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During CN1#29 meeting there were several discussions on the profile tables which are currently in Annex A of TS 24.229. It became obvious that different companies have different interpretations of the meaning of the content of these tables. This could lead to problems when implementing or installing the IM CN Subsystem.

Besides several minor issues, the following major problems were identitfied:

1) The Profile Tables describe SIP, as it is used in IMS, as a static protocol, with a definitive description which headers go into which SIP message. It was understood by at least one company, that headers not listed in these tables must not be used within the IMS.

Nokia regards SIP as a modular and flexible protocol, that can easily and freely be extended. The far over 150 IETF RFCs and drafts, that relate to SIP make it hard to think of another alternative. 

Nokia regards the IMS as a system, that applies SIP in order to gain specific network architecture and services. The openness and flexibility of the SIP protocol is a major benefit of the IMS and must therefore not be restricted due to documentation reasons.
2) It was stated, that every SIP extension that is used in IMS must be reflected in the Profile Tables of 24.229, as this extension will traverse the CSCFs, although no CSCF will take action on it. This was e.g. said for the PUBLISH method, which is only applicable between the Presence Server and the UE. 

It was also stated that this implies that the usage of all SIP extensions in IMS needs to be described within 24.229. This would make it impossible to define specific services for IMS in TS's or other types of specifications other then 24.229. 

This furthermore will make it impossible that services for IMS are specified in a stage 3 manner outside of CN1, e.g. by OMA.

This will also make it impossible that a SIP extension, defined for Release 6, traverses a Release 5 compliant I-/P-CSCF.

3) The Profile Tables in their current form include exhaustive tables and entries about SIP extensions that are not described within 24.229, such as e.g. the INFO method and the REFER method. As no detailed discussion took place within CN1 about these extensions and no working assumptions have been formulated on them, it is hard to understand why the Profile Tables need to make statements about them.

Proposal

Due to the above listed major issues and as the upcoming CN1#30 meeting will be the last one in which it will be allowed to make major changes to Rel-5 24.229, Nokia proposes

a) to postpone all profile table related contributions available at CN1#29 meeting to the next meeting in order to give delegates the chance to study them more carefully. This should cause no problems for the author of these tables, as the reference version of 24.229 will not be changed and the tables will not be touched by any other contribution


b) to all delegates to have a detailed review of the existing tables and to have a discussion on the CN1 e-mail reflector, in order to find a way of expressing the common view of delegates within the tables.

Nokia is willing to do at least a partial rework of the tables until the next meeting.

