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10.1
PUCI Information Type and Structure

The intention of providing PUCI information by the originating or intermediary networks is to alert that the corresponding session is matter of UC with a certain likelihood indicated by the UC Score. The PUCI information, e.g., the UC Score, is updated by the terminating PUCI AS according to the check(s) performed and it is used in the terminating S-CSCF for re-routing the session to an answering machine or elsewhere depending on user or operator policy of the terminating network. The threshold based on which a session is treated as UC is based on operator policies of the terminating network; the operator might also allow subscribers to set the threshold. 
Editor’s Note: Operator policies shouldn’t be limited to UC Score thresholds on which a session is treated as UC. An almost even if not greater influence has the UC Score generating algorithm. It may not be necessary or feasible to standardize the UC Score algorithm, but it should be stated here that nonetheless operators cooperating in a PUCI scheme need to agree on a common algorithm as different algorithms are likely to deliver differing UC Scores and could not be interpreted correctly by other operators.

SIP proxies will, in accordance with their compatibility procedures, ignore the UC Score and the UC Indicator. Back to Back User Agents (B2BUAs) may however remove the UC Score and the UC Indicator. Therefore, an environment where UC Scoring is to be used successfully needs to ensure that no B2BUAs act on UC Scores.
The scoring information should consist at least of the following two basic parameters:
· UC Score: The parameter range is configured by the operator, indicating the likelihood of UC as well as the hostname where the PUCI test got executed. 
Editor’s note: Please clarify whether the parameter range, e.g. real numbers between 0 and 1, can differ between operators, or whether it needs to be agreed upon in interconnection agreements.

In case PUCI testing takes place in the originating network, the interpretation of the UC Score in the terminating network needs to be defined in the SLAs of the IMS level interworking. 
Editor’s Note: This is in contrast to the principle that the terminating operator/user determines the UC Score policies. Should it be the other way around? Or does it only work properly with one multilateral SLA for all operators joining in the PUCI scheme?

Intermediary networks are not considered.
Editor’s Note: To get a consistent SPUCI architecture, intermediary networks must be stringently considered. According to section 10.2 ‘PUCI Information Signaling’ a ‘message may include UC Score and other PUCI information if PUCI check was already performed in any of the networks through which the message traversed’. This means that besides the originating network any intermediary network is as well allowed to perform UC scoring. This raises a lot of questions which remain up to now unanswered: Should for example intermediary networks without an SLA with the terminating network be allowed to override the UC Score of the originating network that has an SLA with the terminating network? Should e.g. an intermediary network having an SLA with the terminating network perform UC scoring on behalf of the originating network having no SLA with the terminating network although the originating network has better means to detect SPIT/UC? If the message traverses several networks which all have an SLA with the terminating network, is the UC Score in the message always overwritten by the next network or are all UC Scores of all networks are transported in the message? Would a multilateral SLA, as suggested in the preceding Editor’s note resolve all these questions?

Corresponding SLAs should define originator of the particular UC Score because it is needed to for evaluation of the UC Score.

Note: If communication is happening within operator network then authentication is not needed.
Editor’s note: It remains to be studied what to be left to SLAs and what should be standardized. If communication is happening between operators then message authentication should happen and the UC Score should be augmented with enough information about where it is coming from and what range it is. In such case of inter-operator communication, means for identifying the originator of the UC Score is FFS.
· UC Indicator: This parameter should be a simple Boolean that is set by the originating network. It marks explicitly the sessions as UC or not and is evaluated by the terminating network. 
· Editor’s Note: The usefulness of the UC Indicator should be clarified as it seems not obvious under which conditions it makes sense for the originating network to already determine that a certain message is UC. Would it not be enough, and in keeping with text in other parts of this document, that the terminating network receives the score and then determines, based on its own policy, whether the message is UC? UC Indicator doesn’t make sense in the message because it interpretates the probability of the UC Score (e.g. 75) to a certainty which is not the task of an originating or intermediary network. Further above in this clause, it is stated: ‘The PUCI information, e.g., the UC Score, is updated by the terminating PUCI AS according to the check(s) performed and …’. How does this relate to the originating network including the UC indicator?
The UC Score and the UC Indicator could be incorporated into the SIP header as shown in the example below:

INVITE sip:bob@example.net SIP/2.0

Via: SIP/2.0/UDP sip.example.net;branch=z9hG4bKnashds8;received=192.0.2.1

UC-Score: 75 by sip.example.net;

UC-Indicator=true;

Via: SIP/2.0/UDP sip.example.com;branch=z9hG4bKfjzc; received=192.0.2.127 
Max-Forwards: 70  

To: Bob <sip:bob@example.net>

From: Alice <sip:alice@example.com>;tag=1928301774

Call-ID: a84b4c76e66710@pc33.example.com

CSeq: 314159 INVITE

Contact: <sip:alice@pc33.example.com>

Content-Type: application/sdp

Content-Length: 142

[... SDP excluded from this example...]
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