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1 Reason for Change

To discuss and update the use of the feature tag parameters ‘require’ and ‘explicit’ in OMA IM as follow up of the discussion of an input contribution [OMA-IM-2006-0230-Feature-tag-parameters-discussion.doc] presented during the Interim. 
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

n/a
3 Impact on Other Specifications

n/a
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

Therefore, it is recommended from the discussion in “ Chapter 6 Detailed Change Proposal”  OMA IM SIMPLE use the IM feature tag: '+g.oma.sip-im’ in the Accept-Contact header field during initiating of a SIP request  as in step 4 of “ Chapter 6 Detailed Change Proposal” below.

This principle should also be applicable in case MWG-IM decide to have more than one Feature-tag for IM 

6 Detailed Change Proposal

This discussion focuses only on the Caller request handling preference regarding ‘Feature Set Preference’ in IETF RFC 3841. Specifically the discussion is  based only on the ‘Accept-Contact’ header Field 

According to RFC 3841 the ‘Accept-Contact’ header field is for a UAC initiating a SIP request to indicate caller preferences for the capabilities of a UA that should be reached as a result of sending a SIP request.  Accept-Contact header field will contain some values and a UA should be contacted if it matches so me or all the values of the header field. 

The parameters ‘require’ and explicit when present alongside the values determine the precise behaviour of how this matching is done at the proxy/AS /UA  

 The following declarations of these parameters determine the handling of request with the Feature tag:

1. When only "require" is present, it means that a contact will not used if it doesn't match.  This is common for services where the request simply can't be  serviced without the necessary features 

2. When only "explicit" is present, it means that all contacts provided by the targeted UA will be used.  However, if the contact isn't an   explicit match, it is tried last amongst all other contacts with the   same q-value. 

3. When both require and explicit are present, there is no fall back mechanism if there’s no 100% match. This is only recommended for initiating of services that is required to fail if there is no 100% match with indicated feature tag

4. When “…neither "require" nor "explicit" are present, it means   that all contacts provided by the targeted UA will be used.  However, if   the contact doesn't match, it is tried last amongst all other   contacts with the same q-value.  If it does match, the request is   routed preferentially to the "best" match.  This is a common   configuration for preferences that, if not honored, will still allow  for a successful call, and the greater the match, the better..” see RFC3841
   Pleas also note that all the above preferential routing is only applicable for Contacts with the same q-value

OMA

Mainly the Accept-contact header field in OMA are used for

· IFC in S-CSF

· Indicating Application capabilities (service/application-id) during registration

PoC use of Feature tag

OMA PoC have chosen the handling of feature as in step 3 above, i.e if the UA to be reached has not explicitly indicate the capability of OMA POC  during registration or in database base somewhere, the request to that UA MUST fail or proxy /AS should not forward the request to that UAC. 

This is very logical as OMA PoC is the only standard PoC service available and no other PoC service being standardise in any other forum…

Benefits: standard behaviour from all Standard clients is ensured and IOP is achieved within the environment of the OMA PoC service

IM use of Feature tag
 OMA IM service is based on SIMPLE IM  with extensive features and functions but  there maybe IETF Clients also based on SIMPLE IM but not fully OMA IM compliant (basic features). 

 OMA IM will be a service within a SIP/IP Core such as IMS will require authentication and authorisation to be accessible. There could be other SIMPLE IM Clients outside this environment (trusted/un trusted) that wants to reach OMA or OMA clients want to reach them for simple messaging, therefore choosing step 3 in OMA IM does not add any benefits to the enabler …

Choosing Step 4, will relax the restriction on the OMA IM feature tag but will actually meets all the requirements that OMA IM needs for IM feature tag

· IFC in S-CSF

· Indicating Application capabilities (service/application-id) during registration
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