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1. Overall Description:

CT4 is working on the study on P-CSCF Restoration because the existing P-CSCF restoration mechanism limitations and drawbacks. The key assumption in the CT4 study is that the solution must work with UEs that does not support Rel-9 P-CSCF Restoration features e.g. Pre-Rel-12, GSMA IR.92 UEs.
CT4 have been working on two restoration scenarios:

-  upon UE terminating request

-  upon UE originating request

For the latter scenario, CT4 identified that, when P-CSCF loses the user profile for the UE by some failure, P-CSCF loses also the IPSec Security Association.  
In that case, when the P-CSCF received INVITE of originating call from the UE of which the P-CSCF does not have IPSec, the P-CSCF will discard the INVITE.
The P-CSCF cannot restore the UE profile and IPsec in this scenario, because Timer B expires the UE does not necessarily perform initial registration procedure according to TS24.229:
The UE behaviour when Timer B expires is specified in TS24.229 such that:

------- Excerpt from TS24.229 Subclause 5.1.2A -----------

When a SIP transaction times out, i.e. timer B, timer F or timer H expires at the UE, the UE may behave as if timer F expired, as described in subclause 5.1.1.4.

------------------------------------------------------------------

and;

------- Excerpt from TS24.229 Subclause 5.1.1.4-----------

When the timer F expires at the UE:

1)
the UE shall stop processing of all ongoing dialogs and transactions associated with that flow, if any (i.e. no further SIP signalling will be sent by the UE on behalf of these transactions or dialogs); and

2)
after releasing all IP-CAN bearers used for the transport of media according to the procedures in subclause 9.2.2:

a)
the UE may select a different P-CSCF address from the list of P-CSCF addresses discovered during the procedures described in subclause 9.2.1 or from its pre-configured list of P-CSCF's IP addresses or domain names;

b)
if no response has been received when attempting to contact all P-CSCFs known by the UE, the UE may get a new set of P-CSCF-addresses as described in subclause 9.2.1 unless otherwise specified in the access specific annexes (as described in Annex B or Annex L);

c)
the UE may perform the procedures for initial registration as described in subclause 5.1.1.2; and

d)
the UE shall perform the procedures in RFC 5626 [92] to form a new flow to replace the failed one if it supports multiple registrations. If failed registration attempts occur in the process of creating a new flow, the flow recovery procedures defined in RFC 5626 [92] shall apply. The UE shall use the values of the parameters max-time and base-time, of the algorithm defined in subclause 4.5 of RFC 5626 [92]. If no values of the parameters max-time and base-time have been provided to the UE by the network, the default values defined in in subclause 4.5 of RFC 5626 [92] shall be used.
NOTE 10:
It is an implementation option whether these actions are also triggered by other means than expiration of timer F, e.g. based on ICMP messages.
------------------------------------------------------------------

Furthermore, TS23.221 Subclause 7.2a states that “A UE set to "Voice centric" shall always try to ensure that Voice service is possible”, but TS24.229 does not seem to be aligned with this requirement.
Therefore, CT4 would like to ask CT1 to clarify what the word “may” above really means. It was discussed in CT4 that this “may” could be interpreted as purely terminal implementation or could be interpreted as a terminal choice based on a condition. If it is a based on a condition, CT4 would like to ask CT1 further what could be a possible condition from a terminal perspective.
It was also discussed in CT4 that this “may” could be interpreted as very close to “shall” for Voice centric terminals in accordance with the requirement as described in the TS 23.221 Subclause 7.2a.

As it stands, it is not clear whether there are existing cases for which the UE may not reselect an alternate P-CSCF when the first P-CSCF has failed. CT1 is kindly asked to clarify this point.  

2. Actions:
To CT1 group.

ACTION: 
CT4 would like to kindly ask CT1 group to answer the question as described in above.
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