Error! No text of specified style in document.
1
Error! No text of specified style in document.

3GPP TSG CT WG1 Meeting #69
C1-110361
24 – 28 January 2011, Lubijana, Slovenia

Source:
Research in Motion

Title:
Transfer of collaborative session control selection.

Document for:
Approval

Agenda Item:
11.2
Introduction

This contribution evaluates and proposes which alternative solutions to use for each aspect of assigning and transferring collaborative session control
1. Indicating whether controller UE wishes to be the controller of the collaborative session

4.5.2.1.1
Alternative 1 – Indicating whether controller UE wishes to be the controller of the collaborative session using the iut-controller media feature tag

This proposed solution is acceptable but not the most preferred approach as the solution as at least some people have a concern about eextending the meaning of an existing feature tag.
4.5.2.1.2.2
Alternative 2A - Indicating whether Controller UE wishes to remain a controller of the collaborative Session using SIP INFO request
It is proposed that this solution be rejected as:

a) the registration of an Info Package will require IETF work.
b) the solution has a higher overhead than other workable solutions

4.5.2.1.2.3
Alternative 2B - Indicating whether Controller UE wishes to remain a controller of the collaborative Session using an XML body in the transfer request
This proposed solution is acceptable but not the most preferred approach as the solution has a higher overhead than other workable solutions
4.5.2.1.3
Alternative 3 – Indicating whether controller UE wishes to be the controller of the collaborative session using a new media feature tag

This is the preferred solution as it is the most efficient in terms of message size.
Recommendation is to select the solution in 4.5.2.1.3 (Alternative 3).
2 Identifying that another UE is requested to become a controller of the collaborative session
4.5.2.2.1
Alternative 1 – Identifying a new controller UE using SIP REFER with method= REFER
It is proposed that this solution be rejected as:

a) the solution is unnecessarily complex. 
b) the solution has a higher overhead in terms of the Refer-To URI contents than other workable solutions
c) the Notification is sent back to the controller UE based upon the respone to the referred by REFER request not based upon the response to the request sent as a result of the refered by REFER request. This mean a separate solution is needed to inform the controller UE of the successful transfer of control.
4.5.2.2.2.2
Alternative 2A - Identifying a new controller UE using SIP INFO
It is proposed that this solution be rejected as:

a) the registration of an Info Package will require IETF work.

b) the solution has a higher overhead than other workable solutions

4.5.2.2.2.3
Alternative 2B - Identifying a new controller UE using an Event Package

It is proposed that this solution be rejected as:

a) the registration of an Event Package will require IETF work.

b) the solution has a higher overhead than other workable solutions

4.5.2.2.2.4
Alternative 2C - Identifying a new controller UE using XML embedded in Refer-To URI

This is the preferred solution as it:

a) is relatively efficient 

b) has the flexibility to extend the information sent to the target UE in future releases. 

4.5.2.2.3 Alternative 3 - Identifying a new controller UE using a SIP header field
It is proposed that this solution be rejected as the definition of a new header field will require IETF work.

4.5.2.2.4
Alternative 4 - Identifying a new controller UE using Accept-Contact in the Refer-To URI

This proposed solution is acceptable but not the most preferred approach as the solution as it it does not have the flexibility to transfer addition information to the target UE.
Recommendation is to select the solution in 4.5.2.2.4 (Alternative 4).
3 Indicating to another UE that it is requested to become a controller of the collaborative Session
4.5.2.3.2.2
Alternative 1A - Assigning a new controller UE using SIP INFO request
It is proposed that this solution be rejected as:

a) the registration of an Info Package will require IETF work.

b) the solution has a higher overhead than other workable solutions

4.5.2.3.2.3
Alternative 1B - Assigning a new controller UE using an Event Package

It is proposed that this solution be rejected as:

a) the registration of an Event Package will require IETF work.

b) the solution has a higher overhead than other workable solutions

4.5.2.3.2.4
Alternative 1C - Assigning a new controller UE using XML Body as a MIME type in the request

This is the preferred solution as it:

a) is relatively efficient 

b) has the flexibility to extend the information sent to the target UE in future releases. 

c) is compatible with the recommended solution in 4.5.2.2.4

4.5.2.3.3
Alternative 2 – Requesting a UE to become a controller UE using a SIP header field
It is proposed that this solution be rejected as the definition of a new header field will require IETF work.

4.5.2.3.4
Alternative 3 – Requesting a UE to become a controller UE using a media feature tag in an Accept-Contact header field
This proposed solution is acceptable but not the most preferred approach as the solution as it it does not have the flexibility to transfer addition information to the target UE.

Recommendation is to select the solution in 4.5.2.3.2.4 (Alternative 3).
4 Indicating acceptance of becoming a controller of the collaborative session
4.5.2.4.1.2
Alternative 1A – Indicating acceptance of becoming a controller using an XML Body in SIP 200 (OK) response
This proposed solution is acceptable but not the most preferred approach as if the XML body becomes large it might exceed the size of a UDP datagram.
4.5.2.4.1.3
Alternative 1B – Indicating acceptance of becoming a controller using an XML Body in SIP INFO request
It is proposed that this solution be rejected as:

a) the registration of an Info Package will require IETF work.

b) the solution has a higher overhead than other workable solutions

4.5.2.4.2
Alternative 2 – Indicating acceptance of becoming a controller using a SIP header field
is proposed that this solution be rejected as the definition of a new header field will require IETF work.

4.5.2.4.3
Alternative 3 – Indicating acceptance of becoming a controller using a new feature tag

This is the preferred solution as:

a) it is efficient

b) using a feature tag is a good way to find out the active controller and the controller capable UEs when subscribing to the dialog events. 
Recommendation is to select the solution in 4.5.2.4.3 (Alternative 3).
4.5.2.5
Informing that another UE has become a controller of the collaborative session
4.5.2.5.1.2
Alternative 1A - Informing that another UE has become a controller UE using SIP INFO
It is proposed that this solution be rejected as:

a) the registration of an Info Package will require IETF work.

b) the solution has a higher overhead than other workable solutions

4.5.2.5.1.3
Alternative 1B - Informing that another UE has become a controller UE using a new Event Package

It is proposed that this solution be rejected as:

a) the registration of an Event Package will require IETF work.

b) the solution has a higher overhead than other workable solutions

4.5.2.5.2
Alternative 2 – Informing that another UE has become a controller UE using a SIP header field
It is proposed that this solution be rejected as the definition of a new header field will require IETF work.

4.5.2.5.3.1
Alternative 3A - Informing that another UE has become a controller UE using a SIPfrag of the XML body in the response

This alternative is aligned with Alternative 1 in subclause 4.5.2.4.1. This proposed solution is acceptable but not the most preferred approach as if the XML body becomes large it might exceed the size of a UDP datagram 

4.5.2.5.3.2
Alternative 3B - Informing that another UE has become a controller UE using a SIPfrag of the new header field
This alternative is aligned with Alternative 2 in subclause 4.5.2.4.2. It is proposed that this solution be rejected as the definition of a new header field will require IETF work.
4.5.2.5.3.3
Alternative 3C - Informing that another UE has become a controller UE using a SIPfrag of a feature tag in the Contact header field
This alternative is aligned with Alternative 3 in subclause 4.5.2.4.3. This is the preferred solution as:

a) it is efficient

b) using a feature tag is a good way to find out the active controller and the controller capable UEs when subscribing to the dialog events. 
Recommendation is to select the solution in 4.5.2.5.3.3 (Alternative 3C).
Proposal
It is proposed to agree the recommendations above for the solutions for each aspect of assigning and transferring collaborative session control and agree the following Conclusion into TR 24.837.
5.5.2.6
Conclusion
The decision of the CT1 working group is that the procedures as described in subclauses 4.5.2.1.3,  4.5.2.2.4,    4.5.2.3.2.4 , 4.5.2.4.3 , and 4.5.2.5.3.3 will be specified in normative specifications in release 10. 
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