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Abst r act

Users have various hunan (natural) |anguage needs, abilities, and
preferences regardi ng spoken, witten, and signed | anguages. Wen
establishing interactive comrunication ("calls") there needs to be a
way to negotiate (comunicate and match) the caller’s |anguage and
medi a needs with the capabilities of the called party. This is
especially inportant with energency calls, where a call can be
handl ed by a call taker capable of communicating with the user, or a
translator or relay operator can be bridged into the call during
setup, but this applies to non-energency calls as well (as an
exanpl e, when calling a conpany call center).

Thi s docunent describes the need and a sol ution using new SDP stream
attributes

Status of This Meno

This Internet-Draft is submtted in full conformance with the
provi sions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Internet-Drafts are working docunents of the Internet Engineering
Task Force (I ETF). Note that other groups may also distribute
wor ki ng documents as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at http://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maxi num of six nonths
and nmay be updated, replaced, or obsoleted by other docunents at any
time. It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
material or to cite themother than as "work in progress.”
This Internet-Draft will expire on May 4, 2016

Copyright Notice
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1. Introduction

A mutual | y conprehensi bl e | anguage is hel pful for human

conmuni cation. This document addresses the real-time, interactive
side of the issue. A conpanion docunment on | anguage selection in
emai | [draft-tonkinson-multilangcontent] addresses the non-real-tine
si de.

When setting up interactive conmuni cation sessions (using SIP or
other protocols), human (natural) |anguage and nedia nodality (voice,
vi deo, text) negotiation may be needed. Unless the caller and callee
know each other or there is contextual or out of band information
fromwhich the | anguage(s) and nedia nodalities can be determ ned,
there is a need for spoken, signed, or witten | anguages to be

negoti ated based on the caller’s needs and the callee’ s capabilities.
This need applies to both energency and non-energency calls. For
various reasons, including the ability to establish nultiple streans
using different nmedia (e.g., voice, text, video), it makes sense to
use a per-stream negotiation nechanism in this case, SDP

Thi s approach has a nunmber of benefits, including that it is generic
(applies to all interactive comruni cati ons negotiated using SDP) and
not limted to emergency calls. In sone cases such a facility isn't
needed, because the | anguage is known fromthe context (such as when
a caller places a call to a sign | anguage relay center, to a friend
or colleague). But it is clearly useful in nmany other cases. For
exanpl e, soneone calling a conpany call center or a Public Safety
Answering Point (PSAP) should be able to indicate if one or nore
specific signed, witten, and/or spoken | anguages are preferred, the
call ee should be able to indicate its capabilities in this area, and
the call proceed using in-common | anguage(s) and nedi a forns.

Since this is a protocol nmechanism the user equipnent (UE client)
needs to know the user’s preferred | anguages; a reasonabl e techni que
could include a configuration nechanismwi th a default of the

| anguage of the user interface. In sone cases, a UE could tie

| anguage and nedi a preferences, such as a preference for a video
stream using a signed | anguage and/or a text or audio streamusing a
written/ spoken | anguage.

I ncluding the user’s human (natural) |anguage preferences in the
session establishnent negotiation is independent of the use of a
relay service and is transparent to a voice service provider. For
exanpl e, assune a user within the United States who speaks Spani sh
but not English places a voice call using an | M5 device. |t doesn't
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matter if the call is an enmergency call or not (e.g., to an airline
reservation desk). The |language information is transparent to the
IMS carrier, but is part of the session negotiation between the UE

and the termnating entity. In the case of a call to e.g., an
airline, the call can be automatically handl ed by a Spani sh-speaki ng
agent. |In the case of an energency call, the Enmergency Services IP

network (ESInet) and the PSAP may choose to take the |anguage and
medi a preferences into account when determ ning how to process the
call.

By treating | anguage as another attribute that is negotiated al ong
with other aspects of a media stream it becones possible to
accommodat e a range of users’ needs and called party facilities. For
exanpl e, some users may be able to speak several |anguages, but have
a preference. Sone called parties may support some of those

| anguages internally but require the use of a translation service for
others, or may have a limted nunber of call takers able to use
certain | anguages. Another exanple would be a user who is able to
speak but is deaf or hard-of-hearing and requires a voice stream plus
a text stream (known as voice carry over). Making | anguage a nedi a
attribute allows the standard session negotiati on nechanismto handl e
this by providing the informati on and nmechani smfor the endpoints to
make appropriate deci sions.

Regarding relay services, in the case of an enmergency call requiring
sign | anguage such as ASL, there are two conmon approaches: the
caller initiates the call to a relay center, or the caller places the
call to energency services (e.g., 911 in the U S. or 112 in Europe).
In the forner case, the | anguage need is ancillary and suppl enental .
In the latter case, the ESInet and/or PSAP may take the need for sign
| anguage into account and bridge in a relay center. |In this case,
the ESInet and PSAP have all the standard information available (such
as location) but are able to bridge the relay sooner in the cal
processi ng.

By making this facility part of the end-to-end negotiation, the
question of which entity provides or engages the relay service
becones separate fromthe call processing nmechanics; if the caller
directs the call to a relay service then the human | anguage
negotiation facility provides extra infornmation to the relay service
but calls will still function without it; if the caller directs the
call to emergency services, then the ESInet/PSAP are able to take the
user’s human | anguage needs into account, e.g., by assigning to a
specific queue or call taker or bridging in a relay service or
transl at or.

The term "negotiation" is used here rather than "indication" because
human | anguage (spoken/witten/signed) is something that can be
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negotiated in the sane way as which forns of nedia (audi o/text/video)
or which codecs. For exanple, if we think of non-energency calls,
such as a user calling an airline reservation center, the user may
have a set of |anguages he or she speaks, w th perhaps preferences
for one or a few, while the airline reservation center will support a
fixed set of |anguages. Negotiation should select the user’s nost
preferred | anguage that is supported by the call center. Both sides
shoul d be aware of which | anguage was negotiated. This is
conceptually simlar to the way ot her aspects of each nedia stream
are negotiated using SDP (e.g., nedia type and codecs).

2. Term nol ogy

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 RFC 2119 [ RFC2119].

3. Expected Use

This facility may be used by NENA and 3GPP. NENA has al ready
referenced it in NENA 08-01 (i3 Stage 3 version 2) in describing
attributes of calls presented to an ESlnet, and nay add further
details in that or other docunents. 3GPP may reference this

mechani smin general call handling and enmergency call handling. Sone
CRs introduced in SAl have anticipated this functionality being

provi ded within SDP

4. Desired Semantics

The desired solution is a nedia attribute that may be used within an
offer to indicate the preferred | anguage of each nedia stream and
within an answer to indicate the accepted | anguage. The semantics of
including nultiple values for a nmedia streamw thin an offer is that
the | anguages are listed in order of preference.

(While it is true that a conversation anong nultilingual people often
i nvol ves nultiple | anguages, the useful ness of providing a way to
negotiate this as a general facility is outweighed by the conmplexity
of the desired semantics of the SDP attribute to allow negotiation of
mul ti pl e sinultaneous | anguages within an interactive nedia stream)

5. The existing 'lang’ attribute
RFC 4566 specifies an attribute 'lang’ which sounds simlar to what
is needed here, the difference being that it specifies that 'a=lang

is declarative with the semantics of nultiple 'lang’ attributes being
that all of themare used, while we want a neans to negotiate which
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one is used in each stream This difference neans that the existing
"lang’ attribute can’'t be used and we need to define a new attribute.

The text from RFC 4566 [ RFC4566] is:

a=l ang: <l anguage tag>

This can be a session-level attribute or a nedia-level attribute.
As a session-level attribute, it specifies the default |anguage
for the session being described. As a nedia- level attribute, it
specifies the | anguage for that nedia, overriding any session-

| evel |anguage specified. Miltiple lang attributes can be
provided either at session or nmedia level if the session
description or media use nultiple |anguages, in which case the
order of the attributes indicates the order of inportance of the
various | anguages in the session or nedia fromnost inportant to
| east inportant.

The "lang" attribute value nust be a single [ RFC3066] |anguage tag
in US-ASCII [RFC3066]. It is not dependent on the charset
attribute. A "lang" attribute SHOULD be specified when a session
is of sufficient scope to cross geographi c boundari es where the

| anguage of recipients cannot be assuned, or where the session is
in a different |anguage fromthe |ocally assumed norm

A recent search of RFCs and Internet Drafts turned up only one use of
the 'lang’ attribute (in a nowexpired draft), and that sole use was
coincidentally in exactly the way we need (erroniously assuning that
the attribute was used for negotiation). The sole use was in an
exanple in a draft not directly related to | anguage, where the
initial invitation contains two "a=lang’ entries for a nedia stream
(for English and Italian) and the OK accepts one of them (ltalian).

The exanpl e serves as evidence of the need for an SDP attribute with
the semantics as described in this docunent; unfortunately, the
existing 'lang’ attribute is not it.

6. Proposed Sol ution

An SDP attribute seenms the natural choice to negotiate human
(natural) language of an interactive media stream The attribute
val ue should be a | anguage tag per RFC 5646 [ RFC5646]

6.1. Rationale

The decision to base the proposal at the nedia negotiation |evel, and
specifically to use SDP, cane after significant debate and

di scussion. From an engi neering standpoint, it is possible to neet
the objectives using a variety of nechanisns, but none are perfect.
None of the proposed alternatives was clearly better technically in
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enough ways to win over proponents of the others, and none were
clearly so bad technically as to be easily rejected. As is often the
case in engineering, choosing the solution is a matter of bal ancing
trade-offs, and ultinmately nore a matter of taste than technica
merit. The two nmain proposals were to use SDP and SIP. SDP has the
advantage that the |anguage is negotiated with the nedia to which it
applies, while SIP has the issue that the |anguages expressed may not
mat ch the SDP nmedi a negoti ated (for exanmple, a session could
negotiate video at the SIP level but fail to negotiate any video
medi a stream at the SDP | ayer).

The mechani sm descri bed here for SDP can be adapted to nedia
negoti ati on protocols other than SDP

6.2. New ’'hum ntl ang-send’” and ' humi ntlang-recv’ attributes

Rat her than re-use 'lang’ we define two new nedia-level attributes
starting with "hunintlang’ (short for "human interactive |anguage")
to negotiate which human | anguage is used in each (interactive) nedia
stream There are two attributes, one ending in "-send" and the
other in "-recv" to indicate the | anguage used when sendi ng and

recei ving nedi a:

a=huni nt | ang- send: <l anguage t ag>
a=humi nt | ang-recv: <l anguage tag>

Each can appear nmultiple times in an offer for a nedia stream

In an offer, the '"humi ntlang-send’ values constitute a list in
preference order (first is nost preferred) of the |Ianguages the

of ferer wishes to send using the nedia, and the ’hum ntlang-recv’
val ues constitute a list in preference order of the |anguages the
of ferer wishes to receive using the media. |In cases where the user
wi shes to use one nedia for sending and another for receiving (such
as a speech-inpaired user who wi shes to send using text and receive

usi ng audi o), one of the two MAY be unset. |In cases where a nedia is
not primarily intended for |anguage (for exanple, a video or audio
stream i ntended for background only) both SHOULD be unset. |n other

cases, both SHOULD have the sane values in the same order. The two
SHOULD NOT be set to | anguages which are difficult to natch together
(e.g., specifying a desire to send audio in Hungarian and receive
audio in Portuguese will nake it difficult to successfully conplete
the call).

In an answer, 'humntlang-send is the accepted | anguage the answerer

will send (which in nost cases is one of the |anguages in the offer’s
"humintlang-recv’'), and 'humintlang-recv’ is the accepted | anguage
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the answerer expects to receive (which in nost cases is one of the
| anguages in the offer’s ’hum ntlang-send’).

Each val ue MJUST be a | anguage tag per RFC 5646 [ RFC5646]. RFC 5646
descri bes nmechani sns for matching | anguage tags. While RFC 5646
provi des a nechani sm acconmodati ng increasingly fine-grained
distinctions, in the interest of maxi muminteroperability for real-
time interactive conmuni cations, each 'humi ntlang-send and

"hum ntl ang-recv’ value SHOULD be restricted to the | argest
granularity of |anguage tags; in other words, it is RECOVMENDED to
specify only a Prinmary-subtag and NOT to include subtags (e.g., for
region or dialect) unless the | anguages might be nutually

i nconpr ehensi bl e wi t hout them

In an offer, each | anguage tag val ue MAY have an asteri sk appended as
the |l ast character (after the registry value). The asterisk

i ndi cates a request by the caller to not fail the call if there is no
| anguage in comon. See Section 6.3 for nore information and

di scussi on.

When pl acing an enmergency call, and in any other case where the

| anguage cannot be assuned from context, each nedia streamin an
offer primarily intended for human | anguage conmuni cati on SHOULD
specify one or both 'humi ntlang-send’ and ' hum ntlang-recv’
attributes (to avoid anbiguity).

Note that while signed | anguage tags are used with a video streamto
i ndi cate sign | anguage, a spoken | anguage tag for a video streamin
parallel with an audio streamwi th the sane spoken | anguage tag

i ndi cates a request for a supplenental video streamto see the
speaker.

Clients acting on behalf of end users are expected to set one or both
"hum ntl ang-send’ and ' hum ntlang-recv’ attributes on each nedia
streamprimarily intended for human conmunication in an offer when

pl aci ng an out goi ng session, but either ignore or take into
consideration the attributes when receiving inconmng calls, based on
| ocal configuration and capabilities. Systens acting on behal f of
call centers and PSAPs are expected to take into account the val ues
when processing i nbound calls.

6.3. Advisory vs Required
One inportant consideration with this nmechanismis if the call fails

if the callee does not support any of the |anguages requested by the
caller.
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In order to provide for maxi num likelihood of a successfu

communi cati on session, especially in the case of energency calling,
the mechani sm defi ned here provides a way for the caller to indicate
a preference for the call failing or succeeding when there is no

| anguage in comopn. However, the callee is NOT REQU RED to honor
this preference. For exanple, a PSAP MAY choose to attenpt the cal
even with no | anguage in common, while a corporate call center NMAY
choose to fail the call.

The mechanismfor indicating this preference is that, in an offer, if
the | ast character of any of the 'humintlang-recv’ or ’'hum ntlang-
send’ values is an asterisk, this indicates a request to not fail the
call (simlar to SIP Accept-Language syntax). Either way, the called
party MAY ignore this, e.g., for the energency services use case, a
PSAP will likely not fail the call.

6.4. Silly States

It is possible to specify a "silly state" where the | anguage
speci fi ed does not nake sense for the nedia type, such as specifying
a signed | anguage for an audi o nmedi a stream

An offer MJUST NOT be created where the | anguage does not nake sense
for the nedia type. |If such an offer is received, the receiver MAY
reject the nmedia, ignore the |Ianguage specified, or attenpt to
interpret the intent (e.g., if American Sign Language is specified
for an audio nedia stream this mght be interpreted as a desire to
use spoken English).

A spoken | anguage tag for a video streamin conjunction with an audio
streamwi th the sanme | anguage night indicate a request for
suppl enental video to see the speaker.

7. | ANA Consi derations

IANA is kindly requested to add two entries to the "att-field (nedia
level only)’' table of the SDP paraneters registry:

| att-field (nedia |l evel only) | hunmintlang-send | (this docunment) |
| att-field (nedia |l evel only) | humintlang-recv | (this document) |

Table 1: att-field (nmedia level only)’ entries
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Security Considerations

The Security Considerations of RFC 5646 [ RFC5646] apply here (as a
use of that RFC). In addition, if the ’'hum ntlang-send or
"humi ntl ang-recv’ values are altered or deleted en route, the session
could fail or |anguages inconprehensible to the caller could be

sel ected; however, this is also a risk if any SDP paraneters are

nmodi fied en route.

Changes from Previ ous Versions

Changes fromdraft-gellens-slim...-02 to draft-gellens-
slim...-03

0 Renoved Use Cases section, per face-to-face discussion at |ETF 93
0 Renoved discussion of routing, per face-to-face discussion at |ETF
93

Changes fromdraft-gellens-slim...-01 to draft-gellens-
slim...-02

o0 Updated NENA usage nention
0 Renoved background text reference to draft-saintandre-sip-xnpp-
chat-04 since that draft expired

Changes fromdraft-gellens-slim...-00 to draft-gellens-
slim...-01

0 Revision to keep draft fromexpiring

Changes fromdraft-gellens-music-...-02 to draft-gellens-
slim...-00

0 Changed nane from-mmusic- to -slim to reflect proposed WG nane
0 As aresult of the face-to-face discussion in Toronto, the SDP vs
SI P issue was resol ved by going back to SDP, taking out the SIP
hint, and converting what had been a set of alternate proposals

for various ways of doing it within SIP into an informative annex
section which includes background on why SDP is the proposa

0 Added nention that enabling a nutually conprehensibl e | anguage is
a general problem of which this docunent addresses the real-tine
side, with reference to [draft-tonkinson-nultilangcontent] which
addresses the non-real -tine side.
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9.5. Changes fromdraft-gellens-music-...-01 to -02

0 Added clarifying text on leaving attributes unset for nedia not
primarily intended for human | anguage conmmunication (e.qg.
background audi o or vi deo).

0 Added new section Appendix A ("Alternative Proposal: Caller-
prefs") discussing use of SIP-level Caller-prefs instead of SDP-
| evel

9.6. Changes fromdraft-gellens-nusic-...-00 to -01

0 Rel axed | anguage on setting -send and -receive to same val ues;
added text on |l eaving on enpty to indicate asymretric usage.

0 Added text that clients on behalf of end users are expected to set
the attributes on outgoing calls and ignore on incomng calls
whil e systens on behalf of call centers and PSAPs are expected to
take the attributes into account when processing inconing calls.

9.7. Changes fromdraft-gellens-...-02 to draft-gellens-music-...-00

0 Updated text to refer to RFC 5646 rather than the | ANA | anguage
subtags registry directly.

o Mved discussion of existing 'lang’ attribute out of "Proposed
Sol ution" section and into own section nowthat it is not part of
proposal

0 Updated text about existing 'lang attribute.

0 Added exanpl e use cases

0 Replaced proposed single "hunmintlang' attribute with ’'hum ntl ang-
send’ and 'hunintlang-recv’ per Haral d’ s request/infornmation that
it was a nmisuse of SDP to use the same attribute for sending and
recei ving.

0 Added section describing usage being advisory vs required and text
in attribute section.

0 Added section on SIP "hint" header (not yet nailed down between
new and exi sting header).

0 Added text discussing usage in policy-based routing function or
use of SIP header "hint" if unable to do so

0 Added SHOULD that the value of the paranmeters stick to the | argest
granul arity of |anguage tags.

0 Added text to Introduction to be try and be nore cl ear about
pur pose of docunent and probl em bei ng sol ved.

o Many wording inprovenents and clarifications throughout the
docunent .

o Filled in Security Considerations.

o Filled in I ANA Consi derati ons.

0 Added to Acknow edgnents those who participated in the Ol ando ad-
hoc di scussion as well as those who participated in emil
di scussi on and si de one-on-one di scussions.
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Changes fromdraft-gellens-...-01 to -02

0 Updated text for (possible) new attribute "hum ntlang” to
reference RFC 5646

0 Added clarifying text for (possible) re-use of existing 'lang
attribute saying that the registration would be updated to reflect
different semantics for nmultiple values for interactive versus
non-interactive medi a.

0 Added clarifying text for (possible) new attribute "hum ntlang"” to
attenpt to better describe the role of |language tags in nedia in
an offer and an answer.

Changes fromdraft-gellens-...-00 to -01

o Changed nane of (possible) new attribute from’hum ang” to
"hum ntl ang”

0 Added discussion of silly state (language not appropriate for
medi a type)

0 Added Voice Carry Over exanple

Added nention of multilingual people and multiple | anguages

0o Mnor text clarifications

o

Contributors
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Appendi x A
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Appendi x A. Historic Alternative Proposal: Caller-prefs

The decision to base the proposal at the nedia negotiation |level, and
specifically to use SDP, cane after significant debate and

di scussion. It is possible to meet the objectives using a variety of
nmechani sms, but none are perfect. Using SDP neans dealing with the
complexity of SDP, and | eaves out real-time session protocols that do
not use SDP. The mmjor alternative proposal was to use SIP. Using
SI P | eaves out non-SIP session protocols, but nore fundanentally,
woul d occur at a different layer than the nedia negotiation. This
results in a nore fragile solution since the nmedia nodality and
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| anguage woul d be negotiated using SIP, and then the specific nedia
formats (which inherently include the nodality) would be negoti ated
at a different level (typically SDP, especially in the energency
calling cases), making it easier to have m smatches (such as where
the nmedia nodality negotiated in SIP don’t nmatch what was negoti ated
usi ng SDP).

An alternative proposal was to use the SIP-1evel Caller Preferences
mechani sm from RFC 3840 [ RFC3840] and RFC 3841 [ RFC3841].

The Call er-prefs mechani smincludes a priority system this would
all ow different conbinations of nedia and | anguages to be assigned
different priorities. The evaluation and decisions on what to do
with the call can be done either by proxies along the call path, or
by the addressed UA. Evaluation of alternatives for routing is
described in RFC 3841 [ RFC3841].

A.1l. Use of Caller Preferences Wthout Additions

The followi ng woul d be possible w thout addi ng any new registered
t ags:

Potential callers and recipients MAY include in the Contact field in
their SIP registrations nedia and | anguage tags according to the
joint capabilities of the UA and the human user according to RFC 3840
[ RFC3840] .

The nost relevant nedia capability tags are "video", "text" and
"audi 0". Each tag represents a capability to use the nedia in two-
way conmuni cati on.

Language capabilities are declared with a comma-separated |ist of
| anguages that can be used in the call as paraneters to the tag
"| anguage=".

This is an exanple of howit is used in a SIP REG STER

REQ STER user @xanpl e. net
Cont act : <si p: user 1@xanpl e. net > audi o; video; text;
| anguage="en, es, ase"

Including this information in SIP REA STER al |l ows proxies to act on
the information. For the problem set addressed by this docunent, it
is not anticipated that proxies will do so using registration data.

Further, there are classes of devices (such as cellular nobile
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phones) that are not anticipated to include this information in their
registrations. Hence, use in registration is OPTI ONAL.

In acall, alist of acceptable nmedia and | anguage conbinations is
declared, and a priority assigned to each conbination

This is done by the Accept-Contact header field, which defines

di fferent conbinations of nmedia and | anguages and assigns priorities
for conpleting the call with the SIP URI represented by that Contact.
A priority is assigned to each set as a so-called "g-val ue" which
ranges from1l (nost preferred) to O (least preferred).

Usi ng the Accept-Contact header field in INVITE requests and
responses allows these capabilities to be expressed and used during
call set-up. dients SHOULD include this information in I NVITE
requests and responses.

Exanpl e:
Accept - Cont act : *. text; |anguage="en"; q=0.2
Accept - Cont act : *. video; |anguage="ase"; q=0.8

Thi s exanpl e shows t he highest preference expressed by the caller is
to use video with Anerican Sign Language (| anguage code "ase"). As a
fallback, it is acceptable to get the call connected with only
English text used for human communication. Oher nedia nmay of course
be connected as well, without expectation that it will be usable by
the caller for interactive conmunications (but may still be hel pfu

to the caller).

This systemsatisfies all the needs described in the previous
chapters, except that |anguage specifications do not nake any

di stinction between spoken and witten | anguage, and that the need
for directionality in the specification cannot be fulfilled.

To sonme degree the lack of nedia specification between speech and
text in | anguage tags can be conpensated by only specifying the

i mportant mediumin the Accept-Contact field.

Thus, a user who wants to use English mainly for text would specify:

Accept - Cont act : *. text;language="en"; q=1.0
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While a user who wants to use English mainly for speech but accept it
for text would specify:

Accept - Cont act : *- audi o; | anguage="en"; q=0. 8
Accept - Cont act : *. text;language="en"; q=0. 2

However, a user who would like to talk, but receive text back has no
way to do it with the existing specification

A. 2. Additional Caller Preferences for Asymretric Needs

In order to be able to specify asynmetric preferences, there are two
possibilities. Either new | anguage tags in the style of the

hum ntl ang paraneters descri bed above for SDP could be registered, or
additional nedia tags describing the asymetry could be registered.

A.2.1. Caller Preferences for Asymetric Mdality Needs
The follow ng new nedi a tags shoul d be defi ned:

speech-recei ve
speech- send
text-receive

t ext - send

si gn-send
sign-receive

A user who prefers to talk and get text in return in English would
register the following (if including this information in registration
dat a):

REQ STER user @xanpl e. net
Cont act : <si p: user 1@xanpl e. net > audi o; t ext ; speech-send; t ext -
recei ve; | anguage="en"

At call tinme, a user who prefers to talk and get text in return in
English woul d set the Accept-Contact header field to:

Accept - Cont act : *; audio; text; speech-receive; text-send;
| anguage="en"; q=0. 8
Accept - Cont act : *. text; language="en"; q=0.2
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Note that the directions specified here are as viewed fromthe call ee
side to match what the callee has registered

A bridge arranged for invoking a relay service specifically arranged
for captioned tel ephony would register the followi ng for supporting
calling users:

REQ STER ct @trel ay. net
Cont act : <sip:ctl@trel ey. net> audi o; text; speech-receive;
text - send; |anguage="en"

A bridge arranged for invoking a relay service specifically arranged
for captioned tel ephony would register the follow ng for supporting
cal | ed users:

REG STER ct @trel ay. net
Cont act : <sip:ct2@trel ey. net> audi o; text; speech-send; text-
recei ve; | anguage="en"

At call tinme, these alternatives are included in the |ist of possible
outcome of the call routing by the SIP proxies and the proper relay
service is invoked.

A.2.2. Caller Preferences for Asymetric Language Tags

An alternative is to register new | anguage tags for the purpose of
asymetric | anguage usage.

I nstead of using "l anguage=", six new | anguage tags woul d be
regi stered:

humi nt | ang-text-recv
hunmi nt | ang-t ext - send
hum nt | ang- speech-recv
hum nt | ang- speech- send
hum nt | ang- si gn-recv
hunmi nt | ang- si gn- send

These | anguage tags woul d be used instead of the regul ar

bi directional |anguage tags, and users with bidirectiona
capabilities SHOULD specify values for both directions. Services
specifically arranged for supporting users with asymetric needs
SHOULD specify only the asymetry they support.

Gel | ens Expires May 4, 2016 [ Page 17]



Internet-Draft Negoti ati ng Human Language Novenber 2015

Aut hor’ s Addr ess

Randal | Gel | ens

Qual conm Technol ogi es I nc.
5775 Mor ehouse Drive

San Di ego, CA 92121

us

Emai | : rg+i etf @andy. pensive.org

Gel | ens Expires May 4, 2016 [ Page 18]



