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Introduction
At the previous CT meeting it was agreed to adopt the IETF based solution for service identification and CRs to this effect were agreed to TS 24.229. Subsequent to the CT meeting discussions at the last IETF agreed the following proposal for 3GPP Service Identification solution:
· Move forward with media tag document, but its not a 3gpp dependency

· Move forward with P-Asserted-Service (for usage for things in sipping-service-identification)

· 3GPP registers a media feature tag for ‘app-ref’ in vendor space and it contains a URN, JUST for dispatch ala RFC3841

· Service-ID sipping draft have lots of words on the perils of relying entirely on the service ID for endpoint and proxy dispatch

· 3GPP utilize caller prefs for proxy dispatch to service ID, but not depend on it as described in sipping service ID draft
[Source Jonathan Rosenberg’s Service Identification presentation to SIPPING - slide 7]

The current status of the Service Identification IETF draft dependency (draft-drage-sipping-service-identification) is IETF last call.

At the recent CT1 meeting a number of Service Identification related CRs were discussed and agreed with total consensus. However one CR on the use of the Service Identifier in the Accept-Contact header for the Multimedia Telephony Service was agreed in CT1 over the sustained objections of two companies.
Use of Multimedia telephony service ICSI in Accept-Contact
At CT1#48 two alternative CRs against TS 24.173 were submitted regarding the use of IMS Communication Service ID (ICSI) with the multimedia telephony service:
i) One CR proposed that inclusion of the Service Identifier defined for multimedia telephony service by the inviting UE be mandatory in the P-Preferred-Service header but optional in the Accept-Contact header. 
ii) The other CR proposed that inclusion of the Service Identifier defined for multimedia telephony service by the inviting UE be mandatory in the Accept-Contact header but didn’t address the usage in the P-Preferred-Service header. 
CT1 #48 agreed a CR that makes the inclusion of the Service Identifier defined for multimedia telephony service by the inviting UE be mandatory in the Accept-Contact header. It also does not address the usage in the P-Preferred-Service header. This was agreed over the sustained objections of two companies..
Based upon the CT#36 decision to adopt the IETF approach to service identification the mandating of the inviting UE including the Service Identifier in the Accept-Contact header is not necessary. This is particularly true for a service like multimedia telephony which will interoperate with end points that don’t support the multimedia telephony service as defined by 3GPP. As agreed in TS 24.229 all IMS Communication Service Identifier network based functions such as Charging, QoS Authorisation, and Application Server invocation are based upon the service identifier in the P-Preferred-Service and P-Asserted-Service headers and no network based functions depend on the contents of the Accept-Contact header. The Accept-Contact header is used JUST for dispatch per RFC3841 (as stated at IETF SIPPING - see above) which means that it is optionally available for use when a caller has a preference for reaching the called party at an endpoint that supports a particular capability. The terminating UE can use the contents of Accept-Contact as a hint as to what application to invoke but cannot depend solely on the contents of Accept-Contact for application invocation and needs to base this decision on the contents of the SDP. 

Accept-Content header can contain multiple feature tags not just an ICSI value in addition as stated in TS 23.228 subclause 4.13.2
18.
This version of the specification does not require the capability to use multiple requested IMS communication service identifiers in the SIP method that initiates a SIP dialogue or standalone transaction. However, the protocol implementation shall nonetheless be prepared to transport more than one requested IMS communication service identifier and the network shall be prepared to handle the situation if multiple IMS communication service identifiers are received but the network is only required to take action on one of the values. The same applies for the UE.
In the future the Accept-Contact header could contain more than one ICSI value or requests may not contain any ICSI value in the Accept-Contact header (this will certainly be true for request originated outside IMS or by Rel 5, Rel 6, TISPAN release 1 and other early implementation UEs). The terminating UE cannot therefore depend on an ICSI value being present in the Accept-Contact header in order to determine the application to invoke. Thus the calling UE including the ICSI value for multimedia telephony service is not absolutely required by the terminating UE for application invocation. 
The semantics of a feature tag in the Accept-Contact header in any case cannot be used to determine that the other UE is using a particular service or even supports that service. The inclusion of a feature tag in the Accept-Contact header only means that the caller has a preference to reach another UE that supports that capability and nothing more. For instance it would be quite valid for an inviting UE to include an Accept-Contact header containing the ICSI value for multimedia telephony service in an Invite request for a PoC Session or an IMS Messaging Session because the caller wishes to reach a UE that supports telephony service because they may wish to establish a telephony call after the PoC Session or IMS Messaging Session. The contents of the Accept-Contact header do not necessarily say anything about the actual contents of the Invite request. If the terminating UE needs deduce something about the capabilities of the caller (or possibly the capability or application the caller is using right now) then examining the feature tags included in the Contact header (not the Accept-Contact header) is more appropriate. Also since Accept-Contact header is used end to end the presence of an ICSI in Accept-Contact header does not indicate anything about whether the terminating UE has access to a service related Application Server such as multimedia telephony service AS.
It needs to be considered that including an ICSI value in the Accept-Contact header can have an undesirable interaction with other preferences the caller may have that are conveyed in the Accept-Contact header.
Take the following case of two phones registered. One a home phone that doesn’t explicitly register support for the Multimedia telephony service (possibly a TISPAN release 1 UE) the other a mobile release 7 UE that does explicitly register support for the Multimedia telephony service:
The registered contacts at the S-CSCF are as follows:

   Contact: sip:home@example.com;mobility="fixed"

   Contact: sip:mobile@example.com;mobility="mobile";+g.ims.app_ref="<urn:3gpp-service:ims.icsi.mmtel>"

The caller has a preference to reach the user on their home phone and so includes in the Accept-Contact header mobility=”fixed” along with the +g.ims.app_ref=”<urn:3gpp-service.imd.icsi.mmtel>” (because this is mandated as proposed in the agreed CT1 CR so the INVITE contains:

   Accept-Contact:*;+ g.ims.app_ref="<urn:3gpp-service:ims.icsi.mmtel>";mobility="fixed"

See Appendix for those interested in analyzing the Caller preferences processing!
The result of this is that the S-CSCF will prioritize first the mobile UE contact and, then the home UE contact which is counter to the preferences of the Caller and the opposite of what would have been the outcome if the ICSI for the Multimedia telephony service had not been included in the Accept-Contact header. 

Thus mandating including the Multimedia telephony service ICSI in the Accept-Contact header negatively impacts the wishes of the caller and impacts interoperability between 3GPP Release 7 and TISPAN Release 1 (as well as with 3GPP terminals from earlier releases).

Similarly another case of a business phone and a personal phone (mobile or home) are registered. The Business phone doesn’t explicitly register support for Multimedia telephony service (possibly TISPAN release 1) the other a mobile that does explicitly register support for Multimedia telephony service:

The registered contacts at the S-CSCF are as follows:

   Contact: sip:business@example.com;class="business"

   Contact: sip:mobile@example.com;class="personal";+g.ims.app_ref="<urn:3gpp-service:ims.icsi.mmtel>"

The caller has a preference to reach the user on their business phone and so includes in the Accept-Contact header class=”fixed” along with the +g.ims.app_ref=”<urn:3gpp-service.imd.icsi.mmtel>” (because this is mandated as proposed in the Ericsson CR so the INVITE contains:

   Accept-Contact:*;+ g.ims.app_ref="<urn:3gpp-service:ims.icsi.mmtel>";class="business"

The logic is the same as previous example (except that mobility is replaced by class tag) resulting in the personal mobile UE contact being prioritized over the business UE contact which is counter to the preferences of the caller and again opposite of what would have been the outcome if the ICSI for the Multimedia telephony service had not been included in the Accept-Contact header.

Thus mandating including the MMtel ICSI in Accept-Contact header breaks the intended functionality of Caller Preferences which in our view violates one of the requirements of 23.228 subclause 4.13.2

15.
The usage of communication service identifiers shall not restrict the inherent capabilities of SIP.

We need to allow some flexibility in the use of Multimedia telephony service ICSI  in the Accept-Contact header to deal with these kind of situations and mandating that the ICSI value be always present has a negative impact on caller preferences processing based upon the user’s actual preferences and can distort the outcome.
Finally using Accept-Contact when a request is addressed to a GRUU would also be very strange as when a request is addressed to a GRUU no caller preferences processing is required as the request is already addressed to only a specific UE.
Proposal

Based on the above it is concluded that mandating the inclusion of the Multimedia Telephony Service ICSI in the Accept-Contact header is neither necessary nor appropriate and can have negative impact on the user experience because of the conflicting interactions between feature tags included by the user based on their actual preferences and the ICSI feature tag.

It is proposed that CT Plenary send CR 0023 against TS 24.229 (CP-070587) back to CT1 for further discussion and consideration of these issues.
Appendix: Caller Preference Capability Matching
Take the following case of two phones registered. One a home phone that doesn’t explicitly register support for the Multimedia telephony service  (possibly a TISPAN release 1 UE) the other a mobile release 7 UE that does explicitly register support for the Multimedia telephony service:
The registered contacts at the S-CSCF are as follows:

   Contact: sip:home@example.com;mobility="fixed"

   Contact: sip:mobile@example.com;mobility="mobile";+g.ims.app_ref="<urn:3gpp-service:ims.icsi.mmtel>"

The caller has a preference to reach the user on their home phone and so includes in the Accept-Contact header mobility=”fixed” along with the +g.ims.app_ref=”<urn:3gpp-service.imd.icsi.mmtel>” (because this is mandated as proposed in the agreed CT1 CR so the INVITE contains:

   Accept-Contact:*;+ g.ims.app_ref="<urn:3gpp-service:ims.icsi.mmtel>";mobility="fixed"

Caller preferences processing is as follows:

- extract explicit preferences. This will result in exactly

   one feature set predicate.

- build contact predicates for each contact.

   Associate the corresponding q-values with each.

- do the matching:

   for home contact, there is a match with the one Accept-Contact

   the contact remains with the predicate in the matching set.

   for mobile contact, there is a match with the one Accept-Contact.

   the contact remains with the predicate in the matching set.

- score the match:

   Home contact has score 0.5

   mobile contact has score 1.

- there are no require or explict tags, so scores remain

   as above.

- determine the Qa values. There is only one score for

   each contact, so the Qa is same as the score:

   home contact has Qa of 0.5

   mobile contact has Qa of 1.

- then order the contacts in the set, first by their

   *registered* q-value, and then using the Qa to break

   ties on the registered q-value. There is a tie

   because both registered q-values are (implicitly) 1.

   So they are ordered by Qa value:

The result of this is that the S-CSCF will prioritize first the mobile UE contact and, then the home UE contact which is counter to the preferences of the Caller and the opposite of what would have been the outcome if the ICSI for the Multimedia telephony service had not been included in the Accept-Contact header. 
Thus mandating including the Multimedia Telephony Service ICSI in the Accept-Contact header negatively impacts the wishes of the caller.
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