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Status

At last CT plenary, agreed CT1 CRs proposing, amongst other things, addition of content-disposition values, were modified. The texts concerning new content-disposition values were removed and the CRs were approved. 

Research in Motion committed to bringing the subject of addition of content-disposition values again to the attention of CT1, after considering the concerns raised at CT plenary.

Concern: default disposition type:

RFC 3261 specifies in section 20.11:

 If this header field is missing, the MIME type determines
 the default content disposition.  If there is none,
 "render" is assumed.

At CT, it was offline argued that this could be taken to mean that a default content disposition is implicit. However, in the particular case of “application/3gpp-ims+xml” there are two different default behaviours if the content disposition type is defined but absent:

· At the UA in the AS upon receipt of a “application/3gpp-ims+xml” body with element <service-info>.

· At the UA in the UE upon receipt of a “application/3gpp-ims+xml” body with element <alternative-service>.

In addition, no default content-disposition has explicitly been defined. Taken together, in the case no default content disposition has been defined, according to RFC 3162: if “the Content-Disposition header field is missing” and there is no “default content disposition” then “"render" is assumed”.

It was already argued at previous CT1 that “render” is not appropriate.

Moreover, <quote Keith>The requirements for the UE and AS imply something either additional or very different from render<quote Keith>. The difference in requirements for UE and AS implies that a single default content disposition value does not cover both cases. 

It is proposed to handle this ambiguity by explicitly defining content disposition types

Concern: ambiguity in RFC 3261

RFC 3261 specifies in section 20.11:

 For backward-compatibility, if the Content-Disposition
 header field is missing, the server SHOULD assume bodies
 of Content-Type application/sdp are the disposition 
 "session", while other content types are "render".

and:

 If this header field is missing, the MIME type determines
 the default content disposition.  If there is none,
 "render" is assumed.

This is ambiguous: the text suggests that upon absence of a content disposition field, the UA should assume the default content disposition (if defined) and “render”.  

It is proposed to handle this ambiguity by explicitly defining content disposition types.

