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1. Introduction
In CT1#53, LS ‘C1-081517’ from CT4 indicates that the issue that potential assignments of different S-CSCF to the Public User Identities within the same subscription has been confirmed by CT4. Three possible solutions are provided in ‘C4-080697’, solution 3 (see figure 1) is preferred by CT4. However it was also indicated that this solution requires a specific SIP error response to be sent from the S-CSCF to the I-CSCF to indicate the different S-CSCF assignment problem. In the reply LS ‘C1-081865’ to CT4, CT1 needs further study as to whether such a new response is applicable and will inform CT4 about progress on this issue. 
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Figure 1 Solution 3 for Simultaneous Terminating Requests for Not Registered Public User Identities
2. Discussion
Several possible SIP responses can be used for this specific scenario. 
Solution 1 (305 (Use Proxy)):

In figure 1, 
12)
The HSS indicates to the S-CSCF1 that S-CSCF 2 has been assigned for the user. 
13)
The S-CSCF1 generates a 305 (Use Proxy) response containing the assigned S-CSCF name (S-CSCF 2) received from the HSS in the Contact field back to the I-CSCF.

The main impacts of using the 305 response are summarized as follows:

1)
The Cx interface needs to be enhanced for the HSS to return the stored S-CSCF to the request S-CSCF.

2)
The request S-CSCF shall generate a 305 (Use Proxy) response containing the assigned S-CSCF name back to the I-CSCF upon receiving an indication that there is already another S-CSCF assigned to the user.
Solution 2 (380 (Alternative Service)):

In figure 1:
12)
The HSS indicates to the S-CSCF that there is already another S-CSCF assigned for the user;

13)
The S-CSCF generates a 380 (Alternative Service) response back to I-CSCF containing a XML body including an <alternative service> element with the <type> child element set to "re-assignment".
14~16) The I-CSCF will execute another user location query to the HSS to query the assigned S-CSCF and send the initial INVITE request to the assigned S-CSCF.

The main impacts of using the 380 response are summarized as follows:

1)
The 380 response needs to be extended to indicate the I-CSCF to send LIR or UAR again to query the assigned S-CSCF. 

2)
The request S-CSCF shall generate a 380 response upon receiving an indication that there is already another S-CSCF assigned to the user.

3)
The I-CSCF shall send LIR or UAR again to query the assigned S-CSCF upon receiving a 380 response.

3. Evaluation of two responses:
Although solution 1 needs to enhance the Cx interface to return the assigned S-CSCF, it has no impact on the I-CSCF. Furthermore, as specified in RFC 3261, the usage of 305 (Use proxy) response quite fits the scenario as it indicates that the request resource must be accessed through the proxy given by the Contact field. 
Solution 2 requires extension of the 380 response to indicate the I-CSCF to send LIR or UAR again to query the assigned S-CSCF. Considering the backward capability, as the pre Rel-8 I-CSCF will ignore the new element of the 380 response and forward the response to originating UE transparently, it will fail to indicate the different S-CSCF assignment problem. 
3 Proposals
From the discussion above, the 305 response complies with the RFC3261 and has little impact on the signalling procedures in the TS 24.229. It’s proposed to use 305 to solve the problem and approve the company CR in ‘C1-082389’. 
An LS out to CT4 may be needed to indicate the progress of the issue if CT1 can have the conclusion on it.
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