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1. Introduction

At the last SA#20 plenary meeting, SA5 was requested to further investigate the issue on ICID for REGISTER resulting from the discussion on SP-030340 from NEC.

This issue was initially raised by NECs CR against 24.229 at the CN1#29 meeting in March 2003. During the discussion, since the 24.229 (CN1 spec) is closely related to 32.225(SA5 spec), the following 2 options for the use of ICID were identified and produced the LS(N1-030560)  to SA5 for guidance of resolving this issue.

OPTION A

The ICID is generated as a result of the REGISTER request and response itself, and all subsequent events (e.g. NOTIFY request, MESSAGE request) for that registration use a new ICID. 

OPTION B

The ICID generated as a result of the REGISTER request is used for all events used by the user within that registration. Therefore, for example a NOTIFY request, or MESSAGE request would use the same ICID as the original REGISTER request.
    Then, at the last CN1#30 meeting, reply LS from SA5(S5-034261) was received, but it is stated that this LS is not latest version so that CN1 could not discuss the corresponding CR against 24.229 and postponed the CR(N1-030691) to the next meeting. However, it is little bit disappointed for CN1 not to receive the latest LS including the final decision on this issue discussed at the SA5#34. Thus CN1 could not approve the CR against 24.229 since this CR is affected by the CR:S5-034349 against 32.225 by SA5.

2. Discussion

After the meeting, NEC checked the approved CR by SA5 (S5-034349: SP-030271), stating that option B is identified as solution and SA5 asks CN1 to change all CN1 specifications to only make reference to 32.225 regarding generation and duration of ICID. 

However, the current description on ICID within the CR is still not clear in terms of ICID for session unrelated message. Thus it may cause more confusion to refer only to 32.225 within 24.229 specification (CN1), etc. 

After reviewing this S5-034349 , NEC raises the following issue when option B is introduced.

2.1 When an implicit registration is initiated, how does the ICID generated by this implicit registration make linkage to each public user identity in implicit registration list. After the registration, when a public user identity within implicit registration list initiates session unrelated message, how the corresponding ICID is retrieved at the first received IMS entities. Such kind of procedure is not currently covered in 24.229 or 32.225.

2.2 As indicated in the original LS from CN1, if the public user identities that relate to the same private user identity, but registered in different REGISTER messages will use different ICIDs. Then subsequent session unrelated message is received at the first entity, it has to be checked which ICID should be reused for this session unrelated message from the same private user, but different public user. Such kind of procedure is not currently covered in 24.229 or 32.225.
2.3 When AS initiates session towards unregistered user, does AS reuse the ICID or generate the ICID? In order to determine whether to generate or reuse the ICID, AS needs to retrieve and check the user profile from HSS via Sh interface. The same issue also applies to the case when AS initiates session unrelated message towards registered user.  Such kind of procedure is not currently covered in 24.229 or 32.225.
2.4   When multiple UEs requirement occurs. i.e. the case where the multiple registrations for the same private user identity are initiated simultaneously in the same or different P-CSCF or S-CSCFs. These REGISTER may cause to generate different ICIDs. Then subsequent session unrelated message is received at the first entity, it has to be checked which ICID should be reused for the message from the same private user, but different public user or the same public user.  This is little bit complicated procedure to be developed.
2.5 During the joint SA2-SA5 meeting held in May, several concerns were raised for option B in terms of forward compatibility to Rel 6.:

- For example, there will be a need to generate ICIDs more frequently in Release 6 and so the 30 day timer may mean that we run out of ICIDs.  

- CR is not forward compatible.  SA2 want to consider the new services in Release 6 and are concerned about linking ICID to the private ID as it is possible to link the private ID to multiple public Ids.  

Based on the above analysis, option B causes a great impact or confusion on the current stage3 specs such as 24.229, 24.228.

Option A is still valid as a more generic and future proof solution for this issue.  Thus NEC proposes option A and prepares CR against 32.225.

3. Proposal

As discussed in section 2, NEC proposes the companion CR in favour of option A.
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