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Abstract

This contribution identifies a number of editorial and minor issues against 24.228, none of which justified writing separate contributions. They appear in the order that we have found them, rather than in any consistent order.

Point 1

Clause 8.1.1 Flow 38

Clause 8.1.2 Flow 49

Clause 8.1.3 Flow 38

Clause 8.1.4 Flow 22

Clause 8.2.1 Flow 38

Clause 8.2.2 Flow 49

Clause 8.2.3 Flow 38

Clause 8.2.4 Flow 22

Clause 8.3.1 Flow 45

Clause 8.3.2 Flow 62

Clause 8.3.3 Flow 45

Modify the Cseq headers in flows above from 131 to 127.  Reference: Second paragraph in 6.20 of 2543bis-02 draft. The ACK request should contain the same Cseq header as the original INVITE request.

Point 2

Clause 8.2.1 Flow 16. Delete the “sip: pcscf0.home.net” from the Record-Route header.

Point 3

Using an empty header value in responses that occur after an intermediate reliable transport request and response can be misleading. Such as in 180 Ringing response, the CSeq header, the Via header and token in the contact header need to refer to the received INVITE message.

The text in the current key to this shorthand could lead one to believe that the appropriate contents came from an intermediate PRACK or its response.

This contribution offers no definite solution; it may be possible to come up with a better working of the key that allows a better statement of the source of the header content value where multiple requests and responses have been received at an entity. If this is not possible, then we may need to be able to define multiple types of empty field, each referring to a different input, e.g. to the original INVITE, to the last received request, or to the last received response.

Point 4

Clause 1 - scope

In the final paragraph of the scope, insert the reference number as shown below:

These signalling flows provide detailed signalling flows, which expand on the overview information flows provided in 3GPP TS 23.228 [3].

Point 5

Clause 2 - references.

Reference [2] to 23.002 is currently not used within the text.

Reference [5] to 23.229 is currently not used within the text.

Point 6

Clause 3.3 - Abbreviations.

The following abbreviations need to be included:

BGCF
Breakout Gateway Control Function

CN
Core Network

CSCF
Call Session Control Function

DHCP
Dynamic Host Configuration Protocol

DNS
Domain Name System

GPRS
General Packet Radio Service

HSS
Home Subscriber Server

I-CSCF
Interrogating-CSCF

IM
IP Multimedia

IP
Internet Protocol

IPv6
IP version 6

MGCF
Media Gateway Control Function

P-CSCF
Proxy-CSCF

PDP
Packet Data Protocol

PSTN
Public Switched Telephone Network

QoS
Quality of Service

S-CSCF
Serving-CSCF

SDP
Session Description Protocol

SIP
Session Initiation Protocol

UE
User Equipment

URI
Uniform Resource Identifier

USIM
User Service Identity Module

Point 7

Clause 4 - Methodology

The 2nd editor's note, as below, is no longer necessary, as sufficient flows have been detailed. It can therefore be deleted.

Editor’s note: Should the flows be broken down for individual networks, as shown in annex B of 23.228 (i.e. procedure blocks), or should the signalling flows be end-to-end, as shown in annex C of 23.228.

Point 8

Clause 7 - Register flows.

A solution for the 7th editor's note (given below) is now fully represented in the text. This editor's note can therefore be deleted.

Editor’s note: Call Flow/Protocol Related Issues. Passing forward rout information back to P-CSCF Currently, several solutions are being considered in CN1 WG. One solution is to use the SIP message body to carry this information, and the other is to use the proposed a generic extension to SIP (named Path header) to pass this information around during registration. This may require update to the call flows depends the outcome of CN1 WG decision.

Point 9

General and clause 2

There are a number of references throughout the text to RFC 2543. These should be updated to become a reference to the bis draft, and the bis draft reference inserted in clause 2 (along with an appropriate editor's note requiring insertion of the final RFC number.

Point 10

Clause 7.1 flow 5 - Register flows

Change instance in the text of "call stateful" to "is a stateful proxy".

The definition of stateful proxy should be imported into clause 3.1 from the bis draft.

Point 11

Clause 3.1 Definitions

Import the definition of IM CN subsystem into this clause from 23.228.

Point 12

Clause 7.1 flow 7 - Register flows

Clause 7.2 flow 5 - Register flows

Change: " The address in the request line is changed to the address of the S-CSCF." to " The Request-URI is changed to the address of the S-CSCF."

Point 13

Clause 8 - Session establishment

The figure and associated text have been imported from 23.228. It is not believed that it is necessary to duplicate this text, and that therefore this can be replaced by an appropriate reference to 23.228.

There is a necessity to clarify that we have multiple flows e.g. MT#1a, MT#1b etc, and an appropriate sentence should be added describing this.

Note that any text appearing between current clause 8 header and clause 8.1 header is deprecated according to the editing rules, and therefore any such text should have a subclause of its own. It may be better to provided a more general statement of the one to many relationship of 23.228 flows to 24.228 flows in the "methodology" clause 4.

Point 14

Clause 8.1 4th paragraph.

This currently states: "These next-hop addresses could be IPv4/IPv6 addresses, or could be names that are translated via DNS to an IPv4/IPv6 address."

Surely any usage of IPv4 has to be transparent to IM CN subsystem entities, as these entities use solely IPv6 addresses.

Point 15

Clause 7 and 8.

Suggest that the editing rules are checked for use of autonumbering of items. 

I have noted that other 3GPP documents have had autonumbered items that have lost the numbering in the editing process.

Point 16

Clause 8.1.1

The figure is missing a figure number and title.

In the figure, flow 9 should be "183 Session Progress"

Suggest a carriage return in some of the flow names, so that they do not mask the arrow heads.

Point 17

Clause 8.1.3

The figure is missing a figure number and title.

In the figure, flows 8, 9 and 11 should be "183 Session Progress"

