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Discussion

In SA2#37 some change requests related to session based messaging were discussed and approved. While S2-040381 added some general principles applicable for message sessions S2-040382 contains a call flow how to establish message sessions between two UEs without preconditions. S2-040435 contains a similar call flow where an intermediate node is involved.
However, it seems that some statements of these contributions are not consistent or at least unclear. 0381 proposes that the UE should indicate that it is willing to host the session and also that the other side may host the session. 0382 states in bullet point 10 that  

“If UE#1 offered to host the session then UE#2 establishes with UE#1 a reliable end-end connection for exchange of the message media.”,
and in bullet point 17

“If UE#1 requested UE#2 to host the session then UE#1 establishes with UE#2 a reliable end end connection for exchange of the message media.”

As we are dealing in chapter 5.16.2.2.1 with UEs registered in the IMS it is unclear in which cases 17 can happen. To be more precise: if UE#1 and UE#2 are implemented according 0381, UE#1 will be the host of the MSRP connection and 17 will never happen (at least the conditions for UE#2 to require to be the MSRP host are absolutely unclear). Thus, we think that 382 is not inline with 381. In 435 it may actually happen that the intermediate node, e.g. a chat server, insists to be the MSRP host.
In addition, the requirement in 381 that the UE needs an IP-CAN bearer before it initiates the SIP session in order to host the message session has some drawbacks. The main drawback is that correlation of SIP signalling and IP-CAN bearer is not possible in a simple way. In the current call flow UE#1 can receive an authorization token within the 200 OK, in which case the IP-CAN bearer already exists. The note

“SBLP applied to session-based messaging media components restricts the ability of the UE to host the message session. “

highlights this fact. But it is not said in what situations SBLP should be applied and how this is indicated to the UE. As the UE indicates the end of the session to other party by sending a SIP BYE the TCP connection still exists although the other party answered with a 200 OK. This is not a satisfactury solution because the network has to rely on the UE’s correct behaviour or apply certain charging rules, e.g. charging based on the GPRS bearer to avoid misuse.
In our understanding a solution for session based messaging must be able to provide means for SBLP. As usage of preconditions for messaging has not much support due to the huge amount of messages one approach could be that an IMS UE indicates in the SDP offer that the other party must be the host of the MSRP session. Although this approach has drawbacks with respect to inter-operability one advantage would be that no bearers must be established before the SIP session is initiated. Thus the origin party can receive an authorization token in the 200 OK and use it when creating the PDP context. If the answerer is outside the IMS and not able to host the session (as it is e.g. behind a Firewall), it will reject the offer. In this case the message is not sent or the offerer tries to be the host of the message session, which will be perhaps rejected by the network.
Proposal

It is proposed that SA2 discusses the issues mentioned in this contribution:

1. What side within a messaging session should be the host of the session?
2. How can we implement a procedure for SBLP in the context of message sessions (B-part as host, intermediate AS as host for both legs, rely on charging models/capabilities)?

3. Depending on operator policy how is the offerer informed which procedure to use, if different procedures apply? 






