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1. Introduction
TR 24.837 does not yet include an evaluation of solutions for collaborative session establishment upon session setup.
This P-CR provides evaluation text for collaborative session establishment upon session setup.
2. Reason for Change
Missing evaluation of collaborative session establishment upon session setup.
3. Conclusions

n/a
4. Proposal

It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 24.837.
* * * First Change * * * *

5
Protocol evaluation 

5.1
General

Editor's Note: If for one or more of the functionalities described in this TR several different protocol proposals exist, the related evaluation on which of the different protocols to use will be done in this subclause. 

5.2
void

Editor's Note: This section is a placeholder in order to get numbering aligned between the different subsections. It may, if needed, later on be used for protocol evaluation for the procedures and issues outlined in subclause 4.2 (inter-UE transfer and collaborative session procedures for UEs belonging to different IMS subscriptions under the same operator). 

5.3
void

Editor's Note: This section is a placeholder in order to get numbering aligned between the different subsections. It may, if needed, later on be used for protocol evaluation for the procedures and issues outlined in subclause 4.3 (discovery of UEs of different IMS subscriptions which can participate in collaborative sessions). 

5.4
Evaluation of solutions for establishment of collaborative session upon session setup
5.4.1
Void
5.4.2
Evaluation of procedures for establishment of collaborative session upon session setup
5.4.2.1
Evaluation of procedures for establishment of collaborative session upon originating IMS session setup

5.4.2.1.1
Pros and Cons of Alternative 1 – indicating collaborative session establishment by providing controllee UE SIP URI in SDP
Advantages:

-
Low overhead in terms of message size
Disadvantages:

-
Depends on recent IETF draft
-
The draft is not in line with RFC4566 (“SDP: Session Description Protocol”) since it uses the connection network type to indicate a URI definition
-
Depends on the SDP ccap attribute which has been removed at IETF
5.4.2.1.2
Pros and Cons of Alternative 2 – indicating collaborative session establishment by tunneled SIP REFER request

Advantages:

-
Does not require IETF standardisation

Disadvantages:

-
Overhead in terms of message size
5.4.2.1.3
Pros and Cons of Alternative 3 – indicating collaborative session establishment by providing controllee UE SIP URI in SDP using P-Asserted-Identity
Advantages:

-
Low overhead in terms of message size
Disadvantages:

-
Depends on recent IETF draft

-
The draft is not in line with RFC4566 (“SDP: Session Description Protocol”) since it uses the connection network type to indicate a URI definition

-
Depends on the SDP ccap attribute which has been removed at IETF

5.4.2.2
Evaluation of procedures for establishment of collaborative session upon terminating IMS session setup

5.4.2.2.1
Pros and Cons of Alternative 1 – indicating collaborative session establishment by providing controllee UE SIP URI in SDP
Advantages:

-
Low overhead in terms of message size
Disadvantages:

-
Depends on recent IETF draft

-
The draft is not in line with RFC4566 (“SDP: Session Description Protocol”) since it uses the connection network type to indicate a URI definition

-
Depends on the SDP ccap attribute which has been removed at IETF

5.4.2.2.2
Pros and Cons of Alternative 2 – indicating collaborative session establishment by tunneled SIP REFER request

Advantages:

-
Does not require IETF standardisation

Disadvantages:

-
Overhead in terms of message size

5.4.2.2.3
Pros and Cons of Alternative 3 – indicating collaborative session establishment by SIP REFER request before SIP 200 (OK) response

Advantages:

-
Does not require IETF standardisation
-
Aligns with Rel-9 procedures for adding new media by remote UE
Disadvantages:

-
Overhead in terms of message size

5.4.2.2.4
Pros and Cons of Alternative 4 – Using SIP 300 (Multiple Choices) response
Advantages:

-
Does not require IETF standardisation

Disadvantages:

-
Not in line with RFC3261 regarding the indication of alternative addresses according to which “A 300 (Multiple Choices), 301 (Moved Permanently) or 302 (Moved Temporarily) response SHOULD contain a Contact header field containing one or more URIs of new addresses to be tried.”
-
Overhead in terms of message size


