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1 Reason for Contribution

CPM specs have to describe on TS level the CPM Conversation parameters. The author of this contribution was tasked to investigate how this relates to IETF procedures.

	CPM-2009-A015
	Hans Rohnert
	Hans to provide an INP with clarifications on the changed IETF procedures on RFCs on SIP headers
	2009-08-18 12:00:00
	OPEN


This contribution explains how this links into the SIP Change Process under development in IETF.

2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution explains how this links into the SIP Change Process under development in IETF.

3 Detailed Proposal

For realization of the CPM Conversation parameters, Ericsson had proposed one particular solution in
http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/MWG/MWG-CPM/2009/OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0079R02-CR_TS_Conversation_parameters.zip 

In recent meetings, an alternative approach was discussed and agreed as the preferred way forward. Originally, such an alternative approach suggested to write an Informational RFC describing new SIP-level headers like e.g. P-Conversation-Id, P-Contribution-Id and P-Reply-Contribution-Id. The author of this contribution was tasked to elaborate on the steps needed. 
As it turns out, IETF is changing its processes such that other SDO’s can describe the headers they need for specific purposes in their own specifications rather than writing RFCs, see
http://tools.ietf.org/html/draft-peterson-rai-rfc3427bis-02 
The relevant part of this document is Section 4 on Extensibility and Architecture. Quote from this section, highlighting the relevant passages:
   Accordingly, this specification deprecates the previous RFC3427
   guidance on the creation of "P-" headers.  Existing "P-" headers are

   to be handled by user agents and proxy servers as the "P-" header

   specifications describe; the deprecation of the change process

   mechanism entails no change in protocol behavior.  New proposals to

   document SIP headers of an experimental or private nature, however,

   shall not use the 'P-" prefix (unless existing deployments or

   standards use the prefix already, in which case they may be admitted

   as grandfathered cases at the discretion of the Designated Expert).

   Instead, the registration of SIP headers in Informational IETF

   specifications, or in documents outside the IETF, is now permitted

   under the Designated Expert (per RFC5226) criteria.  The future use

   of any header field name prefix ("P-" or "X-" or what have you) to

   designate SIP headers of limited applicability is discouraged.

   Experts are advised to review documents for overlap with existing

   chartered work in the RAI Area, and are furthermore instructed to

   ensure the following two criteria are met:

   1.  The proposed header MUST be of a purely informational nature, and

       MUST NOT significantly change the behavior of SIP entities which

       support it.  Headers which merely provide additional information

       pertinent to a request or a response are acceptable; these

       headers are thus expected to have few, if any, implications for

       interoperability and backwards compatibility.  Similarly, headers

       which provide data consumed by applications at the ends of SIP's

       rendez-vous function, rather than changing the behavior of the

       rendez-vous function, are likely to be information in this sense.
       If the headers redefine or contradict normative behavior defined

       in standards track SIP specifications, that is what is meant by

       significantly different behavior.  Ultimately, the significance

       of differences in behavior is a judgment call that must be made

       by the expert reviewer.

   2.  The proposed header MUST NOT undermine SIP security in any sense.

       The Internet Draft proposing the new header MUST address security

       issues in detail as if it were a Standards Track document.  Note

       that, if the intended application scenario makes certain

       assumptions regarding security, the security considerations only

       need to meet the intended application scenario rather than the

       general Internet case.  In any case, security issues need to be

       discussed for arbitrary usage scenarios (including the general

       Internet case).

   Note that the deprecation of the "P-" header process does not alter

   processes for the registration of SIP methods, URI parameters,

   response codes, or option tags.

 Specifically, the following steps would be taken:
· OMA CPM describing the needed headers in its CPM TS document. In the meantime, three companies moved this forward by submitting a CR to the TS describing the conversation parameters in http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/MWG/MWG-CPM/2009/OMA-MWG-CPM-2009-0400R01-CR_TS_CONV_Conversation_Parameters.zip 
· OMA CPM submitting these headers to IANA for registration (by referring to its TS document)

· IANA then would trigger an Expert Review according to the above IETF process

· After this Expert Review the registration would be complete

Caveats:

· The above IETF reference is still in draft (though in Last Call as we were told). So, there is a chance that this will not materialize. This risk is being perceived as low however as the issue has been discussed in IETF and there seems consent in this.

· The above IETF reference does not elaborate much on the cooperation with other SDOs in such cases. Rather, it focuses on SIP extensions happening via RFCs. If MWG CPM is worried about unclarities in the IETF draft, the author would volunteer to contact the authors of the IETF draft.

· The above Expert Review may become difficult. This might block registration with IANA for some time or forever. In the latter case our solution would have to live with that fact.
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

Agree on the above procedure as it is the cleanest solution. Clarify any remaining issues in parallel to completing the CPM TS work.
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