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Abstract

This contribution proposes additions to the structure of 24.229 in order to better define the requirements for the use of the SIP protocol. This contribution does not address technical issues.

Introduction

The draft TS 24.229 currently contains some initial proposals as regards its structure. It focusses on a number of characteristics of SIP and allows definition of the required support of these in a tabular structure.

For SIP, we believe this is the correct way forward. Agreements are required on a methodology for showing the required support and this is dealt with later in this contribution.

Requirements outside the scope of SIP

Some of the requirements in 23.228 lead to a need to specify requirements on the application using SIP, rather than on SIP itself. As such, a requirement does not exist in the IETF documentation, 

These requirements can easily be detected for the CSCFs because they are the requirements where the functionality of the P-CSCF differs from that of the I-CSCF, or from that of the S-CSCF, or from that of the MGCF. Some of these requirements can readily be detected from the existing text of 23.228.

It is believed a similar level of requirement will also need to be specified, but identification of these will be more difficult, and will probably be identified by the existence of peer functionality in the requirements sections for the individual CSCFs. Differentiation of these requirements can probably be made between the User Agent Client (UAC) and the User Agent Server (USA).

Care will need to be taken in selecting these requirements; the closer we get to the application, the more there will be a need to leave much of the functionality up to implementors and their customers the operators, in order to allow for market differentiation. Therefore specification of requirements in this area should be performed on the basis of need for interoperability, and such like.

Implementation Conformance Statements and Requirements lists

Within conformance testing methodology, as defined in ISO 9646, a requirement also exists for defining the scope of an implementation of a particular protocol, and a concept known as a Implementation Conformance Statement (ICS) proforma has been defined.

Implementation Conformance Statement (ICS) proforma: A document, in the form of a questionnaire, designed by the specifier, which when completed for an implementation or system becomes the ICS (see ISO/IEC 9646-1).
When completed by an implementor, this becomes an Implementation Conformance Statement (ICS).

Implementation Conformance Statement (ICS): A statement made by the supplier of an implementation or system claimed to conform to a given specification, stating which capabilities have been implemented. It is a completed ICS proforma. The ICS can take several forms: protocol ICS (PICS), profile ICS, information object ICS (ISO/IEC 9646-1).
Given an ICS proforma, it is possible to specify a subset, or profile of a specification.

base specification: A specification of a protocol, telecommunication service, interface, abstract syntax, encoding rules, or information object.

A base specification is anything that can be profiled. A base specification is defined by opposition to a Profile, which constrains optionalities in one or several base specifications.

This is done by means of a requirements list (RL). ETS 300 406 defines a requirements list as follows:

A profile RL is a document designed by the profile specifiers. It is a normative part of a profile specification. Therefore, the specification of a profile RL is not a test specifiers business.

However, the profile RL shall exist prior to the design of an ATS.

ISO/IEC 9646-7 [12], subclause 6.4, standardizes the method of specification of profile RLs.

A profile RL is not a proforma. It does not contain questions, but restricts the acceptable answers to the questions in the base specification ICS proformas relevant to the profile.

ISO/IEC 9646-7 [12], subclause 6.4, reads that "to use a profile RL, each table needs to be put alongside the corresponding table from the relevant ICS proforma." In order to achieve this, the profile RL shall follow the structure of the relevant PICS proformas, and use the same referencing schemes. Practically, a profile RL is produced by copying the tables from the relevant ICS proformas, and replacing the columns according to the profile RL needs. The items for which the profile RL does not change the status expressed in the base specification PICS, should not appear in the profile RL. The corresponding lines should be dropped.

The profile RL shall contain a full reference to the PICS proformas of all the base specifications relevant to the profile.

However, no ICS proforma currently exists for SIP, nor will such a proforma exist within the timescale. In order to create the requirements list, it is the information in the ICS proforma that is required, rather than the proforma itself, as the requirements list puts the contents side by side with the profiling information. Any future ICS for SIP should however follow the structure taken for the proposed requirements list, otherwise a rework exercise will be needed.

Structuring of the ICS / requirements list

There will need to be separate requirements lists for every type of protocol implementation. Given that it has been proposed to create separate requirements sections that differentiate application usage of the different types of CSCFs, and this differentiation will not exist in the SIP protocol itself, then we are only talking about three different entities, the UAC, the UAS and the SIP proxy. A proxy will always be included in a communication, therefore the interfaces defined will be UA to proxy, and proxy to proxy.

The following roles in the ICS / requirements list will therefore be required

· UA acting towards a SIP proxy

· SIP proxy acting towards a UA

· SIP proxy acting towards another SIP proxy

It could be discussed whether the latter two roles could be combined. This is probably best done after some attempt to document each role.

Note that while each RFC/internet draft requires a separate ICS protofoma, only a single requirements list needs to be created merging these ICS.

Methodology for Implementation Conformance Statements and Requirements lists

EG 201 058 from ETSI defines a methodology for specifying both ICS and requirements lists. Rather than redescribe this methodology, the reader is referred to that document, which has been attached to this contribution. 

Within ETSI, there are some variations in the style adopted, particularly in the specification of conditional items. The methodology officially specified by ETSI requires predicates to be specified at the bottom of the table. Many of the ISDN ICS proformas use a separate predicate column. This has been preferred for ease of readability. For examples of this methodology, possibly see a document such as EN 300 188-2, which I have also attached to this document.

It should be noted that templates are provided as word documents for the various types of documents required by EG 201 058.

It should also be noted that while reference has been made to ETSI documents for the purposes of this contribution, in this area the ETSI specifications can also be regarded as the defacto international standards. The same group that wrote these specifications and guides has also been responsible for the revised version of parts of ISO 9646. The results of documents acoording to this specification methodology have been readily accepted by other standardisation groups.

Proposals

1) A new application clause should be created at header level 1. This clause should contain subclauses as follows:

· Procedures at the UAC

· Procedures at the P-CSCF

· Procedures at the I-CSCF

· Procedures at the S-CSCF

· Procedures at the UAS

2) Requirements lists should be used for documenting the SIP protocol aspects

3) The following roles should be defined, with a separate clause for each role:

· UA acting towards a SIP proxy

· SIP proxy acting towards a UA

· SIP proxy acting towards another SIP proxy

4) The methodology for the requirements lists should be based on EG 201 058.

