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Abstract

This contribution summarises the current BLISS documentation within IETF. This contribution represents those IETF RFCs and drafts that have been allocated to the BLISS working group. The charter is at http://www.ietf.org/html.charters/bliss-charter.html.

1
Introduction

Sections highlighed in YELLOW indicate documents that are currently required by 3GPP to complete Release 5. Sections highlighed in BLUE indicate documents that are currently required by 3GPP to complete Release 6. Sections highlighed in GREEN indicate documents that are currently required by 3GPP to complete Release 7. Sections highlighed in MAGENTA indicate documents that are currently required by 3GPP to complete Release 8.
2
Completed request for comments

Each distinct version of an Internet standards-related specification is published as part of the "Request for Comments" (RFC) document series. This archival series is the official publication channel for Internet standards documents and other publications of the IESG, IAB, and Internet community. 

Some RFCs document Internet Standards.  These RFCs form the 'STD' subseries of the RFC series [4].  When a specification has been adopted as an Internet Standard, it is given the additional label "STDxxx", but it keeps its RFC number and its place in the RFC series.

Note that certain standards bodies insist that an RFC must be an Internet Standard before it can be referenced in a published standard.

3
Internet drafts identified as work items by the working group or as chartered items

Editor’s note: During the run up to an IETF meeting, there may be a delay between the submission of an internet draft, and the formal posting of the internet draft. I have adopted the policy of identifying only those versions that have been officially posted, although this may delay inclusion in this document by a few days.

During the development of a specification, draft versions of the document are made available for informal review and comment by placing them in the IETF's "Internet-Drafts" directory, which is replicated on a number of Internet hosts.  This makes an evolving working document readily available to a wide audience, facilitating the process of review and revision.

An Internet-Draft that is published as an RFC, or that has remained unchanged in the Internet-Drafts directory for more than six months without being recommended by the IESG for publication as an RFC, is simply removed from the Internet-Drafts directory.  At any time, an Internet-Draft may be replaced by a more recent version of the same specification, restarting the six-month timeout period.

An Internet-Draft is NOT a means of "publishing" a specification; specifications are published through the RFC mechanism described in the previous section.  Internet-Drafts have no formal status, and are subject to change or removal at any time.

Under no circumstances should an Internet-Draft be referenced by any paper, report, or Request-for-Proposal, nor should a vendor claim compliance with an Internet-Draft.

Note: It is acceptable to reference a standards-track specification that may reasonably be expected to be published as an RFC using the phrase "Work in Progress"  without referencing an Internet-Draft. This may also be done in a standards track document itself  as long as the specification in which the reference is made would stand as a complete and understandable document with or without the reference to the "Work in Progress".

3.1
Basic Level of Interoperability for Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) Services (BLISS) Problem Statement
Contained in: http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-bliss-problem-statement-04.txt
Expires: September 2009
The Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) has been designed as a general purpose protocol for establishing and managing multimedia sessions.

It provides many core functions and extensions in support of features such as transferring of calls, parking calls, and so on.  However, interoperability of more advanced features between different vendors has been poor.  This document describes the reason behind these interoperability problems, and presents a framework for addressing them.
Draft expired and removed from internet drafts directory.

3.2
An Analysis of Automatic Call Handling Implementation Issues in the Session Initiation Protocol (SIP)
Contained in: http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-bliss-ach-analysis-06.txt
Expires: September 2010
This discusses problems associated with automatic call handling (ACH) when using the Session Initiation Protocol (SIP).

This work is being discussed on the bliss@ietf.org mailing list.
Document expired and removed from internet drafts folder.

3.3
Call Completion for Session Initiation Protocol (SIP)

Contained in: http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-bliss-call-completion-08.txt

Expires: June 2011
The call completion features allow the calling user of a failed call to be notified when the called user becomes available to receive a call.

For the realization of a basic solution without queueing call- completion requests, this document references the usage of the the dialog event package [RFC4235] as described as 'automatic redial' in [RFC5359].

For the realization of a more comprehensive solution with queueing call-completion requests, this document introduces an architecture for implementing these features in the Session Initiation Protocol:

"Call completion" implementations associated with the caller's and callee's endpoints cooperate to place the caller's request for call completion into a queue at the callee's endpoint, and, when a caller's request is ready to be serviced, re-attempt the original, failed call.

The deployment of a certain SIP call-completion solution is also dependent on the needed level of interoperability with existing call- completion solutions in other networks.
WGLC initiated 14th October 2010 to complete 29th October 2010 on -07 version as proposed standard. WGLC initiated 11th January 2011 to complete 25th January 2011 on -08 version as proposed standard.
3.4
Shared Appearances of a Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) Address of Record (AOR)
Contained in: http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-bliss-shared-appearances-06.txt
Expires: January 2011
This document describes the requirements and implementation of a group telephony feature commonly known as Bridged Line Appearance (BLA) or Multiple Line Appearance (MLA), or Shared Call/Line Appearance (SCA).  When implemented using the Session Initiation Protocol (SIP), it is referred to as Shared Appearances (SA) of an Address of Record (AOR) since SIP does not have the concept of lines.

This feature is commonly offered in the IP Centrex services and IP- PBX offerings and is likely to be implemented on SIP IP telephones and SIP feature servers used in a business environmentThis document discusses use cases, lists requirements and defines SIP extensions to implement this feature.
WGLC initiated 27th October 2009 to complete 10th November 2009 on -04 version as informational. Publication requested 16th August 2010. Currently in state: AD Evaluation:: Revised ID Needed.
3.5
Implementing Call Park and Retrieve using the Session Initiation Protocol (SIP)
Contained in: http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-bliss-call-park-extension-01.txt
Expires: April 2010

Call Park and Call Retrieve are useful telephony services that are familiar to many users.  Existing implementations using the Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) show that a variety of approaches can be Taken, with varying degrees of interoperability.  This draft discusses a number of feature variations, and how they may be implemented using existing techniques.  An additional URI parameter is also described, which enables further common use-cases to be implemented.

Document expired and removed from internet drafts folder.

4
Internet drafts not yet identified as work items by the working group

Editor’s note: During the run up to an IETF meeting, there may be a delay between the submission of an internet draft, and the formal posting of the internet draft. I have adopted the policy of identifying only those versions that have been officially posted, although this may delay inclusion in this document by a few days.

The following internet drafts have been submitted, have not yet expired, but have not yet been accepted as work items by the working group. This does not preclude them currently being worked upon and being accepted as RFCs by the IESG.

Some of these may be quietly allowed to die, some may have been incorporated into another draft, and some may be under active discussion even though they have not been adopted by the working group.
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Proposal

This document is for information and should therefore be noted.
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