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Introduction

3GPP TS 24.228 contains a large number of editor's notes, some of which have been there for some time, and have therefore either been overtaken by events, or require amendment to bring them up to the current status of discussion.

This contribution focusses on the editor's notes in clause 7.2 and the related clause 17.2, and makes proposals either for removal or amendment.

1st editor's note - clause 8.2.1 (introduction)

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s note: If an I-CSCF is to be used as a firewall I-CSCF then does it need to be statefull? According to the flows developed in 23.228, the I-CSCF (e.g.,look at Figure 1, messages 2b1 and 2b2) does not have a look up shown to find the address of the HSS. Does this imply statefulness of I-CSCFs

The current definition in the bis draft is as follows:

Stateful Proxy: A logical entity that maintains state information for the duration of a SIP transaction. Also known as a transaction stateful proxy. The behavior of a stateful proxy is further defined in Section 17.3. A stateful proxy is not the same as a call stateful proxy.

In addition the following new definition has been added to the bis draft:

Call Stateful: A proxy is said to be call stateful when it retains state that persists for the duration of a call initiated through it. To properly manage that state, the proxy will normally need to receive the BYE requests that terminate the call.

As there are currently no storage requirements in the I-CSCF that are initiated by any transaction, and thus none to be cleared by a subsequent transaction, the I-CSCF is definitely not "call stateful".

There also appears to be no information that is needed between the request and response of a transaction, and therefore it appears that this is not a stateful proxy.

There is a need to retain token information, but current discussions indicate that this information is relatively static. The information is certainly not related to the duration of a call or to the duration of a transaction.

From current analysis, it would appear that the answer to this is NO, and thus, then we can delete the editor's note. 

The meaning of the 2nd sentence is unclear.

If the editor's note is retained, then there needs to be considerable clarification as to the real issue.

2nd editor's note - clause 7.2.1 (introduction)

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s note: For all UE to P-CSCF flows, the contents of the Contact header within the INVITE would appear to be redundant, but it is a mandatory header. Need to agree what the UE should populate this field with. Current contents is not the most appropriate. This value will be inserted by the P-CSCF.

No proposed solution.

3rd editor's note - clause 7.2.1 (introduction)

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s note: Contents of request-URI in INVITE flows other than that from the UE is for further study. Should it be as shown, or should it change to constrain the routeing of the method?

It is proposed that this editor's note is deleted.

4th editor's note - clause 7.2.2 - flow 1 (INVITE (UE to P-CSCF))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: Certain fields in the SDP carry no information.  In particular the “o=”, “s=” fields and “t=”.  These are, however, mandatory fields within SDP.  Does 3GPP wish to define a non-standard version of SDP that removes these, and if so, how does this interwork with outside SIP networks that use standard SDP.

There have been comments on the SIP list about the redundancy of some of these elements. There has been no resolution in favour of a SIP specific solution, i.e. document in Annex B of the bis draft.

Reference to the new specification, as agreed in N1-011152 at the last meeting, have removed the need for “e=” (e-mail address) and “p=” (phone number) as mandatory, they are now optional, but these are not reflected by this editor's note.

It is proposed that the current reference drafts should be follows; these fields are definitely mandatory and 3gpp should not change it. Any 3gpp requirements in this area should be input direct to IETF and a decision made on this within CN1.

It is proposed that the editor's note is deleted.

5th editor's note - clause 7.2.2 - flow 1 (INVITE (UE to P-CSCF))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note:  Need to insure the codec negotiation procedures are compatible with the procedures brought into release 4 for CS domain services (BICC).

It is not clear that the editor's note is relevant. The codec negotiation procedures are constrained by Annex B of the bis draft, which should presumably take priority.

It is therefore proposed that this editor's note is deleted.

6th editor's note - clause 7.2.2 - flow 3 (INVITE (P-CSCF to S-CSCF))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note:  Need to describe the procedures for a P-CSCF/S-CSCF to follow when it doesn’t understand a media line in the SDP.  It is clear that it should not remove such lines, as that destroys the ability to create new services; however the CSCF needs sufficient information about the unknown media stream to perform the authorization.

This statement is not appropriate for 24.228, although it may be an issue in 24.229. It should therefore be deleted from 24.228.

7th editor's note - clause 7.2.2 - following flow 3 (INVITE (P-CSCF to S-CSCF))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note:  Modified text for this step is contained in Annex A.

The Annex A text should be moved to the main body at this meeting, and the editor's note therefore deleted. 

These editor's notes may no longer be in the correct place as these storage requirements were moved at the last meeting.

8th editor's note - clause 7.2.2 - following flow 5 (Service Control)

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note:  Modified text for this step is contained in Annex A.

The Annex A text should be moved to the main body at this meeting, and the editor's note therefore deleted.

These editor's notes may no longer be in the correct place as these storage requirements were moved at the last meeting.

9th editor's note - clause 7.2.2 - flow 6

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: Need for additional headers to transport e.g. Billing-Correlation-Identifier is FFS.

No proposed solution.

It should be noted that discussions about billing are only just commencing between SA2 and SA5, and any need for correlation for CDRs from different entities should presumably come from those discussions. Currently no such requirement exists.

10th editor's note - clause 7.2.2 - flow 6

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: Need to verify that it is the Route header of the incoming INVITE request which may contain the TEL-URL, and not the Request-URI as indicated in the text of Tdoc N1-010353. 

No proposed solution.

11th editor's note - clause 7.2.2 - flow 6

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: It remains to be clarified if the use of the word “may” in the above sentence, needs to be changed to “shall”. 23.228v170 states that an S-CSCF shall support an ENUM DNS translation mechanism, so the above text needs to be aligned with Stage 2.

This note was placed in the text based on an intent of some organisations to contribute against 23.228 to resolve their issues with the text. This has not occurred. One solution would be to align with the current 23.228 text and await further developments.

If this is followed, then the editor's note can be deleted.

12th editor's note - clause 7.2.2 - following flow 11 (183 Session Progress (P-CSCF to UE))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note:  Modified text for this step is contained in Annex A.

The Annex A text should be moved to the main body at this meeting, and the editor's note therefore deleted.

These editor's notes may no longer be in the correct place as these storage requirements were moved at the last meeting.

13th editor's note - clause 7.2.2 - flow 12 (PRACK (UE to P-CSCF))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: The use of three-message codec negotiation (one round-trip to determine common capabilities, then originator picks the ones to use) is allowed by RFC2543, but will apparently not be supported by 2543bis. This inconsistency needs to be resolved.

We need to determine if this requires supporting text in the bis draft Annex B.

If it does, then this should be integrated in an IETF requirements draft that is currently being discussed.

14th editor's note - clause 7.2.2 - flow 28 (180 Ringing (P-CSCF to UE))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: Additional QoS interactions to handle one-way media at this point (e.g. for PSTN ringback and announcements) is for further study.

No proposed solution.

12th editor's note - clause 7.2.2 - following flow 36 (Service Control)

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note:  Modified text for this step is contained in Annex A.

The Annex A text should be moved to the main body at this meeting, and the editor's note therefore deleted.

These editor's notes may no longer be in the correct place as these storage requirements were moved at the last meeting.

13th editor's note - clause 7.2.3 - flow 1 (INVITE (UE to P-CSCF))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: Certain fields in the SDP carry no information. In particular the “o=”, “s=” fields and “t=”. These are, however, mandatory fields within SDP. Does 3GPP wish to define a non-standard version of SDP that removes these, and if so, how does this interwork with outside SIP networks that use standard SDP.

Resolution should be as for the 4th editor's note addressed in this contribution.

14th editor's note - clause 7.2.3 - following flow 3 (INVITE (P-CSCF to I-CSCF))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note:  Modified text for this step is contained in Annex A.

The Annex A text should be moved to the main body at this meeting, and the editor's note therefore deleted. 

These editor's notes may no longer be in the correct place as these storage requirements were moved at the last meeting.

15th editor's note - clause 7.2.3 - following flow 5 (Service Control)

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note:  Modified text for this step is contained in Annex A.

The Annex A text should be moved to the main body at this meeting, and the editor's note therefore deleted.

These editor's notes may no longer be in the correct place as these storage requirements were moved at the last meeting.

16th editor's note - clause 7.2.3 - flow 6

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: Need for additional headers to transport e.g. Billing-Correlation-Identifier is FFS.

Resolution should be as for the 9th editor's note addressed in this contribution.

17th editor's note - clause 7.2.3 - flow 6

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: Need to verify that it is the Route header of the incoming INVITE request which may contain the TEL-URL, and not the Request-URI as indicated in the text of Tdoc N1-010353. 

Resolution should be as for the 10th editor's note addressed in this contribution.

18th editor's note - clause 7.2.3 - flow 6

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: It remains to be clarified if the use of the word “may” in the above sentence, needs to be changed to “shall”. 23.228v170 states that an S-CSCF shall support an ENUM DNS translation mechanism, so the above text needs to be aligned with Stage 2.

Resolution should be as for the 11th editor's note addressed in this contribution.

19th editor's note - clause 7.2.3 - following flow 11 (183 Session Progress (P-CSCF to UE))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note:  Modified text for this step is contained in Annex A.

The Annex A text should be moved to the main body at this meeting, and the editor's note therefore deleted.

These editor's notes may no longer be in the correct place as these storage requirements were moved at the last meeting.

20th editor's note - clause 7.2.3 - flow 28 (180 Ringing (P-CSCF to UE))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: Additional QoS interactions to handle one-way media at this point (e.g. for PSTN ringback and announcements) is for further study.

Resolution should be as for the 14th editor's note (No proposed solution).

21st editor's note - clause 7.2.3 - following flow 36 (Service Control)

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note:  Modified text for this step is contained in Annex A.

The Annex A text should be moved to the main body at this meeting, and the editor's note therefore deleted.

These editor's notes may no longer be in the correct place as these storage requirements were moved at the last meeting.

22nd editor's note - clause 7.2.4.2 - PSTN originated sessions routed towards CS domain (through G-MSC)

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: This clause needs further study.

No proposed resolution.

The presence of absence of an equivalent clause in 23.228 needs to be determined.

23rd editor's note - clause 7.2.4.3 - PSTN originated sessions routed either towards IM CN subsystem or towards CS domain

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: This clause needs further study.

No proposed resolution.

The presence of absence of an equivalent clause in 23.228 needs to be determined.

24th editor's note - clause 17.2.2 - flow 1 (INVITE (UE to P-CSCF))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: Certain fields in the SDP carry no information.  In particular the “o=”, “s=” fields and “t=”.  These are, however, mandatory fields within SDP.  Does 3GPP wish to define a non-standard version of SDP that removes these, and if so, how does this interwork with outside SIP networks that use standard SDP.

Resolution should be as for the 4th editor's note.

25th editor's note - clause 17.2.2 - following flow 3 (INVITE (P-CSCF to S-CSCF))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note:  Modified text for this step is contained in Annex A.

The Annex A text should be moved to the main body at this meeting, and the editor's note therefore deleted.

These editor's notes may no longer be in the correct place as these storage requirements were moved at the last meeting.

26th editor's note - clause 17.2.2 - following flow 7 (Service Control)

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note:  Modified text for this step is contained in Annex A.

The Annex A text should be moved to the main body at this meeting, and the editor's note therefore deleted.

These editor's notes may no longer be in the correct place as these storage requirements were moved at the last meeting.

27th editor's note - clause 17.2.2 - flow 8 (INVITE (MO#2 to S-S))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: Need for additional headers to transport e.g. Billing-Correlation-Identifier is FFS.

Resolution should be as for the 9th editor's note.

28th editor's note - clause 17.2.2 - flow 8 (INVITE (MO#2 to S-S))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: Need to verify that it is the Route header of the incoming INVITE request which may contain the TEL-URL, and not the Request-URI as indicated in the text of Tdoc N1-010353.
Resolution should be as for the 10th editor's note.

29th editor's note - clause 17.2.2 - flow 8 (INVITE (MO#2 to S-S))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: It remains to be clarified if the use of the word “may” in the above sentence, needs to be changed to “shall”. 23.228v170 states that an S-CSCF shall support an ENUM DNS translation mechanism, so the above text needs to be aligned with Stage 2.

Resolution should be as for the 11th editor's note.

30th editor's note - clause 17.2.2 - flow 10 (183 Session Progress (S-S to MO#1b))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: Future contributions should address the alternative of P-CSCF not modifying the Contact header and instead inserting itself in the Record-Route.

No proposed resolution.

31st editor's note - clause 8.2.4 - following flow 14 (183 Session Progress (P-CSCF to UE))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note:  Modified text for this step is contained in Annex A.

The Annex A text should be moved to the main body at this meeting, and the editor's note therefore deleted.

These editor's notes may no longer be in the correct place as these storage requirements were moved at the last meeting.

32nd editor's note - clause 17.2.2 - flow 22 (200 OK (P-CSCF to UE))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: The need to generate a new token for Record-Route and Contact information for a non-INVITE response is FFS.

No proposed resolution.

33rd editor's note - clause 17.2.2 - flow 36 (180 Ringing (P-CSCF to UE))

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note: Additional QoS interactions to handle one-way media at this point (e.g. for PSTN ringback and announcements) is for further study.

Resolution should be as for the 14th editor's note.

34th editor's note - clause 17.2.2 - following flow 46 (Service Control)

The current text of this editor's note reads:

Editor’s Note:  Modified text for this step is contained in Annex A.

The Annex A text should be moved to the main body at this meeting, and the editor's note therefore deleted.

These editor's notes may no longer be in the correct place as these storage requirements were moved at the last meeting.

