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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 10, and makes proposals either for removal or amendment.

Clause 20 is a parallel clause for the configuration hiding case, but currently contains no editor's notes.

Changes to the first version of this document are indicated by yellow highlight.
Major change

Resolution of the 24th editor's note calls for Annex A-6 to be moved to the main body of the document. See below.

1st editor's note - clause 10.3.1 (Introduction)

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s note: If transcoding is to be supported, these procedures need to be adjusted.

No proposed resolution. It is likely that transcoding will be handled as a function of the MRF, but the material is still at a formative stage within 23.228 (See S2-013027 - CR098 to 23.228). It is therefore proposed that this editor's note is retained.

2nd editor's note - clause 10.3.3 flow 45 (180 Ringing (P-CSCF to UE))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

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.

In this case, since P-CSCF appears in the scenario, the situation is slightly different. Something related to the gating operation may have to be mentioned here, but that the editor's note had been inherited from TS 23.228. Therefore we should also consider the resolution for stage 2 description.

In previous discussions there was some views that the gate should be opened at the timing of QoS authorization (flow 13 and 17 in figure 10.3.3-1 of TS 24.228). If this is the finally agreed consensus, then the gates are already opened and we no longer need to care about gating at around flow 45. There have been no further discussions on this issue since then.

As for CN3, this discussion has not been held yet and will be initiated in the future meetings if this issue is kept open. Therefore we should currently retain the editor's note as it is.

3rd editor's note - clause 10.4.2 flow 4 (INVITE (S-CSCF to I-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

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.
This editor's note can be deleted in accordance with the accepted resolution of a similar editor's note in clause 7.2, as occurred in CN1 #19bis.

4th editor's note - clause 10.4.2 flow 4 (INVITE (S-CSCF to I-CSCF))

Not to be implemented if N1-011861 ( N1-012001 or its revision is accepted.
The text of the editor's note is as follows:

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 editor's note has bee retained unresolved in other clauses, and therefore it is proposed that this editor's note is retained here.

5th editor's note - clause 10.4.2 flow 8 (INVITE (I-CSCF to S-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s Note: The mechanism by which the INVITE is routed to S-CSCF, and the mechanism by which S-CSCF retrieves the initial Request URI (which identifies the real destination of the session) is FFS.

We believe that the current handling of the request-URI shown in 24.228 in this flow is correct, and therefore the editor's note can be deleted, in accordance with the decision made for equivalent editor's notes in CN1 #20 (see N1-011478).

6th editor's note - clause 10.4.2 flow 11 (INVITE (S-CSCF to I-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

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.
This editor's note can be deleted in accordance with the accepted resolution of a similar editor's note in clause 7.2, as occurred in CN1 #19bis.

7th editor's note - clause 10.4.2 flow 11 (INVITE (S-CSCF to I-CSCF))

Not to be implemented if N1-011861 ( N1-012001 or its revision is accepted.
The text of the editor's note is as follows:

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 editor's note has bee retained unresolved in other clauses, and therefore it is proposed that this editor's note is retained here.

8th editor's note - clause 10.4.2 flow 15 (INVITE (I-CSCF to S-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s Note: The mechanism by which the INVITE is routed to S-CSCF, and the mechanism by which S-CSCF retrieves the initial Request URI (which identifies the real destination of the session) is FFS.

We believe that the current handling of the request-URI shown in 24.228 in this flow is correct, and therefore the editor's note can be deleted, in accordance with the decision made for equivalent editor's notes in CN1 #20 (see N1-011478).

9th editor's note - clause 10.4.3 flow 1 (INVITE (UE to P-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

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.

This editor's note has been deleted in other clauses, as there is no desire to define a 3GPP specific form of SDP, and therefore it is proposed that the editor's note is deleted.

10th editor's note - clause 10.4.3 flow 3 (INVITE (P-CSCF to S-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s Note: Need to represent the ability of the P-CSCF to take part in the negotiation of the media streams (by removing entries) in some manner.

There is probably no advantage of showing yet another example of the P-CSCF taking part in the negotiation, as this is probably now well understood enough to represent it in 24.229. It is therefore proposed that this editor's note is deleted.

11th editor's note - clause 10.4.3 flow 6 (INVITE (S-CSCF to I-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s Note: Need to represent the ability of the S-CSCF to take part in the negotiation of the media streams (by removing entries) in some manner.

There is probably no advantage of showing yet another example of the S-CSCF taking part in the negotiation, as this is probably now well understood enough to represent it in 24.229. It is therefore proposed that this editor's note is deleted.

12th editor's note - clause 10.4.3 flow 6 (INVITE (S-CSCF to I-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

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

This editor's note has been retained in other clauses until this is resolved, and therefore it is proposed that the editor's note is currently retained here.

13th editor's note - clause 10.4.3 flow 6 (INVITE (S-CSCF to I-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

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.
This editor's note can be deleted in accordance with the accepted resolution of a similar editor's note in clause 7.2, as occurred in CN1 #19bis.

14th editor's note - clause 10.4.3 flow 6 (INVITE (S-CSCF to I-CSCF))

Not to be implemented if N1-011861 ( N1-012001 or its revision is accepted.
The text of the editor's note is as follows:

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 editor's note has bee retained unresolved in other clauses, and therefore it is proposed that this editor's note is retained here.

15th editor's note - clause 10.4.3 flow 10 (INVITE (I-CSCF to S-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s Note: The mechanism by which the INVITE is routed to S-CSCF, and the mechanism by which S-CSCF retrieves the initial Request URI (which identifies the real destination of the session) is FFS.

We believe that the current handling of the request-URI shown in 24.228 in this flow is correct, and therefore the editor's note can be deleted, in accordance with the decision made for equivalent editor's notes in CN1 #20 (see N1-011478).

16th editor's note - clause 10.4.4 flow 1 (INVITE (UE to P-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

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.

This editor's note has been deleted in other clauses, as there is no desire to define a 3GPP specific form of SDP, and therefore it is proposed that the editor's note is deleted.

17th editor's note - clause 10.4.4 flow 3 (INVITE (P-CSCF to S-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s Note: Need to represent the ability of the P-CSCF to take part in the negotiation of the media streams (by removing entries) in some manner.

There is probably no advantage of showing yet another example of the P-CSCF taking part in the negotiation, as this is probably now well understood enough to represent it in 24.229. It is therefore proposed that this editor's note is deleted.

18th editor's note - clause 10.4.4 flow 6 (INVITE (S-CSCF to I-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s Note: Need to represent the ability of the S-CSCF to take part in the negotiation of the media streams (by removing entries) in some manner.

There is probably no advantage of showing yet another example of the S-CSCF taking part in the negotiation, as this is probably now well understood enough to represent it in 24.229. It is therefore proposed that this editor's note is deleted.

19th editor's note - clause 10.4.4 flow 6 (INVITE (S-CSCF to I-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

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

This editor's note has been retained in other clauses until this is resolved, and therefore it is proposed that the editor's note is currently retained here.

20th editor's note - clause 10.4.4 flow 6 (INVITE (S-CSCF to I-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

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.
This editor's note can be deleted in accordance with the accepted resolution of a similar editor's note in clause 7.2, as occurred in CN1 #19bis.

21st editor's note - clause 10.4.4 flow 6 (INVITE (S-CSCF to I-CSCF))

Not to be implemented if N1-011861 ( N1-012001 or its revision is accepted.
The text of the editor's note is as follows:

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 editor's note has bee retained unresolved in other clauses, and therefore it is proposed that this editor's note is retained here.

22nd editor's note - clause 10.4.4 flow 10 (INVITE (I-CSCF to S-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s Note: The mechanism by which the INVITE is routed to S-CSCF, and the mechanism by which S-CSCF retrieves the initial Request URI (which identifies the real destination of the session) is FFS.

We believe that the current handling of the request-URI shown in 24.228 in this flow is correct, and therefore the editor's note can be deleted, in accordance with the decision made for equivalent editor's notes in CN1 #20 (see N1-011478).

23rd editor's note - clause 10.4.7 flow 31 (INVITE (UE to P-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

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.

This editor's note has been deleted in other clauses, as there is no desire to define a 3GPP specific form of SDP, and therefore it is proposed that the editor's note is deleted.

23rd editor's note - clause 10.4.7 flow 36 (INVITE (S-CSCF to I-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

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

This editor's note has been retained in other clauses until this is resolved, and therefore it is proposed that the editor's note is currently retained here.

24th editor's note - Annex A-6 

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s Note: The following text proposes session transfer procedures to be placed in clause 10.5.

It is proposed that the annex is now stable and can be moved to the main body of the document.

If the annex is moved, this editor's note can be deleted.

25th editor's note - Annex A-6 clause 10.5.2 flow 2 (REFER (UE to P-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s Note: Use of Remote-Party-ID in REFER is FFS.

A proposal has been made to the SIP WG list. No unfavourable comments yet, but also no proposals. It is currently not clear whether this would be best reflected in the refer draft or the privacy draft. It is therefore proposed that this editor's note is retained.

26th editor's note - Annex A-6 clause 10.5.2 flow 2 (REFER (UE to P-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s Note: The proper value for the Referred-By header is FFS.

The Referred-By header is a mandatory header within the REFER request. As the remote UE is responsible for enacting the REFER, and presumably will wish to view the identify of the user if available in order to decide whether to do this, then an unencrypted header can be considered useful. However we have as yet no resolution on how privacy will be applied, and whether this will be solely the responsibility of the UE, or what part the S-CSCF will play. The current definition of the Referred-By header would imply that it is not modifiable by the S-CSCF (e.g. it may be encrypted end-to-end). Given this there may be a need for a Remote-Party-ID header in addition to the Referred-By header.

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

It would be appropriate to identify the issues to be resolved here in the 3gpp sipping draft.

27th editor's note - Annex A-6 clause 10.5.2 flow 23 (INVITE (S-CSCF to I-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s Note:  Use of “party=transferor” in a separate Remote-Party-ID header is FFS.

There is scope for adding new identifiers within the privacy draft by IANA registration and this is probably the way forward for such identifiers. However there is no proposed resolution. It is therefore proposed that this editor's note is retained.

28th editor's note - Annex A-6 clause 10.5.3 flow 2 (REFER (UE to P-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s Note:  Use of Remote-Party-ID in REFER is FFS.

A proposal has been made to the SIP WG list. No unfavourable comments yet, but also no proposals. It is currently not clear whether this would be best reflected in the refer draft or the privacy draft.  It is therefore proposed that this editor's note is retained.

29th editor's note - Annex A-6 clause 10.5.3 flow 2 (REFER (UE to P-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s Note:  The proper value for the Referred-By header is FFS. The value of the From header of the session to be replaced seems most appropriate.

As for the 26th editor's note. It is proposed that this note is retained.

30th editor's note - Annex A-6 clause 10.5.3 flow 22 (INVITE (S-CSCF to S-CSCF))

The text of the editor's note is as follows:

Editor’s Note:  Use of “party=transferor” in a separate Remote-Party-ID header is FFS.

There is scope for adding new identifiers within the privacy draft by IANA registration and this is probably the way forward for such identifiers. However there is no proposed resolution. It is therefore proposed that this editor's note is retained.

