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1. Introduction
- For the Alternative 1 (REFER) solution, solution for the same subscription is different from the solution for the different subscription. The solution for the case of the different subscription can also work for the case of the same subscription. Therefore the Alternative 1 (REFER) for the same subscription is replaced by the solution for the case of the different subscription and the name of Alternative 1 (REFER) is renamed as Alternative 1 (REFER with the media feature tag).

2. Reason for Change
Alternative 1 (REFER) is replaced by Alternative 1a (SIP REFER with media feature tag).
3. Conclusions

n/a
4. Proposal

It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 24.837 0.5.0.
* * * First Change * * * *

5.6
Evaluation of solutions for media flows transfer

5.6.1 Evaluation of solution for media flows transfer by the target UE








5.6.1.1 Pros and Cons of Alternative 1 (SIP REFER with media feature tag)

Advantages:

-
Same solution for both same subscription and different subscription

-
No need to know beforehand the hosting address of the SCC AS in another domain in the case of different subscription

-
The UE requesting the media flow transfer is informed the result of IUT after completion
Disadvantages: 

-
Require another separate signalling than the SIP REFER signalling itself in order for the controller UE to be able to authorize the media flows transfer if authorization is to be performed by the controller UE
-
Require the Subscribe/Notify mechanism to inform the result of IUT to controller UE.

5.6.1.2 Pros and Cons of Alternative 2 (SIP REFER with method=REFER)

Advantages:

-
Same solution for both same subscription and different subscription

-
Most efficient for authorization: does NOT require another separate signalling than the SIP REFER signalling itself in order for the controller UE to be able to authorize the media flows transfer if authorization is to be performed by the controller UE 
-
No need to know beforehand the hosting address of the SCC AS in another domain in the case of different subscription

-
Controller UE knows the result of IUT. No need the Subscribe/Notify mechanism to inform the result of IUT to controller UE. 

Disadvantages:

-
The UE requesting the media flow transfer is not informed the result of IUT after completion
5.6.1.3 Pros and Cons of Alternative 3 (based on SIP re-INVITE request)

Advantages:

-
The UE requesting the media flow transfer is informed the result of IUT after completion
Disadvantages:

-
Require another separate signalling than the SIP REFER signalling itself in order for the controller UE to be able to authorize the media flows transfer if authorization is to be performed by the controller UE
-
Require the Subscribe/Notify mechanism to inform the result of IUT to controller UE




* * * End of Change * * * *

