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1
Introduction
A separate CR defines the SIP profile changes required in 3GPP TS 24.229 to support RFC 4412.

RFC 4412 defines a mechanism of indicating priority of handling SIP requests between SIP entities. Reception of such a request allows the request to be handled against other requests either with:

· preemption. Processing of SIP requests itself is not preempted, but one session or dialog may preempt another; or

· priority queuing. Requests that find no available resources are queued to the queue assigned to the priority value.
This document examines potential miscellaneous 3GPP impacts beyond those profile changes.

2
Disabling use of Accept-Resource-Priority header

RFC 4412 specifies in section 3.2:

   Some administrative domains MAY choose to disable the use of the

   'Accept-Resource-Priority' header for revealing too much information

   about that domain in responses.  However, this behavior is NOT

   RECOMMENDED, as this header field aids in troubleshooting.

OMA PoC apparently does not currently use the Accept-Resource-Priority header, but conversely, they do not specify anything in respect to disabling the usage in respect of policy.

It is proposed that 3GPP makes no specification in this regard. If the non-recommended behaviour above is required by certain operators, then they have to specify it as local policy.

This does not need to be covered in 3GPP TS 24.229.

3
Use of OPTIONS request

Section 4.4 of RFC 4412 specifies:

   An OPTIONS request can be used to determine if an element supports

   the mechanism.  A compliant implementation SHOULD return an 'Accept-

   Resource-Priority' header field in OPTIONS responses enumerating all

   valid resource values, but an RP actor MAY be configured not to

   return such values or only to return them to authorized requestors.

OMA PoC apparently does not currently use the OPTIONS request, but conversely, they do not specify anything in respect to disabling the usage.

It is proposed that 3GPP makes no specification in this regard. If the non-recommended behaviour above is required by certain operators, then they have to specify it as local policy.

This does not need to be covered in 3GPP TS 24.229.

4
Approaches for preferential treatment of requests

Section 4.5 of RFC 4412 specifies:

   SIP elements may use the resource priority mechanism to modify a

   variety of behaviors, such as routing requests, authentication

   requirements, override of network capacity controls, or logging.  The

   resource priority mechanism may influence the treatment of the

   request itself, the marking of outbound PSTN calls at a gateway, or

   of the session created by the request.  (Here, we use the terms

   session and call interchangeably, both implying a continuous data

   stream between two or more parties.  Sessions are established by SIP

   dialogs.)

Section 4.5 of RFC 4412 defines two approaches for this preferential treatment:

· preemption. Processing of SIP requests itself is not preempted, but one session or dialog may preempt another.

· priority queuing. Requests that find no available resources are queued to the queue assigned to the priority value.
The use of the namespace defines which of these should be used. It forms part of the namespace definition. There is no need for 3GPP to specify anything further in this regard beyond the valid namespaces.

Additionally for the priority queuing model, RFC 4412 section 4.5.2 specified:

   In addition, a priority queueing policy MAY impose a waiting time

   limit for each priority class, whereby requests that exceed a

   specified waiting time are ejected from the queue and a 408 (Request

   Timeout) failure response is returned to the requestor.

Should there be any specification of this timeout value? Our proposal is that it should not be specified.
This does not need to be covered in 3GPP TS 24.229.

5
Conclusion

A number of miscellaneous options in RFC 4412 have been identified. It is proposed that none of these issues require additional text in 3GPP TS 24.229.

