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Abstract of the contribution: Discussion of the need for (IMS) registration in ICS and a proposed conclusion on the topic – this is almost identical to a contribution submitted to Kobe (SA2#60), but not handled.
Introduction

Registration with IMS has been a topic of much discussion for a number of meetings, and it has been a difficult topic to reach an agreement on. This contribution proposes a way forward.

Discussion

Two technical solutions have been proposed that allow IMS registration, or a procedure with similar effects from a service behaviour point of view, to be performed: -

1. If IMS registration (RUA registration) is to be performed, this could be done either using Mw (or rather, a subset of it, as part of a new reference point) or by using ISC (which would require a modification of ISC). A number of different possible triggers for the RUA to perform IMS registration have been described.

2. A compromise approach involves providing the CS status to the S-CSCF. With modifications to the S-CSCF ( iFC’s and iFC processing) this allows the user to be treated as IMS Registered from a service delivery point of view. Whenever the CS registration status changes in the VMSC it is sent to the HSS, and if the HSS knows the S-CSCF associated with the user a push of the status occurs over the Cx reference point. If the S-CSCF isn’t known then the status push occurs when an S-CSCF is allocated (eg during an origination or termination attempt).

In addition it has been proposed that no “registration” is performed. It is also to be noted that where PS access has been (or is) available, IMS registration will occur and so the user may well be IMS registered as a result of this.

Contributions have been previously submitted that compare the advantages and disadvantages of “registration”, and the two “registration” solutions themselves. 

A number of factors present themselves: -

· Both the “registration” solutions involve standardisation work, and resultant product development.

· Such registration solutions are required only for I1-cs

· The working assumption is that both I1-cs and I1-ps are to be supported

In addition, contributions elsewhere in this meeting propose that I1-ps is to be used whenever PS access is available and I1-cs is to be used only when I1-ps cannot be used (is isn’t allowed to be used for policy reasons). If this principle is agreed by SA2 then it would seem that I1-ps will be used in most cases and I1-cs will be used in a minority of situations.

In the light of this, additional standardization to support registration for I1-cs seems to be hard to justify for only limited benefit and so we should agree that such work should not be undertaken.

Proposed changes

*** Start ***
7.1
Conclusion on registered services to ICS users when using I1-cs

With I1-cs, two solutions are described in the TR on how to enable registered services (services invoked as a result of registered iFC) to ICS users registered in IMS via CS access: 
-
I1-cs: registered user solution: SIP Register performed by the ICCF;
and
-
I1-cs: registered user solution: CS Registration status push from the HSS.

During the course of the study, it has been recognized that both methods require standardization effort.
Registered services are also available for the ICS user using I1-cs when the user is registered in IMS via an IP-CAN  using the IMS SIP registration procedure defined in TS 23.228. When not registered in IMS via an IP-CAN, or in absence of I1-cs mechanisms for registration via CS access, the unregistered user solution described in the TR supports many of the requirements with use of standard IMS procedures.

Finally, the study has shown that both solutions have their advantages and disadvantages.  However, it is believed that the benefits of the two registered user solutions are outweighed by the cost of supporting them. Therefore, it is concluded that further effort on the Centralized IMS Service Control Work Item should focus on a solution where, on gaining access to an IP-CAN the UE registers with the IMS utilizing the IMS SIP registration procedure defined in TS 23.228. When there is no IP-CAN available, the UE will receive services as described by the unregistered user solution.  
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