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1 Introduction
It was agreed at the Vancouver meeting that Proxy CSCF discovery would be done using DHCP.  This contribution considers whether it is necessary to support mechanisms for reassigning the proxy CSCF that was selected during CSCF discovery.  The issue of proxy CSCF reassignment was raised in two contributions in Vancouver:

· S2-001295 (Lucent): Need for proxy CSCF

· S2-001270 (BT): Registration Requirements

We note that these contributions actually considered several different options for reassignment.  We describe these in turn.

Registration time reassignment.  Reassignment during registration was proposed if there are cases where it would be desirable to allow the proxy CSCF to run on the same platform as the serving CSCF.  This option exists when the proxy CSCF and serving CSCF are both in the same network.  If the proxy CSCF is statically assigned during CSCF discovery, then having them run on the same platform forces the serving CSCF to be assigned to the same platform, which limits flexibility in S-CSCF selection.   

Reassignment due to proxy CSCF failure.  Procedures are needed to allow proxy CSCF reassignment in case of failure.

Network initiated reassignment.  It was also suggested that it may be desirable to allow network initiated reassignment, perhaps to take a proxy CSCF off-line.

This contribution considers operator deployment and standardization issues concerning proxy CSCF reassignment.   We conclude that registration time proxy CSCF reassignment is not an operator requirement for Release 2000.  We have also concluded that network initiated reassignment is NOT required.  We are very concerned that developing support for these functions will have an adverse impact on the Release 2000 standardization schedule.  Therefore, AT&T strongly recommends that consideration of these functions be deferred to future releases.  

2 Discussion

This section provides the technical motivation for our position.

2.1 Registration time reassignment

There are a number of operator deployment and standardization issues which suggest that registration time reassignment is not a requirement for Release 2000. 

2.1.1 Operator deployment considerations

We note that the current registration flows allow the serving CSCF that is selected to run on the same platform as the proxy CSCF when they are in the same network.   Since proxy CSCF discovery can take CSCF load into account, the current registration flows supports the base functionality identified in the Lucent contribution that may be desired in initial deployments.   

In the case where the serving CSCF needs to run on a specific platform due to service control requirements, the current registration flows may not allow the proxy and serving CSCF to run on the same machine.  However, it is important to note that this is a special case.   From a deployment perspective, it is not likely that this case will arise in the initial releases of the IM subsystem, which should focus on getting basic functionality developed and deployed for a large subscriber base.  Even in the longer term, it is likely that the serving CSCF will only need to be allocated to a special platform for a small number of subscribers.   Hence, the current registration flows will already allow the proxy and serving CSCF to run on the same platform in initial deployments and perhaps in the majority of cases in the longer term.

An analysis of the functions provided by the proxy and serving CSCF suggest that deployment and sizing considerations may make it desirable for these functions to run on separate platforms anyway.   Hence, modification of the registration flows to support this functionality would be wasted effort.  We present our preliminary analysis for discussion.

We note that the functions of the proxy CSCF are to authorize local resources at the GGSN and to provide routing and number translation based, in part, on local addressing plans.  It is likely that proxy CSCFs will be closely associated with a local serving area, for several reasons.  One is that authorization of resources requires a security association between each proxy CSCF and the policy control function associated with the GGSNs that it controls.   In addition, provisioning of proxy CSCFs is likely to be dependent on the local addressing plan.   We also note that the functions of a proxy CSCF are relatively simple.  Proxy CSCFs will be sized according to the number of subscribers in a particular area.  Thus, proxy CSCF may run on a relatively low-end platform and be located close to the local serving area.

In contrast, the serving CSCF is responsible for complex service control functions.    Thus, serving CSCFs are likely to be sized to handle these more complex functions and may run on a high-end platform.  From a deployment perspective, it is likely that serving CSCFs would be consolidated in data centers and managed as a pool of resources.   In order to relocate the proxy CSCF resource allocation function to a serving CSCF, each CSCF in the pool would need to have a security association with the policy control points associated with all of the GGSNs that are being controlled.  In addition, the serving CSCFs would need to take into account local addressing plans to perform number translation functions.   This complicates provisioning.

Our conclusion is that the current registration flows provide sufficient flexibility to meet the needs of initial Release 2000 deployments, since the proxy and serving CSCF can be allocated to the same platform.  The current registration flows may also provide sufficient flexibility for the majority of cases in the longer term.  We present a preliminary analysis suggesting that operator deployment considerations will result in proxy and serving CSCF being allocated to different platforms anyway.

2.1.2 Schedule impact

In standard SIP, a user agent (e.g., terminal) is provisioned with the address of its proxy CSCF either statically, or via DHCP or multicast.  However, there are no provisions for proxy CSCF reassignment.  New procedures and/or SIP headers would need to be proposed through the IETF to provide this functionality.  Our experience in the SIP WG suggests that this could introduce a substantial delay to standardization.  Thus, if proxy CSCF reassignment is determined to be a requirement, it would introduce substantial schedule risk to take this in the current R2000 release.  We strongly recommend that consideration of this functionality be deferred to a later release.

2.2 Reassignment due to proxy CSCF failure

Procedures need to be defined to allow re-registration if a proxy CSCF fails.  This functionality can be supported using existing protocols.  The SIP keepalive mechanism can be used by the UE to detect proxy CSCF failure.   We propose that DHCP should return an ordered list of candidate proxy CSCFs.  This allows the UE to register with an alternate proxy CSCF if its primary proxy CSCF fails.  

2.3 Network initiated reassignment

Operators will want management procedures allowing a proxy CSCF to be taken off-line for scheduled maintenance.  However, network initiated reassignment is not needed since this functionality can be supported using existing protocols.  During the registration flows, the network can set the Expiry timer to a relatively small value (e.g., ½ hour).  This forces the terminal to re-register when the Expiry timer expires.  When a proxy CSCF is scheduled to go off-line, it refuses to accept re-registration requests, which will cause a UE that initiates re-registration to pick an alternate proxy CSCF.

3 Proposal

We propose the following text should be incorporated into the appropriate section in 23.228:

· Reassigning the proxy CSCF assigned during CSCF discovery is not a requirement in Release 2000.  Procedures to allow registration time proxy CSCF reassignment may be considered in future releases.

· The UE should support re-registration procedures to cope with proxy CSCF failure.  The DHCP response during proxy CSCF discovery may return a list of candidate proxy CSCFs to the UE to facilitate UE re-registration.

· The UE should support periodic re-registration in order to allow a proxy CSCF to be taken off-line for scheduled maintenance.  

· Network initiated proxy CSCF reassignment is not a requirement.

