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Abstract of the contribution: This paper discusses the way forward for the possible issue on the Registration using I2 when the UE moves between MSC Servers enhanced for ICS.
1. Introduction

In the SA2#67 meeting (Sophia Antipolis), the possible issue on the Registration using I2 when the UE moves between MSC Servers enhanced for ICS described in S2-xxxx was discussed. A liaison S2-086359 ( C1-083724) was sent to CT1 to ask the CT1 to clarify whether or not the explicit deregistration of an unknown contact address will affect the existing registration by the target MSC Server, which uses the same IMPI/IMPU as the source MSC Server and does not use multiple registrations.
2. Discussion

The issue is to be discussed in the CT1#55bis meeting (Phoenix, U.S.A). There are two contributions about the issue.
1) The document C1-083933 from ZTE analyses the handling of de-registration in IETF and 3GPP. In 3GPP, the S-CSCF determines the registration binding by the IMPI and the IMPU. It does not need to compare the contact address for the registration procedure. It is also regarded that the same rules are used for both the registration procedure and de-registration procedure. So the explicit deregistration of an unknown contact address will affect the existing registration by the target MSC Server.
2) The document C1-084041 from Ericsson regards that the S-CSCF’s behaviour is unclear for de-registrations of an explicit contact that is not registered (or has already been de-registered), especially it is not clear that a de-registration of a contact that does not exist would not affect other registrations. It proposes that the S-CSCF should verifies that the de-registration request is associated with an existing registered contact. If not, send a 403 (Forbidden) response to the UE. So the de-registration from the source MSC Server enhanced for ICS fails if the de-registration arrives after the the new registration from the target MSC Server enhanced for ICS. So it will not affect the new registration.
As the discussion is being on in CT1 meeting, this contribution proposes the way forward to avoid postponing the issue to the next meeting.
3. Proposal

If the understanding in C1-083933 is agreed in CT1, SA2 should find the solution to the issue. In S2-085816 of SA2#67 meeting, several solutions are proposed. As it seems not appreciate to apply multiple registration solution in such case. So it is proposes that the method Matching Contact address for ICS de-registration and the method Restrain the deregistration from the source MSC Server is taken into consideration.
If the method Matching Contact address for ICS de-registration is agreed, the CR S2-xxxx is proposed. 

If the method Restrain the deregistration from the source MSC Server is agreed, the CR S2-xxxx is proposed. 

If the proposal in C1-084041 is agreed in CT1, the CR S2-xxxx is proposed to add some clarification to the registration procedure using I2 reference point.

3GPP

SA WG2 TD


