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Abstract
This contribution has minor and editorial comments on the SHAKEN Errata Letter Ballot.

_____________________________
Introduction

The comments are divided into those considered purely editorial and those that are minor changes but more than editorial.

Editorial Changes
1. In 3.2 add the following Acronyms 

SP

Service Provider
2. In 5.3.2 , Remove the dashes in the Reason phrase for 436 responses
i.e. replace:

436 – ‘Bad-Identity-Info’
With


436 – ‘Bad Identity Info’
3. In 5.4, In the sample INVITE
· remove the blank line after the Call-ID header
· Change the Content-Length from 153 to 122 (108 characters/spaces + 7 CR + 7 LF)
Minor Changes

1. In section 5.2.1, 1st bullet item after 4th paragraph should be modified as follows

• The canonicalized value of the TN in the To header field value shall be used as the telephone identity
Rational: Only the TN portion of To header is used.
2. In section 5.2.3, 1st sentence should be modified as follows

This indicator allows for both identifying the service provider that is vouching for the call as well as clearly indicating what information the service provider is attesting to.
Rational: “attest’ does not identify the service provider
3. In section 5.3.1, end of section 

If the calling user has requested privacy (i.e., the INVITE request contains a Privacy header field populated with the privacy-type "id"), then the verifier shall perform the SHAKEN validation procedures as defined above. Since the P-Asserted-Identity header is not included in the INVITE request sent to the called user when the call is private, any Verstat parameter that is sent to the called endpoint device shall be conveyed in the From header field, as defined in [TS 24.229]as illustrated in the following example:

From: "Anonymous"<sip:anonymous@anonymous.invalid;verstat=TN Validation-Passed>;tag=9802748

Rational: TS 24.229 doesn’t currently allow the use of verstat as a uri parameter – so should defer this case (as we do for all other uses of verstat) to TS 24.229. 
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