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Abstract of the contribution: This paper discusses the need for the ICS registration flag in the subscriber profile, paying particular attention as to its usefulness going forward
1
Introduction
In contribution S2-086898 at SA2 #68, it was proposed to make support for the ICS registration flag mandatory in the HLR [and the MSC-Server?]. The flag in question is used as a way for the HPLMN to convey to the VPLMN whether or not the subscriber is a network based ICS subscriber, and thus whether or not the VPLMN (specifically, the MSC-Server) should attempt an IMS registration using the ICS specific IMPI and IMPU. In Rel-8, it is specified to be optional in the subscriber profile downloaded from the HLR, and also optional understanding at the MSC Server. It was also agreed at SA2 #68 NOT to change Rel-8.
At the last meeting, it was decided to discuss whether or not the aforementioned flag should be made mandatory in the MSC Server. The following discusses why this is not needed, and thus questions the motives behind the proposal.
2
Analysis
2.1
Backwards Compatibility

Since in Rel-8 the ICS registration flag is optional in the MSC Server, then even if we made it mandatory in Rel-9 and onwards, the HPLMN would still have to assume that the flag was not understood by the MSC Server, in order to remain backwards compatible to Rel-8. This means that incoming SIP registrations from MSC Servers still have to be expected by the HPLMN anyway.

So from a backwards compatibility point of view, there are no advantages to making the flag mandatory in Rel-9 and onwards.
2.2
Security

In addition to the issue of backwards compatibility, an HPLMN needs to be ready for the VPLMN to ignore the flag and attempt registration anyway due to innocent reasons such as malfunctioning MSC Server, or malicious reasons such as DoS attack. An HPLMN operator who blindly assumes that the all of its roaming partner VPLMNs will always do as expected, is not living in the real world!

Thus, if for security reasons the HPLMN has to expect incoming SIP registrations from MSC Servers, again, there is nothing saved by mandating this flag in the MSC Server.

2.3
Usefulness

The flag's only usefulness is in preventing the MSC Server from attempting an ICS specific IMS registration for a subscriber who is a (network based) non-ICS subscriber. Thus, the only time when this flag adds any value is when an HPLMN operator has one or more non-ICS subscribers. For operators who have all of their services realised in their IMS core (e.g. green field operators, existing operators who have finished migrating their services over to IMS), this flag becomes redundant as all of the HPLMN's subscriber base will require ICS registration.
Therefore, medium to long term, this flag has no real benefit and so making it mandatory is not beneficial for the long term.
Conclusion
From the analysis above, it can be seen that making the ICS registration flag mandatory in the MSC Server is a pointless exercise. It is therefore proposed to keep the status quo, and the ICS registration flag remain as optional.
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