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Introduction

SA2 have set the requirement in 23.228 (Rel-7) that it shall be possible to make alias grouping information available to the S-CSCF via the Cx interface. However, there are no use cases identified so far that would justify implementation effort in HSSs and S-CSCFs and major specification effort for the Cx protocol. 
Discussion

Nokia Siemens Network believe that the best way forward to solve the issue is to remove the requirement from 23.228 in Rel-7.  Corresponding CRs are planned to be brought to SA2’s next meeting.

If this approach is not acceptable, here is plan B:

To address SA2’s requirement, two solutions have been proposed so far known as “explicit alias indication” and “implicit alias indication”.  
Since the implicit alias indication can be realized without any implementation effort in HSS and S-CSCF and without Cx protocol modification but simply by HSS administration, it is proposed to agree on the implicit alias indication.

It has been argued (see C4-071437) that the “implicit alias indication” has the following disadvantages:

· Duplication of service profile information over the Cx interface (i.e. more data to send)
· Unnecessary message overhead to send information for non-alias identites (e.g. PPR,SAA)

· HSS memory storage is adversely affected (we are assuming that the HSS does not want to store duplicate service profiles)

· Additional storage and procedures at S-CSCF (i.e. we are assuming that we do not want the CSCF to store duplicate service profiles)
However, further analysis has shown that this arguments are hardly valid:
Duplication of service profile information over Cx, additional storage (and procedures) at S-CSCF, and message overhead e.g. for PPR is a fact since Rel-5 and is not newly introduced by the “implicit alias indication”.  See the following example:
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When Public User Identity 1 registers, Service Profile A is sent to the SCSCF.  
When Public User Identity 2 registers, Service Profile A is sent again to the S-CSCF. 
Service Profile A is stored twice in the S-CSCF or additional procedures in the S-CSCF are needed to recognize equality of the service profiles. 
When Service Profile A is modified in the HSS, PPR is sent twice to the S-CSCF.

As said, all this disadvantages are not introduced by “implicit alias indication” but are in place since Rel-5. To address this drawbacks the “Shared iFC Sets” feature has been introduced in Rel-6. With this feature the size of the service profile is significantly reduced and duplicated transmission or storage is no longer a serious issue.

With regard to HSS memory storage, duplication of Service Profiles may be caused by “implicit alias indication” (subject to implementation specific HSS internal data structure), however, the shared iFC sets feature still reduces the size of the service profile significantly and is still the adequate means to address the issue.
Conclusion

If agreement to remove the SA2 requirement cannot be reached it is proposed to agree on the implicit alias indication for Rel-7.
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