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Reasonable readers of the current text in TS 24.299 may reach different conclusions on the system capabilities with regard to the registration of several unrelated (not in each other’s implicit set) public user identities (PUIs) belonging to the same private user identity. This may be due to ambiguity in the text.

For example:

· It is unclear whether the registration of a second (unrelated) public user identity should result in a different IPsec SA than the SA established during the registration of a first  (unrelated) PUI coming from the same device (IP address).

Text in the P-CSCF sections related to registration seem to imply that the answer is positive, but the following paragraph from subclause 5.2.5.1 (user –initiated deregistration at P-CSCF), seems to imply otherwise:

1)
remove the public user identity found in the To header field, and all the associated public user identities, from the registered public user identities list belonging to this UE and all related stored information; and

2)
check if the UE has left any other registered public user identity. When all of the public user identities that were registered by this UE are deregistered, the P-CSCF shall delete the security associations towards the UE, after the server transaction
In section 7.1 of TS 33.203 is stated:

NOTE:
According to clause 7.4 on SA handling, at most six SAs per direction may exist at a P‑CSCF for one user at any one time.

 which implies that several SAs may exist for the same “user”, although it is not clear whether the IP address should be different or not.

· It is unclear whether the initial REGISTER request of a second (unrelated) public user identity may be sent protected on the SA established by a prior registration of an unrelated PUI using the same IP address.

In subcaluse 5.1.1.2 (UE initial registration) it is stated:

The UE shall send only the initial REGISTER requests to the port advertised to the UE during the P-CSCF discovery procedure. If the UE does not receive any specific port information during the P-CSCF discovery procedure, the UE shall send the initial REGISTER request to the SIP default port values as specified in RFC 3261 [26]

It is not clear whether or not, for a the registration of a second (unrelated) PUI, there is a prohibition to send the initial REGISTER request protected, over the SA established by the registration of the first (unrelated) public user identity.

In subclause 5.4.1.2.3 (abnormal cases at S-CSCF during registration) it is stated:

In the case that the S-CSCF receives a REGISTER request with the "integrity-protected" parameter in the Authorization header set to "yes",  for which the public user identity received in the To header and the private user identity received in the Authorization header of the REGISTER request do not match to any registered user at this S-CSCF, the S-CSCF shall:

-
respond with a 500 (Server Internal Error) response to the UE.
It is not clear whether or not the word user is used synonymous with “private user identity” or with a “public user identity, private user identity pair”. In the first case protected registration of a second PUI over the SA is possible, in the second is considered erroneous.

This contribution proposes that the following general functionality be clearly stated: 

· It should be possible to reregister a new PUI over the SA established by the prior registration of an unrelated PUI, as long as the two unrelated PUIs have the same private user id and the same IP address. 

· It should be possible to initial register a new PUI over the SA established by the prior registration of an unrelated PUI starting with an initial protected REGISTER request, as long as the two unrelated PUIs have the same private user id and the same IP address. 

· The registration of a PUI over an existing SA will NOT result in the establishing of a new SA. Instead, the lifetime of the SA will be set to the maximum between the lifetimes of the PUI registrations, and will be adjusted appropriately on deregistration.

Since agreement on the exact normative text may be time consuming, it is proposed that clarifying NOTES be added in the sections pertinent to the UE, P-CSCF and S-CSCF registration, until such time that full agreement on the normative text be reached. An associated CR proposes the text of the notes.

