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1. Overall Description:

SA2 wishes to thank CT1 and CT4 for their liaisons regarding the issue of S-CSCF re-assignment. This topic has been discussed over quite some period of time in SA2. Text has existed since Rel-5 of TS 23.228 on the topic of S-CSCF re-assignment and suggested two cases where such re-assignment might be possible:

-
The S-CSCF that was previously assigned is unavailable during registration. 

-
In the initial registration, when the S-CSCF has been allocated for the unregistered user 

The first case is a fault recovery case and it was foreseen that, since the S-CSCF is assigned at registration, that any change in assignment would need to occur as a result of a registration procedure.

The second case was identified as it was recognized that the S-CSCF that is assigned to provide unregistered user services might not always be the appropriate S-CSCF to provide services to a registered user. This may be based on the particular services supported by the S-CSCF or perhaps based on geographic location or other characteristics. Again it was foreseen that any such change would need to occur when the user attempts the next initial registration.

SA2 would like to make it clear that it does not recommend that different S-CSCFs be assigned for unregistered and registered services. In fact it is recognized that any S-CSCF re-assignment might result in some failure of on-going services involving the previously assigned S-CSCF. Thus SA2 does not recommend S-CSCF re-assignment at any time other than to recover from a network equipment failure. However, SA2 recognizes that this is a prerogative that the operator may use to optimize the use of network resources.

SA2 does not feel that an I-CSCF currently has sufficient knowledge or control to determine on its own to re-assign an S-CSCF that it is told is currently assigned by the HSS..

As a result of your Liaisons and our discussions, SA2 has approved a Rel-7 CR in S2-060439 to remove the text from TS 23.228 regarding S-CSCF re-assignment. We feel that it is not appropriate for TS 23.228 to address fault recovery situations and note that, although not recommended, the HSS can control re-assignment at any time based on operator preferences.  So we see no need to discuss these at Stage-2.

SA2 is not directing CT1 or CT4 to make any changes to Stage-3 documents in Rel-5 or Rel-6. It is our understanding that currently the protocols may support some possibilities for re-assignment but that no re-assignment procedures are actually supported the Rel-5 and Rel-6 entities. Thus, if it is desired to develop any re-assignment procedures, they should be addressed in Rel-7 only and should take our comments into account.

In addition to the above comments, we would like to address the questions that were directed to us in C4-051710. These are as follows:

-
In which case does HSS know that a reassignment of S-CSCF is possibly necessary so as to send both S-CSCF name and capability when the user is in the unregistered state? 
The HSS could be notified as part of fault recovery procedures, that an S-CSCF has failed and should be removed from all assignments in the HSS records. In this case no S-CSCF name will be returned on subsequent HSS queries by the I-CSCF. In other cases the HSS could be provisioned to not return an assigned S-CSCF name at the time of an initial registration following an assignment to an unregistered user but this is not recommended by SA2. SA2 sees that there may be no need to return both an assigned S-CSCF and capabilities at the same time but that is a Stage-3 issue.

-
Note that some CT4 delegates have referenced texts in 5.1.2.1 of 23.228 as a proof that Operator preference on a per-user basis is a valid case in which HSS knows that a reassignment of S-CSCF is necessary. So CT4 would also like SA2 to clarify whether the operator preference is a valid case as to the question in above bullet.
As mentioned earlier, we recognize that it might be an operator preference to assign different S-CSCFs to registered as opposed to un-registered users, for example to assign a geographically close S-CSCF. We do not recommend this due to the possible failure of on-going services but such procedures are possible and can be under the control of the operator.

2. Actions:

To CT1 andCT4 groups.

ACTION: 
SA2 asks CT1 and CT4 to take our above comments and actions into account in any further development that you might undertake to support S-CSCF re-assignment.
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