3GPP TSG-CN1 Meeting #22bis
Tdoc N1-020467

Oulu, Finland, 19. - 22. February 2002
Source:
Lucent Technologies

Title:
CR to 24.229: Introductory text giving the status of Annex A

Agenda item:
8.12

Document for:
APPROVAL

Introduction

At the Cancun meeting there was extensive discussion on the status of Annex A. It was agreed that introductory material would be inserted stating the relationship to the IETF documentation. This contribution provides that material.

Proposal

Add a new clause A.1.1 (Relationship to other specifications) and renumber the current A.1.1 as A.1.2:

A.1.1
Relationship to other specifications

This Annex contains a profile to the IETF specifications, and the PICS proformas underlying profiles do not add requirements to the specifications they are proformas for.

This annex provides a profile specification according to both the current IETF specifications for SIP, SDP and other protocols (as indicated by the "RFC status" column in the tables in this annex) and to the 3GPP specifications using SIP (as indicated by the "Profile status" column in the tables in this annex.

In the "RFC status" column the contents of the referenced specification takes precedence over the contents of the entry in the column. However, a number of the referenced specifications reference RFC 2543 rather than draft-ietf-sip-rfc2543bis [1], and therefore certain extensions (particularly new headers) have not been included in these referenced specifications. 3GPP apply the extensions of the bis draft to IETF specifications that reference RFC2543, and where this consideration applies to the entry in the "RFC status" column, then the entry should apply and override the referenced IETF specification.

Contributors note: "should" is intended in the last sentence above.

In the "Profile status" column, there are a number of differences from the "RFC status" column. Where these differences occur, these differences take precedence over any requirements of the IETF specifications. Where specification concerning these requirements exists in the main body of this specification, the main body of this specification takes precedence.

Where differences occur in the "Profile status" column, the "Profile status" normally gives more strength to a "RFC status" and is not be in contradiction with the "RFC status", e.g. it may change an optional "RFC status" to a mandatory "Profile status". If the "Profile status" weakens the strength of a "RFC status" then additionally this will be indicated by further textual description in this specification. 

Additional proposal:

As a result of the above clarification about the relation of extensions that refer to the RFC2543 rather than the bis draft, a number of editor's notes can be deleted as identified below:

Following Table A.33:

Editor’s note: For those headers and status-codes that were not defined in the original RFC 2543, the above is a best guess at the application. The Hide header has not been included as its usage is now deprecated.

Following Table A.43:

Editor’s note: For those headers and status-codes that were not defined in the original RFC 2543, the above is a best guess at the application. The Hide header has not been included as its usage is now deprecated.

Following Table A.45:

Editor’s note: This comment may be academic as we are probably not supporting the INFO method. The contents of the above table differ from the contents of other tables due to the RFC for the INFO method being based on RFC 2543. Headers which would be expected in this table, i.e. Content-Disposition, Content-Language, and MIME-Version, are therefore not included. While the Hide header has been defined in the RFC, it has been omitted from this table as its use is not allowed in the bis draft. Supported has been added because the bis draft indicates it is included in all responses.

Editor’s note: [4] does not define whether the Accept-Contact, Reject-Contact or Request-Disposition headers should be used in this request, but they have been included on the assumption of applicability to all methods where exceptions are not stated.

Following Table A.55:

Editor’s note: This comment may be academic as we are probably not supporting the INFO method. The contents of the above table differ from the contents of other tables due to the RFC for the INFO method being based on RFC 2543. Headers which would be expected in this table, i.e. Accept, Accept-Encoding, Accept-Language, Content-Disposition, Content-Language, Error-Info, and MIME-Version, are therefore not included. Supported has been included as it is indicated that it is allowed in all responses in the bis draft.

Following Table A.84:

Editor’s note: As [3] does not give a definitive list of headers that can be included in the PRACK method, the above table is a best guess at what SIP allows.

Editor’s note: [4] does not define whether the Accept-Contact, Reject-Contact or Request-Disposition headers should be used in this request, but they have been included on the assumption of applicability to all methods where exceptions are not stated.

Editor’s note: Supported has been added as the bis draft indicates it is included in all headers and all responses.

Following Table A.94:

Editor’s note: As the 100rel draft does not give a definitive list of headers that can be included in the PRACK method, the above table is a best guess at what SIP allows.

Editor’s note: Supported has been added as the bis draft indicates it is included in all headers and all responses.

Following Table A.96:

Editor’s note: The contents of the above table differ from the contents of other tables due to the cc-transfer draft being based on RFC 2543. Headers which would be expected in this table, i.e. Content-Disposition, Content-Language, MIME-Version and Supported, have been included, while not defined in cc-transfer. While the Hide header has been defined in the RFC, it has been omitted from this table as its use is not allowed in the bis draft.

Following Table A.107:

Editor’s note: The contents of the above table differ from the contents of other tables due to the cc-transfer draft being based on RFC 2543. Headers which would be expected in this table, i.e. Content-Disposition, Content-Language, MIME-Version and Supported, have been included, while not defined in cc-transfer. While the Hide header has been defined in the RFC, it has been omitted from this table as its use is not allowed in the bis draft.

Following Table A.152:

Editor’s note: For those headers and status-codes that were not defined in the original RFC 2543, the above is a best guess at the application. The Hide header has not been included as its usage is now deprecated.

Following Table A.162:

Editor’s note: For those headers and status-codes that were not defined in the original RFC 2543, the above is a best guess at the application. The Hide header has not been included as its usage is now deprecated.

Following Table A.164:

Editor’s note: This comment may be academic as we are probably not supporting the INFO method. The contents of the above table differ from the contents of other tables due to the RFC for the INFO method being based on RFC 2543. Headers which would be expected in this table, i.e. Content-Disposition, Content-Language, and MIME-Version, are therefore not included. While the Hide header has been defined in the RFC, it has been omitted from this table as its use is not allowed in the bis draft. Supported has been added because the bis draft indicates it is included in all responses.

Editor’s note: [4] does not define whether the Accept-Contact, Reject-Contact or Request-Disposition headers should be used in this request, but they have been included on the assumption of applicability to all methods where exceptions are not stated.

Following Table A.174:

Editor’s note: This comment may be academic as we are probably not supporting the INFO method. The contents of the above table differ from the contents of other tables due to the RFC for the INFO method being based on RFC 2543. Headers which would be expected in this table, i.e. Accept, Accept-Encoding, Accept-Language, Content-Disposition, Content-Language, Error-Info, and MIME-Version, are therefore not included. Supported has been included as it is indicated that it is allowed in all responses in the bis draft.

Following Table A.203:

Editor’s note: As [3] does not give a definitive list of headers that can be included in the PRACK method, the above table is a best guess at what SIP allows.

Editor’s note: [4] does not define whether the Accept-Contact, Reject-Contact or Request-Disposition headers should be used in this request, but they have been included on the assumption of applicability to all methods where exceptions are not stated.

Editor’s note: Supported has been added as the bis draft indicates it is included in all headers and all responses.

Following Table A.213:

Editor’s note: As the 100rel draft does not give a definitive list of headers that can be included in the PRACK method, the above table is a best guess at what SIP allows.

Editor’s note: Supported has been added as the bis draft indicates it is included in all headers and all responses.

Following Table A.215:

Editor’s note: The contents of the above table differ from the contents of other tables due to the cc-transfer draft being based on RFC 2543. Headers which would be expected in this table, i.e. Content-Disposition, Content-Language, MIME-Version and Supported, have been included, while not defined in cc-transfer. While the Hide header has been defined in the RFC, it has been omitted from this table as its use is not allowed in the bis draft.

Following Table A.216:

Editor’s note: The contents of the above table differ from the contents of other tables due to the cc-transfer draft being based on RFC 2543. Headers which would be expected in this table, i.e. Content-Disposition, Content-Language, MIME-Version and Supported, have been included, while not defined in cc-transfer. While the Hide header has been defined in the RFC, it has been omitted from this table as its use is not allowed in the bis draft.

