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Background

Alcatel-Lucent submitted CR’s at the Nov11 WG meetings for update of CT3 specifications 29.163 & 29.165 and CT1 specification 24.229, which was mainly referencing these specs against the latest IETF Drafts. It is understood that to update references to ‘latest’ IETF Drafts is normal 3GPP procedure.
Orange then raised concerns that latest IETF Draft was not backward compatible with previous (2006) version and may create problems with existing implementations in FT Orange.

ALU accepted that the WG should postpone the CR’s until the IETF draft is updated or the issue can be resolved at IETF level. Since then Orange has raised the issue direct with IETF and carried out an expert review, with the comments and proposals as included below. Sent on 5th Jan 2012. 
At the February 2012 WG meetings, this concern had not been addressed which lead to the objection by Orange. At this point it had been identified that the backward incompatibility will create problems with Orange implementations. 

On 22nd Feb ALU provided comments to the issues raised by Orange. 

On 27th Feb ALU produced an update to the draft ‘draft-ietf-cuss-sip-uui-isdn-02’, which is now reviewed in FT.

After review, Orange acknowledges that this draft took into account most of their comments and concerns, but does not fix the identified backward compatibility issue, which follows the generic draft.
The issue of parameter naming ‘package’ vs ‘purpose’ is still an outstanding issue for Orange (does not resolve the backward incompatibility). This is defined in the generic mechanism draft ‘draft-ietf-cuss-sip-uui-04’, and this requires further discussion to find a compromise.

Proposal

Allow more time for the discussion at IETF concerning the update of draft ‘draft-ietf-cuss-sip-uui-04’, as there is some confidence that progress can be made.
Allow some more time for comments against the latest CR’s (from ALU) to be discussed.

Allow more time for the correct alignment of the IETF drafts in the relevant specs  29.163, 24.229 & 29.165. There is an incompatibility between the references in these specifications.
Continue discussion to reach agreement in next WG meetings following next IETF meeting.

Revise the existing/latest CR’s to reference the latest acceptable versions of IETF Drafts.

Pursue the conversion of these drafts to RFC status…
Detailed justifications for objection
Comments on draft-ietf-cuss-sip-uui-isdn-01:
Sent to IETF on 5th Jan 2012
**Section 3.1**

C1: "to control the request and granting of the service, as in USS2 and UUS3" => just an editorial comment, "USS2" should be replaced by "UUS2".

C2: "Only a single user information package can be transported in each message" => in order to avoid any misunderstanding, it would be clearer to indicate that this restriction concerns "isdn-uui" package, so it would be in-line with section 6 where this precision is given and with section 5 where another package could be used (enhanced package) in parallel with "isdn-uui". Otherwise, without this clarification, it could be understood as no other package is allowed.

Proposal: "Only a single user information package set to "isdn-uui" can be transported in each message".

**Section 5**

C3: "the endpoint can carry the UUI data both as ISDN and as some other package in parallel" => it would be suitable to explicitly indicate that ISDN UUI and other types of UUI using other packages are conveyed either in the same or in different messages.

Proposal: "the endpoint can carry the UUI data both as ISDN UUI and as other types of UUI defined in other packages, in parallel in the same or in different messages".

**Section 7**

C4: "The UAC MUST only use this package of the UUI mechanism extension in association with the initial INVITE method and the BYE method relating to an INVITE dialog. Usage on transactions associated with any other type of dialog, or on methods not associated with a dialog is precluded." => The first sentence indicates that User-to-User header can only be conveyed in initial INVITE request, its responses, BYE request and its responses (which is consistent with the definition of UUS1) whereas the scope of the second sentence is wider because it means that other methods within the INVITE-initiated dialog (e.g. UPDATE) can be used to convey UUI, although only initial INVITE and BYE methods are allowed.

Proposal: "The UAC MUST only use this package [...]. Usage on transactions associated with any other type of dialog, or on methods not associated with a dialog, or on methods related to an INVITE dialog but different from initial INVITE or BYE methods is precluded."

C5: "If the UAC wishes to user or permit the sending of UUI data at any point in the dialog, the UAC MUST include in the INVITE request for that dialog a User-to-User header field with an "package" header field parameter set to "isdn-uui". This initial header field constitutes the implicit request to use the UUI service, and is therefore included even when there is no data except the protocol discriminator octet to send at that point in time." => the use of User-to-User header even with no uui data in INVITE request for implicit request should be a possibility but not a requirement since the uui option tag has been created for that purpose and allows as well to declare and negotiate the uui capacity.

Proposal: replace "MUST" by "MAY" in the above sentences.

C6: "The UAC MUST NOT include the User-to-User header field with an "package" header field parameter set to "isdn-uui" in any message of an INVITE dialog if the original INVITE request did not include the User-to-User header field with an "package" header field parameter set to "isdn-uui".") => it should be allowed to include a User-to-User header even if no User-to-User header was present in INVITE request since the negotiation of the uui capacity can be done by uui option tag instead.

Proposal: replace "MUST" by "MAY" in the above sentence.

C7: "Because for the ISDN UUI service, the service is service 1 implicit, the inclusion of the "uui" option tag in a Supported header field conveys no additional information over and above the presence of the User-to-User header field with the "package" header field parameter to "isdn-uui" in the INVITE request. While there is no harm in including the "uui" option tag, and strictly it should be included if the extension is supported, it performs no function" => it should be possible, in order to declare/negotiate the uui capability, to use the uui option tag instead of the inclusion of User-to-User header even with no uui data, at least by indicating both possibilities.

Proposal: "While there is no harm in including the "uui" option tag, and strictly it should be included if the extension is supported, it performs no function when User-to-User header is included in INVITE request for implicit request. Otherwise, the uui option tag is used to indicate that a UA supports and understands the User-to-User header field."

C8: "When sending UUI for the ISDN package, the UAS MUST set the User-to-User "package" header field parameter to "isdn-uui" and "When receiving UUI, when a User-to-User header field is received in a request that is not from the originating user with the "package" header field parameter to "isdn-uui", the UAC MUST discard this header fields." => this requires the presence of package parameter (with value set to "isdn-uui"). In order to be consistent with draft-ietf-cuss-sip-uui-04 ("If the "package" parameter is not present, interworking with the ISDN UUI Service MUST be assumed"), it would be necessary to add that when package parameter is not present, its default value "isdn-uui" must be assumed.

Proposal (in reception): "When receiving UUI, when a User-to-User header field is received in a request that is not from the originating user with the "package" header field parameter to "isdn-uui", the UAC MUST discard this header fields. When receiving UUI, if no package header field parameter is present, the UAC must assume its default value "isdn-uui"".

Proposal (in emission): "When sending UUI for the ISDN package, if the UAS includes a User-to-User "package" header field parameter, it MUST set it to "isdn-uui".

C9: As done in Section 8 for UAS, it would be relevant to indicate the behavior of the UAC when a User-to-User header field is received in a response that is not with the "package" header field parameter to "isdn-uui" (discarded?).

**Section 8**

C4, C6 and C8 comments are also applicable in this section.

**Section 13**

C10: "This document adds the following row to the "UUI packages" sub-registry of the SIP parameter registry: Value: isdn-uui" => it would be suitable to rename the value of package parameter from "isdn-uui" into "isdn-interwork". The goal would to allow compatibility with already deployed implementations that are based on the draft-johnston individual draft (draft referenced since a long time in 3GPP documents). There would be no change regarding the meaning because the definitions of "isdn-interwork" and "isdn-uui" values are exactly the same, for ISDN interworking scenarios ("which is to interoperate with ISDN User to User Signaling (UUS)").
Comments on draft-ietf-cuss-sip-uui-04:
Sent to IETF on 5th Jan 2012.
We would like to raise that it seems to us that it is not clear enough that multiple User-to-User headers set to different package values are allowed in the same message. There is a precision on how many User-to-User headers can be present for a given package (“The rules for how many User-to-User header field of each package may be present in a request or a response are defined for each package be present in a request or a response are defined for each package.” in section 4.1), but no precision on the possibility to have in parallel multiple User-to-User headers set to different package values. Would it be possible to give this possibility in the draft in a general way?
