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1. Overall Description:

CT4 thanks SA2 for the LS on IMS Registration Control. CT4 had evaluated the UAR-location and SAA-location alternative solutions from implementation perspective and would like to provide answers to the questions in the LS as below: 
· Question 1: Whether the impacts to the Cx interface is a relevant criterion for evaluation of these two alternative solutions or not? If it is significantly relevant, which solution would be preferable?
Both alternatives have impacts to Cx interface. UAR-location alternative requires definition of new AVP over Cx interface to transmit user’s location information from I-CSCF to HSS, while SAA-location alternative requires definition of XML scheme to contain allowed location information list in user profile which will be downloaded from HSS to S-CSCF. CT4 think impacts on Cx interface is a relevant criterion for the evaluation but the impacts of two alternatives are quite similar?
· Question 2: Whether or not these two alternative solutions differ in implementation complexity; considering e.g. the expression matching techniques to the degree that makes complexity a very relevant criterion. If complexity is significantly different; which is less complex?  
The main differences between these two alternatives are:
1) the entity of doing the expression matching;

2) the way of transmitting location information(list). 
For 1), the implementation complexity is same for the two alternatives. For 2), there is slight difference that SAA-location alternative requires location information list to be transmitted while UAR-location alternative only need transmission of single location information. Therefore CT4 believes the two alternatives are NOT significantly different in implementation complexity and thus should be excluded from the criteria for choosing alternative.
· Question 3: From an architecture and implementation point of view, is it reasonable to add into the HSS a new control functionality that could be performed by the S-CSCF, or should the HSS’s role be kept that of a database as much as possible? 
HSS is never a database only functional entity since it being introduced from Release 5, with at least the function of roaming registration control. From implementation perspective, it is possible to introduce any new functionality into HSS. But CT4 think whether it is reasonable should be analyzed case by case. CT4 suggest SA2 to further consider from architecture perspective whether the role of HSS should be kept as much as possible to be a database.
2. Actions:

To SA2 group.

ACTION: 
CT4 would like to request SA2 to take the above answers into account. 

3. Date of Next TSG-CT4 Meetings:

TSG-CT4 Meeting #62-BIS           7th – 11th Oct. 2013
Porto, Portugal.

TSG-CT4 Meeting #63
 11st – 15th November 2013
San Francisco, America.

