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1. Introduction
During the last CT1 meeting, the following issues were identified in section 4.2.3 of TR 24.837:
Issue 4.2.3-1:
For call flows in all other sections it needs to be decided base on which type of flows the comparison of the different solutions should be done, i.e.

-
either one subscription

-
or two subscriptions.

In the end all flows should be of the same nature, before selecting a protocol solution.
Issue 4.2.3-2:
It needs to be clarified (maybe for every individual sub-feature) whether the call flows and state machines for the cases when AS1 and AS2 are split or when there is only one AS are straight forward to be aligned.
This paper proposes a way forward for solving these issues.

2. Discussion
When introducing collaborative sessions over two or more subscriptions (within this document now called "distributed scenario"), there is a chance that more than one SCC AS gets involved in a collaborative session. 

The following assumptions can be regarded as guaranteed pre-assumptions for the distributed scenario:

a)
for every collaborative session only one controller UE exists at a specific moment;

b)
at least in the home network of the controller UE an SCC AS is present and has anchored the calls related to the collaborative session – this AS is called "controlling SCC AS"; 

c)
if there are other SCC AS involved in the collaborative session, those cannot have the controlling SCC AS functionality;

d)
when intitiating calls towards controllee UEs the controlling SCC AS cannot be aware (before sending the intitial request) whether there will be an additional SCC AS added into the collaborative session or not.

Based on d), the controlling SCC AS does not know whether the request sent towards the controllee UE will be received by 

-
an SCC AS in the controllee UEs home network first or

-
the controllee UE directly.

This differenciation could only be made after the first response from the controllee UEs side to the controlling SCC AS.

Based on a) it is guranateed that the controlling SCC AS takes full control over the collaborative session and therefore 

1)
must collect all necessary information to guarantee full control over the collaborative session

2)
must act in a way that there is no need for additional control by another SCC AS in any of the controllee UEs networks.

Therefore it seems unnecessary that besides the controlling SCC AS additional SCC AS take control of a collaborative session.

3. Conclusions

The controlling SCC AS acts towards any controllee UE, 

-
regardless whether the related public user identity of the controllee UE belongs to the same or a different subscription as the public user identity of the controller UE

-
regardless whether there is an addtional SCC AS added into the collaborative session at the controllee UEs network or not

as if the messages exchanged with the controllee UE were directly, without involvement of an additional SCC AS, sent to / received from the controllee UE.

A SCC AS in the home network of a controllee UE, which is not assigned the role of the controlling SCC AS, shall not perform the actions of an SCC AS beyond anchoring. 

Due to that the messages sent between the controlling SCC AS and the controllee UE for scenarios in which the controllee UE belongs to the same or a different subscription than the controller UE are identical.

4. Proposal

It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TS 24.837 v0.2.0.
* * * First Change * * * *

<Proposed change in revision marks>

4.2
Inter-UE transfer and collaborative session procedures for UEs belonging to different IMS subscriptions under the same operator

Editor's Note:
This subclause corresponds to various subclauses under 6.1.3 of 3GPP TR 23.831 [3]
4.2.1
General

Editor's Note: This subclause will identify the generic procedures for IUT with UEs belonging to different IMS subscriptions (under the same operator). It is assumed that the related extensions and mechanisms can be specified independently from the other IUT procedures in 3GPP Rel-9 and 3GPP Rel-10.
4.2.2
Procedures

4.2.2.1
Extension of existing Rel-9 procedures for inter-UE transfer and collaborative session for UEs belonging to different IMS subscriptions under the same operator
There are no changes needed to existing Rel-9 procedures. 

NOTE:
The SCC AS in the home network of the controller UE takes full control of the collaborative session. Further SCC AS added in the home networks of controllee UEs do not influence the collaborative session call flows in a way which would cause additional signalling from/to the SCC AS in the home network of the controller UE. The SCC AS in the home network of the controller UE therefore does not need to distinguish whether a request is sent to / received from a controllee UE directly or via an SCC AS in the controllee UEs home network. 
4.2.2.2
New Rel-10 procedures for inter-UE transfer and collaborative session for UEs belonging to different IMS subscriptions under the same operator

4.2.3
Identified issues 

(Closed) Issue 4.2.3-1:
For call flows in all other sections it needs to be decided base on which type of flows the comparison of the different solutions should be done, i.e.

-
either one subscription

-
or two subscriptions.

In the end all flows should be of the same nature, before selecting a protocol solution.
Issue closed – the SCC AS of the controller UE takes full control of the collaborative session. The SCC AS of the controller UE cannot be aware whether there are additional SCC AS added in the home networks of controllee UEs. Therefore the signalling between the SCC AS of the controller UE and the controllee UE is not influenced by the presence or absence of an additional SCC AS.
(Closed) Issue 4.2.3-2:
It needs to be clarified (maybe for every individual sub-feature) whether the call flows and state machines for the cases when AS1 and AS2 are split or when there is only one AS are straight forward to be aligned.
Issue closed – a split is not needed. See reason for closing Issue 4.2.3-1
Issue 4.2.3-3:
In the case when there are two or more AS's and a MRF is in the flow, can only the AS which anchores the collaborative session control the MRF or can the MRF be located in a different network?

Issue 4.2.3-4:
Within the messages between the two AS's, is there a protocol indication needed, which indicates which of the two AS's is anchoring the session? If yes, how should this indication be transported / look like?

Issue 4.2.3-5:
Is it necessary for the controller UE or the SCC AS1 to discover the address of SCC AS2 and if yes, how could this be done?
Issue 4.2.3-6:
It must be possible in all scenarios for UEs to address SIP requests to a SCC AS (which takes the controlling role) which is assigned to a controller UE under a different subscription. 
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