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	Classification:
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 FORMCHECKBOX 
 1: Major Change
 FORMCHECKBOX 
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 3: Clerical

	Source:
	Enrique Izaguirre, Telefónica Móviles, leig@tid.es 
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	n/a


1 Reason for Change

	Problem Report Number
	0009

	Submitter's Classification
	Specification Problem (INT)

	State
	SA Review

	Resolution
	No Resolution Given

	Problem Resolution ID
	No Resolution ID Given

	Raised
	2006-05-12 14:38

	PRS Version
	Presence-SIMPLE V1.0

	Specification
	Presence Simple Specification - OMA-TS-Presence_SIMPLE-V1_0-20050427-C

	Location in Spec
	Appendix E.2

	Problem Summary
	Filter criteria for RLS subscription

	Problem Text
	Appendix Section E.2 of OMA-TS-Presence_SIMPLE-V1_0 mentions filter 
criteria as follows: 

CASE method="SUBSCRIBE" AND header="event" = “presence” AND header=” 
Supported” = ”eventlist” 
THEN: ROUTE request to the specified Resource List Server 
Originating Port Address 

According to 3261 RFC, 'Supported' header is informational header, 
which only gives list of features supported by the SIP entity sending 
it. Therefore 'ANY' type of subscription can contain 'Supported' 
header with 'eventlist'. Due to the above specification we end-up 
handling the request through RLS server functionality even though the 
subscription is NOT for RLS service URI. 
Ie. even 1-1 subscriptions can contain 'eventlist' in the 'Supported' 
header. 

Therefore, we need to fix the 'Filter-criteria' to say the following:- 

CASE method="SUBSCRIBE" AND header="event" = “presence” AND header=” 
Supported” = ”eventlist” AND header="require" = "eventlist" 
THEN: ROUTE request to the specified Resource List Server 
Originating Port Address 

Please NOTE that the filter criteria has 'AND header="require" 
= "eventlist"' added to it. 

It is the 'Require' header which has more importance and must be 
considered for decision making and NOT 'Supported' header alone. 
Refer RFC 3261, section 8.1.1.9 and 20.32 

If this PR is not incorporated, presence servers which follow the 
appendix E.2, might end-up processing even the 1-1 subscriptions as 
RLS subscriptions and endup sending failure response.


	Problem Report Number
	0012

	Submitter's Classification
	Specification Problem (INT)

	State
	SA Review

	Resolution
	No Resolution Given

	Problem Resolution ID
	No Resolution ID Given

	Raised
	2006-05-16 14:54

	PRS Version
	Presence-SIMPLE V1.0

	Specification
	OMA-TS-Presence_SIMPLE-V1_0-20060214-C

	Location in Spec
	N/A

	Problem Summary
	The specification has to be clearer to avoid missunderstanding that 
Supported:eventlist doesn't indicate that the request has to be for a 
list subscription. Only that it is supported and may be applied.

	Problem Text
	At the testevent at Nokia two servers treated Supported: headerfield 
wrong. The specification has to be clearer to avoid missunderstanding 
that Supported:eventlist doesn't indicate that the request has to be 
for a list subscription. Only that it is supported and may be applied. 

Please note the difference compared with Required: headerfield. 


From the current version of the dratf-simple-event-list specification: 

Any client that supports the event list extension will include an 
option tag of "eventlist" in a "Supported" header field of every 
SUBSCRIBE message for a subscription for which it is willing to 
process a list. If the subscription is made to a URI that 
represents a list, the RLS will include "eventlist" in 
a "Require" 
header field of the response to the SUBSCRIBE, and in all NOTIFY 
messages within that subscription. 


Mark, the client are willing, the client do not require the server to 
process a list. Mark the difference between Required: and Supported: 

From RFC 3261: 

8.1.1.9 Supported and Require 

If the UAC supports extensions to SIP that can be applied by the 
server to the response, the UAC SHOULD include a Supported header 
field in the request listing the option tags (Section 19.2) for 
those 
extensions. 

The option tags listed MUST only refer to extensions defined in 
standards-track RFCs. This is to prevent servers from insisting 
that 
clients implement non-standard, vendor-defined features in order to 
receive service. Extensions defined by experimental and 
informational RFCs are explicitly excluded from usage with the 
Supported header field in a request, since they too are often used 
to 
document vendor-defined extensions. 

If the UAC wishes to insist that a UAS understand an extension that 
the UAC will apply to the request in order to process the request, 
it 
MUST insert a Require header field into the request listing the 
option tag for that extension. If the UAC wishes to apply an 
extension to the request and insist that any proxies that are 
traversed understand that extension, it MUST insert a Proxy-Require 
header field into the request listing the option tag for that 
extension. 

As with the Supported header field, the option tags in the Require 
and Proxy-Require header fields MUST only refer to extensions 
defined 
in standards-track RFCs. 


Hence the client say that "it can be applied by the server to the 
response" if the client use Required: eventlist then the client 
say "the server has to apply it to the response". 



Mail from the simple group about the same issue: 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Adam Roach [mailto:adam@nostrum.com] 
Sent: måndag den 24 april 2006 19:16 
To: Silvestr.Peknik@tietoenator.com 
Cc: simple@ietf.org 
Subject: Re: [Simple] draft-ietf-simple-event-list: identifyinglist 
subscriptions 

Silvestr.Peknik@tietoenator.com wrote: 
> As mentioned in the draft, SIP URI does not indicate whether it 
> belongs to list of resources or to single resource. Can I assume 
that Supported: 
> eventlist header means that the subscription is a list subscription, 
> or can it happen that also subscription to single resource contains 
> Supported: eventlist? 

The "Supported: eventlist" header field in the request simply means 
that the client *understands* list subscriptions. It has no 
implication regarding whether the client expects the indicated 
resource to be a list or not. 

So, the statement is even stronger than you put it: it's not just that 
a subscription to a single resource *CAN* contain "Supported: 
eventlist" 
-- it's that it *MUST* contain "Supported: eventlist" if the 
subscriber understands the event list format. (I'm using this "must" 
as a "this is the only way, in my opinion, a reasonable implementation 
can behave," 
not as a standards statement. The specification would technically 
allow the client to pick and choose which subscriptions to indicate 
event list support -- but not indicating support for event lists would 
always make things work worse, and never better). 

> This differentiation is needed if the server handles both 
> subscriptions to list and subscriptions to single resources 

No, it's not. 

It *is* true that the server needs to know whether a subscription is 
to be treated as a list subscription or as a subscription to a single 
resource. 

This is exactly the same statement that a terminating MTA needs to 
know whether an email message is intended for a single account or for 
a mailing list. 

In both cases, the server knows this *independent* of what the client 
sends. The server knows whether it's a single resource or whether it's 
a list because it's *provisioned* to know which URIs (or email 
addresses) correspond to single resources and which URIs (or email 
addresses) correspond to lists. 

/a 

_______________________________________________ 
Simple mailing list 
Simple@ietf.org 
https://www1.ietf.org/mailman/listinfo/simple


OMA-TS-Presence_SIMPLE-V1_0-20060418-C states:

A watcher MAY subscribe to a presence list.  If a watcher subscribes to a presence list, it SHALL support the SIP event notification extension for resource lists, according to the subscriber procedures described in [EVENTLIST].

The RLS SHALL support list subscriptions to the presence event package, according to the RLS procedures described in [EVENTLIST].
[EVENTLIST] states:

There is nothing in a SIP URI which indicates whether it represents a list of resources or a single resource. Therefore, if a subscriber sends a request to a URI that represents a list resource, but does not include a Supported header field listing the "eventlist" token, the notifier will typically return a 421 (Extension Required) response code. RFC 3261 [1] advises servers to avoid returning a 421, and instead, attempt to process the request without the extension.  However, in this case, the URI fundamentally represents a list resource, and therefore, the subscription cannot proceed without this extension.

Including "eventlist" in a "Require" header field in a SUBSCRIBE request serves no purpose except breaking interoperability in certain cases, and is consequently NOT RECOMMENDED.

Therefore, the only possible solution is to add a new condition to the filter criteria: The requested URI must be a presence list.

R1
Instead of changing  the originating filter criteria with another condition (Request-URI=Presence List URI) that will mean that every user’s Presence List URI has to be stored in the Filter Criteria,  the other possibility is to forward the SUBSCRIBE messages with presence event package and Supported: eventlist to the local RLS where it can be checked whether the Request-URI is a single URI or a presence list. If it is a single URI, the SUBSCRIBE shall be proxied back to the S-CSCF for further routing; if it is a presence list, the RLS will process it as specified in 5.5
R2
Rewording “recognized list” in a more meaningful way
R3
As long as presence service runs over IMS and this has to handle with every routing issues, the informational filter criteria appendix has been deleted. For further information of filter criteria and routing, 3GPP 24.141 and eventlist internet draft shall be taken into account.
R4
revised  the answers to be entered in the problem report tool
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None.

3 Impact on Other Specifications

None.

4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

Approve the proposed change in the Detailed Change Proposal and approve the next same answer for both PRs: "Supported:eventlist does not indicate that the request has to be for a list subscription. Only that it is supported and may be applied. Filter criteria has been deleted due to routing issues are out of the scope of the presence enabler; routing shall be solved by the underneath SIP/IP Core. For more information see OMA-PAG-2006-0299R04-PRES1-PR9---PR12-solutions"

6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  (optional)Brief description of specific change
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