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Status of This Meno

Thi s docunent specifies an Internet standards track protocol for the
Internet community, and requests discussion and suggestions for

i mprovenents. Please refer to the current edition of the "Internet
Oficial Protocol Standards" (STD 1) for the standardi zation state
and status of this protocol. Distribution of this nenop is unlimted.

Abstract

Thi s docunent defines a new attribute for the Tel ephony Routing over
IP (TRIP) protocol. The attribute associates protocol s/services in
the PSTN of fering authorized prioritization during call setup that
are reachabl e through a TRIP gateway. Current exanples of
preferential service in the Public Switched Tel ephone Network (PSTN)
are Government Emergency Tel ecommunications Service (GETS) in the
U.S. and Governnent Tel ephone Preference Schenme (GIPS) in the UK
The proposed attribute for TRIP is based on the NaneSpace. Val ue tupl e
defined for the SIP Resource-Priority field.

1. I nt roduction

An | P tel ephony gateway all ows nodes on an | P-based network to
conmmuni cate with other entities on the circuit switched tel ephone
network. The Tel ephony Routing over IP (TRIP) protocol [rfc3219]
provides a way for nodes on the IP network to |ocate a suitable
gateway through the use of Location Servers. TRIPis a policy-
driven, inter-admnistrative domain protocol for advertising the
reachability, negotiating the capabilities, and specifying the
attributes of these gateways.

The TRIP protocol is nodeled after BGP-4 [rfc4271] and uses path-
vector advertisenents distributed in a hop-by-hop manner (resenbling
a Bel Il man-Ford routing algorithm via Location Servers. These
Location Servers are grouped in adnministrative clusters known as

I nternet Tel ephony Adninistrative Domains (I TADs). A nore extensive
framewor k di scussion on TRIP can be found in [rfc2871].
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Thi s docunent defines a new attribute that has been registered with
I ANA. The purpose of this new attribute, and the rational e behind
its specification, is explained in the foll owi ng sections.

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQUI RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMENDED', "MAY"', and "OPTIONAL" in this
docunent are to be interpreted as described in [rfc2119].

2. Emergency Tel econmuni cati ons Service

Ener gency Tel ecommuni cations Service is a broad termthat refers to
the services provided by systens used to support energency
communi cati ons. One exanple of these systens is the U S. Governnent
Emer gency Tel ecommuni cati ons Service (CGETS). This systemcurrently
operates over the U. S. Public Switched Tel ephone Network (PSTN) as a
pay- per-use system by authorized personnel. It uses the T1.631-1993
ANSI standard [ANSI] to signal the presence of the National Security
/ Energency Preparedness (NS/ EP) codepoint in an | SDN User Part
(I'SUP) Initial Address Message (1AM for Signaling System No. 7
(SS7). A key aspect of GETS is that a signaling standard in the U S
PSTN i s used to convey the activation/request of the GETS service.

From a protocol perspective, other exanples of priority (and which
can be argued as energency/di saster related) standards are the

H 460.4 1 TU [itu460] standard on Call Priority designation for H 323
calls, and the 1.255.3 [itu255] ITU standard on Milti-Leve
Precedence and Preenption Service. The latter has been integrated
into private tel ephony systens |ike AUTOVON. In both cases,
signaling codepoints exist to distinguish tel ephony calls by

aut henticated and prioritized end-user fromthe normal end-user. The
formof this distinction varies and is outside the scope of this
docunent. [rfc3689] and [rfc3690] provide additional information on
ETS and its requirements.

3. SIP Resource-Priority Effort

The initial discussions in the | EPREP working group list, along with
the presentation at the Adel aide | ETF [ ADELOO], |l ed to strawran
requirenents to augnment SIP to have the ability to prioritize cal
signaling. This effort was then advanced formally in the SIPPING
wor ki ng group so that SIP would be able to prioritize access to
circuit-switched networks, end systens, and proxy resources for

ener gency preparedness comruni cation [rfc3487].

The requirenents in [rfc3487] produced the correspondi ng docunent

[rfcd4412] in the SIP working group, which defines a new header for
SIP call ed Resource-Priority. This new header, which is optional, is
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divided into two parts: a NameSpace and a Value. The NaneSpace part
uniquely identifies a group of one or nore priorities. The Val ue
part identifies one of a set of priorities used for a SIP nessage.

3.1. Benefits

There are three basic benefits derived fromthe addition of the
Resource Priority header in SIP. The first is an ability to signa
the priority within a SIP nessage to other entities in an |IP network.
The caveat is that sonme entities may not recogni ze/ support the
priority or nanespace, but at |least the ability to signal the
priority with respect to resources has been specified in the SIP

pr ot ocol

The second benefit is that tel ephony-rel ated protocol/codepoints from
ot her standards can have a correspondi ng mapping to SI P NaneSpace and
Val ue tokens in the Resource-Priority header. Hence, the current

NS/ EP codepoint in ANSI standard T1.631-1993 could have a
correspondi ng NanmeSpace. Val ue token set for the | ETF standards body.
And as a result, this mapping would facilitate the transparent
bridging of signals (i.e., codepoints) between standards defined by
various organi zations -- be they private or public.

The third benefit of the Resource-Priority header, and its definition
of al phanuneric tokens, is that it is highly versatile. The
NaneSpace allows for a wide set of priorities to be defined and
updated, if the need arises, by sinmply defining a new NaneSpace
token. Hence, there is no reliance on a single set of priorities
applied for all cases.

3.2 Issue

Havi ng defined a nmeans of signaling priority through gateways, the
fol |l owon question arises of how does one determ ne whi ch gateways
support a given NaneSpace. The dissem nation of this type of
information is within the scope of TRIP. However, the current
specification of TRIP does not include a conponent that advertises
associ ations of gateways with specific NameSpaces. To address this
om ssion, the followi ng section defines a new TRIP attribute that
associ ates one or nore NanmeSpaces with a gateway.
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4. New Attribute: ResourcePriority

This section provides details on the syntax and semantics of the
ResourcePriority TRIP attribute. |Its presentation reflects the form
of existing attributes presented in Section 5 of [rfc3219].

Attribute Flags are set to the foll ow ng:

Condi tional Mandatory: Fal se

Required Fl ags: Not Well-Known, |ndependent Transitive
Potential Flags: None

TRI P Type Code: 12

There are no dependencies on other attributes, thus Conditiona
Mandatory is set to "Fal se".

Since the Resource-Priority field in SIP, with its correspondi ng
NaneSpace token, is optional, the ResourcePriority attribute in TRIP
is also optional. Hence, it is set to "Not Well-Known".

The | ndependent Transitive condition indicates that the attribute is
to be forwarded anpongst all |TADs. The Location Server that does not
recogni ze the attribute sets the Partial flag as well.

4.1. Syntax of ResourcePriority

The ResourcePriority attribute contains one or nore NameSpace token
identifiers. An initial set of identifiers is defined in [rfc4412],
wi th subsequent identifiers to be found in the I ANA registry. The
syntax of the ResourcePriority attribute is copied fromthe
"namespace" token syntax from[rfc4412], which in turn inported

"al phanum' from[rfc3261], and is an al phanumeric val ue as shown

bel ow.

namespace = 1*( al phanum/ "-" /[ "1" [ "o [ “"*" [ " " [ "+"
[t =)

Note that an augnented versi on of Backus-Naur Formis found in
[rfcd4234].

Si nce NaneSpaces are arbitrary in length, each tuple consists of a

Length value with a NanmeSpace value as shown in the figure bel ow
There is no paddi ng between tuples.
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0 1 2 3

01234567890123456789012345678901
T T o e e - o e +
| NaneSpace Length | NanmeSpace Val ue (variable) |
oo oo oo s o a o +

It is inportant to note that the priority (i.e., "r-priority" token
syntax) from|[rfc4412] is NOT used in the ResourcePriority attribute.
This is because the objective of the attribute is to advertise the
NanmeSpace associated with a gateway and not the individual priorities
wi thin that NameSpace.

4.2 Additional TRI P Considerations

Section 5.12 of TRIP lists a nunber of considerations that should be
addr essed when defining new attributes. The first three
considerations (use of the attribute, its flags, and syntax) have
been di scussed above in this section. The final three considerations
are the foll ow ng.

4.2.1. Route Origination

The ResourcePriority attribute is not well-known. |If a route has a
ResourcePriority attribute associated with it, the Location Server
(LS) MJST include that attribute in the advertisenent it originates.

4.2.2. Route Aggregation

Routes with differing ResourcePriority token values MJUST NOT be
aggregated. Routes with the sanme token values in the
ResourcePriority attribute MAY be aggregated and the sane
ResourcePriority attribute attached to the aggregated object.

4.2.3. Route Dissemnation and Attribute Scope

An LS MUST include the ResourcePriority attribute when comunicating
with peer LSs within its own donain.

If received froma peer LS in another domain, an LS MJST propagate
the ResourcePriority attribute to other LSs within its domain.

An LS MAY add the ResourcePriority attribute when propagating routing
objects to an LS in another domain. The inclusion of the
ResourcePriority attribute is a matter of local admnistrative

policy.
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5. Security Considerations
The docunent defines a new attribute for the TRIP protocol and has no
direct security considerations applied to it. However, the security
considerations for TRIP and its nessages renain the same and are
articulated in Section 14 of [rfc3219].

6. | ANA Consi derations

As described in Section 4 above, one new "TRIP attri bute" has been

defined. Its nanme and code value are the follow ng:
Code Attribute Nane
12 ResourcePriority

These assignnents are recorded in the follow ng registry:
http://ww. i ana. org/ assi gnnents/trip-paraneters
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Thi s docunent is subject to the rights, licenses and restrictions
contained in BCP 78, and except as set forth therein, the authors
retain all their rights.

Thi s docunent and the information contained herein are provided on an
"AS | S" basis and THE CONTRI BUTOR, THE ORGANI ZATI ON HE/ SHE REPRESENTS
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WARRANTI ES OF MERCHANTABI LI TY OR FI TNESS FOR A PARTI CULAR PURPCSE

Intellectual Property

The | ETF takes no position regarding the validity or scope of any
Intell ectual Property Rights or other rights that mght be clainmed to
pertain to the inplenentation or use of the technol ogy described in
this docunment or the extent to which any |license under such rights

m ght or might not be avail able; nor does it represent that it has
made any i ndependent effort to identify any such rights. [Information
on the procedures with respect to rights in RFC docunents can be
found in BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Copi es of I PR disclosures nmade to the | ETF Secretariat and any
assurances of licenses to be nade available, or the result of an
attenpt made to obtain a general |icense or permssion for the use of
such proprietary rights by inplenenters or users of this
specification can be obtained fromthe | ETF on-line | PR repository at
http://ww.ietf.org/ipr

The IETF invites any interested party to bring to its attention any
copyrights, patents or patent applications, or other proprietary
rights that nmay cover technology that nay be required to inpl enent
this standard. Please address the information to the |ETF at
ietf-ipr@etf.org.
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