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1
Introduction
This discussion document is based on the use of the SIP extension defined in RFC 4412, which specifies the Resource-Priority header field.

RFC 4412 defines a number of namespaces, and allows the usage of other namespaces. The namespace essentially defines the priority scheme that is used, e.g. the number of levels of priority, whether it is priority or preemption, and so on.
2
Defined namespaces

The currently defined namespaces are:

· DSN (Defense switched network) - RFC 4412 section 10.2 - uses preemption;

· DSRN (Defense RED switched network) - RFC 4412 section 10.3 - uses preemption – different behaviour of flash override;

· Q735 - RFC 4412 section 10.4 - equivalent to DSN and uses preemption; 

· ETS (Government Emergency Telecommunications Service) - RFC 4412 section 10.5 – uses priority queueing.

· WPS (Wireless priority service) - RFC 4412 section 10.6 – uses priority queueing.

Note: At the moment it is assumed that one of the existing namespaces meets the requirements, and that no new namespaces need to be defined. From the service description, it appears that the namespace is based around either "ETS" or "WPS". If new namespaces are to be defined, RFC 4412 specifies (section 9):
   A new namespace MUST be defined in a Standards Track RFC, following

   the 'Standards Action' policy in [RFC2434], and MUST include the

   following facets:

   o  It must define the namespace label, a unique namespace label

      within the IANA registry for the SIP Resource-Priority header

      field.

   o  It must enumerate the priority levels (i.e., 'r-priority' values)

      the namespace is using.  Note that only finite lists are

      permissible, not unconstrained integers or tokens, for example.

   o  The priority algorithm (Section 4.5), identifying whether the

      namespace is to be used with priority queueing ("queue") or

      preemption ("preemption").  If queueing is used, the namespace MAY

      indicate whether normal-priority requests are queued.  If there is

      a new "intended algorithm" other than preemption or priority

      queueing, the algorithm must be described, taking into account all

      RP actors (UAC, UAS, proxies).

   o  A namespace may either reference an existing list of priority

      values or define a new finite list of priority values in relative

      priority order for IANA registration within the sip-parameters

      Resource-Priority priority-values registry.  New priority-values

      SHOULD NOT be added to a previously IANA-registered list

      associated with a particular namespace, as this may cause

      interoperability problems.  Unless otherwise specified, it is

      assumed that all priority values confer higher priority than

      requests without a priority value.

Note: If multiple namespaces are supported, the following comes into effect (RFC 4412 section 8.1):

   A single SIP request MAY contain resource values from multiple

   namespaces.  As noted earlier, an RP actor disregards all namespaces

   it does not recognize.  This specification only addresses the case

   where an RP actor then selects one of the remaining resource values

   for processing, usually choosing the one with the highest relative

   priority.

   If an RP actor understands multiple namespaces, it MUST create a

   local total ordering across all resource values from these

   namespaces, maintaining the relative ordering within each namespace.

   It is RECOMMENDED that the same ordering be used across an

   administrative domain.  However, there is no requirement that such

   ordering be the same across all administrative domains.

3
Namespace issue

This issue to resolve is whether the specification in 3GPP TS 24.229 should:

· allow the usage all namespaces. It would then be up to the OMA specifications to select a particular namespace; or

· fix only one namespace for usage within 3GPP for all applications. If so, which namespace of those specified should be used.

It is understood that OMA PoC are assuming the WPS namespace for their usage. It is assumed that this is based on a service guide in 3GPP TR 22.952 (RFC 4412 is not clear in this respect). This is not the eMLPP service specified in 3GPP TS 22.067, which does not appear to be covered by RFC 4412, unless it is equivalent to the Q735 namespace. 

There is understood to be a later need for the ETS namespace, but it is not clear that this requirement will occur in release 8 timescales.

Given that the immediate driver for this capability is OMA, we believe 3GPP could specify support of only the WPS namespace.

Note: We do need to consider the impact on other SDOs that reuse 3GPP TS 24.229 as part of their IMS usage. ETSI TISPAN does not specify any priority schemes currently. It is known the UK government are specifying a priority scheme that does not appear to fit any of the namespaces defined in RFC 4412. 3GPP2 and Cablelabs requirements in this area are currently not known.

4
Proposal

It is proposed that the WPS namespace is the only namespace specified for support in release 8. Later releases may extend the number of namespaces supported. 
This support requirement can be handled entirely within the SIP profile given in Annex A of 3GPP TS 24.229.
