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Abstract: Some offline work has happened in between CT1#66 and CT1#67 and it has been decided to eliminate a number of proposals because they are unlikely to be supported by a majority of companies. The SUBSCRIBE-NOTIFY proposal is eliminated. The SIP-INFO proposal is still on the table and two other proposals have been discussed on the offline conference call that is described in this paper. The intention here is to take the three proposals on their merits and pick a solution for standardisation.

Discussion:

It was suggested on the conference call to revisit some basic principles to help us make a better decision:

1. What information needs to be passed to the MSC?

The MSC needs to know the status of the SIP FSM of the call that is currently being set up in the PS domain between the UE and the remote party. It requires this information so that it can set its corresponding CS state in the MSC. However, the MSC also requires knowing who initiated the call (whether it be the local UE or the remote party) and this is required to set the correct state in the MSC to “Call Delivered” or “Call Received”.

2. Should this information be sent as a “command” or as “information” or “implied” by the MSC?

In some cases, the MSC can make a good determination to transition to the ACTIVE state based on the receipt of the final 200-OK. This is what the MSC does in prior releases for SRVCC which can only happen for an active call. The MSC would only transition to ACTIVE upon receipt of the 200-OK for the session transfer. However, it may not be the case that receipt of provisional responses (e.g. 180 or 183) can always guarantee the state of an ongoing session. 

If the MSC receives session state as “information”, then this can be used as input into a “logic table” in the MSC that provides the transition to the correct CS state. This would also allow us to future-proof the mechanism if the information sent can be expressed variably in an information body (e.g. XML schema). This state information could be identical or similar to what can be provided in the dialog-event-package NOTIFY. 

Sending a “command” would not be future proof if we would need to define another command to take into account future requirements

3. Should transport of this information be explicitly tied to the session transfer dialog?

The requirement is for the MSC to know about the state of the original SIP session and although the reason for the MSC knowing this state is as a result of session transfer, it could be questioned whether mechanisms outside of the session transfer dialog would be best placed to achieve synchronisation of the alerting state (i.e. treat the progress of the session transfer dialog and the synchronisation of state as independent tasks).

4. Analyses of proposed mechanisms for synchronisation of information

a. Use of 183 (terminating) and 180 (originating) as triggers for setting the correct state in the MSC.

· On the surface this looks very simplistic and does not require incur any modifications to existing messages or introduce any new messages.

· Reduces the delay that the MSC waits to receive the session state information.

· Solution can be entirely handled in 3GPP.

· 183 and 180 both have well defined semantics in RFC 3261. This use of 180/183 creates an assumption of the state based on the receipt of provisional responses. This may be OK for the 180 Ringing (though would be strange why the MSC needs to be alerted but not so for the 183 Session Progress.
· Would not be future proof to cover other state transitions if required in the future.
Note: It could be possible to send information in the 183/180 to indicate session state, though it has been stated in the past that XML bodies should not be provided in provisional responses and it is unclear whether it is appropriate to use a feature-tag which indicates support for a feature rather than to convey data.
b.  Use of SIP-INFO

· Meets the requirement of delivering information to the MSC for the state machines to be synchronised.

· XML body can be designed in such a way to mimic what information could have been provided if a subscription to dialog-event package was used.

· Solution can be entirely handled in 3GPP.

· Requires extra messaging to synchronise state.

· Always incurs the delay that the SIP-INFO cannot be sent until receipt of the PRACK to the 183, but this may not be a big issue given that the MSC has to already handle receipt of the CS connect before the session transfer dialog is confirmed, and the fact that the whole procedure is carried out in a synchronised manner.

· Violates the usage of SIP-INFO which is supposed to be used to transport application information that can further enhance a SIP application (see draft-ietf-sipcore-info-events) and SIP FSM state is not application information. However, this is not seen as a critical reason not to go with SIP-INFO.
c. Use of SIP-PUBLISH

· SIP-PUBLISH does not create a dialog and is therefore not tied to a dialog.

· SIP-PUBLISH can support publication of any event state for which there exists an appropriate event package (e.g. it could publish dialog-event)

· Would allow the MSC to receive the session state independent of the session transfer dialog and this state information would be received earlier than for mechanisms 1 and 2.

· Requires extra messaging to synchronise state.
· Requires the SCC AS and MSC support and implement the roles and functionality as defined in RFC 3903.
· Requires a mechanism to correlate the PUBLISH with the ongoing session transfer as not tied to a dialog.
· May require some work in IETF (not sure).
Conclusion:
CT1 needs to come up with a decision for synchronising session state for SRVCC-Alerting. This is the third meeting that we have discussed this feature and we should try and achieve a way forward at this meeting. Given the issues raised above with the 180/183 method and the impacts on the MSC and SCC AS for the SIP-PUBLISH method, it is recommended that SIP-INFO is chosen as the mechanism.
