF knows the P-CSCF from the contact header in the REGISTER message, and knows the I-CSCF because S-CSCF decides the I-CSCF during registration procedure.)
The actual usage of the “Path” header is very similar to the route header originally defined in IETF SIP, however concerns were raised in N1-010506 that it could not be used in this case, thus proposing a new header. NTT Comware feels that the discussion of whether to use “route” or “path” header in this case is not really an essential point, as we understood about where this headers are used in the following manner.

[image: image1.wmf][image: image2.wmf]NTT Comware understands that these two headers are only used within the specific CSCFs, within P-CSCF of the visited network, I-CSCF of the home network, and S-CSCF of the home network. The images for this in the registration and session initiation are shown below indicating where the new proposed headers are actually used.
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Figure 1 - Image of Registration



Figure 2 - Image of Session Initiation

By examining the figures1 and 2, NTT Comware feels that it would be appropriate to understand the P-CSCF, I-CSCF, and S-CSCF as a single “set” which is 3GPP original. In this case, the proposed new headers are used only within this “set”, and use of SIP outside of these CSCFs would align with IETF SIP. Moreover, if this “set” is thought to be a single proxy (as it is in IETF SIP), it is more easier to understand the proposed extension, as the extended headers are not relevant to entities outside of this “set”.

If the understanding above is thought acceptable, the proposal in N1-010506 would be very reasonable, as this would be the minimum extension to the IETF SIP also meeting the 3GPP requirements to keep the routing information during the registration for the next session initiation, and at the same time solves the unnecessary header extension.

However, we feel that the there might be a better name for current proposed name “Home-Contact”, as “Home-Contact” header records the information which would later be used by the proposed “Path” header, which is stored in the P-CSCF of the subscriber’s visited network. Therefore, the name should probably represent the relationship to the “Path” header (e.g. Record-Path).

Conclusion

NTT Comware feels that N1-010566 solves the hiding issues, in regards with I-CSCF asking HSS about which S-CSCF to route to, or to keep the information in I-CSCF itself in session initiation.

Also, N1-010506’s header extension proposal is better for avoiding unnecessary header extension, and also better alignment when we see P-CSCF, I-CSCF, and S-CSCF involved in one session as a single “set”.

Since it seems that the merits of N1-010506 and N1-010566 can be combined into one (N1-010506 for the new headers and N1-010566 for the mechanism in the I-CSCF to solve which S-CSCF to contact), NTT Comware proposes to do so, except the name “Home-Contact” should be replaced with other name, for example “Record-Path” to indicate that this information is intended for the use in “Path” header.

However as explained before, the option to keep information in I-CSCF in N1-010566 brings conflict to 23.228, so there needs to be some discussion on whether to change the requirements or not on this issue.
































































This line indicates that 3GPP extended header is used.





This is the place where extended headers are used.








