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1. Introduction
Currently it is not clear about how the call initiation (UE terminating case) is treated for the UE that received IMSVoPS indicator indicating voice is not supported, if T-ADS function is not supported. 

This paper identifies the issue and tries to seek the possible way forward for future proposal. 

2. Discussion

The concern seems to be true in particular scenario where UE receives IMSVoPS indicator indicating voice is not supported after UE successfully registered with IMS and the IMS received incoming INVITE to the UE as follows. 
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The point of the scenario is the status of IMS registration is still valid in IMS, but the access NW indicates to the UE that voice over IMS is not supported from the access (Step4). 

For this particular scenario, since the Access Domain Selection for terminating sessions (TS23.221 7.2b) is not supported, it seems to be that incoming INVITE is allowed to be delivered to the UE, but it is not clearly specified in the specification. 

What matter to CT1 is there is no UE behavior description upon reception of the incoming INVITE in such scenario. Candidate clarification would be; 

· Alternative1

The UE rejects the incoming INVITE. This seems to align with the logic behind the network operation indicating the UE that voice over IMS is not supported; however, the UE can not ensure the voice service possible. 

· Alternative2

The UE allows the SIP session establishment. This clearly ensures the voice service possible; however, the UE seems to be breaking the intention of the network operation.

In completely different view, another clarification approach may be possible as follows. 

· Alternative3

Mandate T-ADS implementation. This clearly solves the issue since T-ADS takes access network capability (i.e., IMSVoPS indicator) into account for domain selection; however, we are not sure how 3GPP can enforce such use-case specific function to be mandatory implemented.

5. Conclusion

Out of three alternatives, we believes that Alternative 2 is the best approach as it suffices the basic requirement that voice service need to be available always. Alternative 1 may be the least impact and easy solution; however, it does not help in the perspective of serivce QoE. Alternative 3 seems to be out of hands of 3GPP. 

Now, another factor needs to be considered to assess each alternative is about IMSVoPS indicator definition, if the indicator is only for originating domain selection or also can be applied to terminating domain selection. 

As defined in TS23.221 7.2a, SA2 requirement defines that IMSVoPS indicator is only taken into account for domain selection of originating session establishment. TS23.221 7.2b defines that T-ADS function takes the access NW capability into account for domain selection of terminating session establishment. 

This means that according to SA2 requirement, IMSVoPS indicator is applicable to originating domain selection always, but for terminating domain selection the pre-requisite is the support of T-ADS. Thus, even if the UE receives the IMSVoPS indicator indicating voice is not supported, if the call initiation is terminating case and T-ADS is not supported, the UE shall be allowed to establish SIP session. Only alternative follows this principle is Alternative 2; therefore, we believe that Alternative 2 is the best approach. 
Having said that, we drafted following CRs to reflect the change required for Alternative2. 
· C1-132877_VoiceDomainSelection_24_229_alternative1.doc
This is the change proposal to TS24.229. In the view of communication service requiremnt, proposing changes to TS24.229 is much easier for the reader to undrstand the proposed behavior. 
· C1-132878_VoiceDomainSelection_24_301_alternative2.doc
Since the domain selection determinaton logic (based on IMSVoPS indicator) is on NAS layer, the CR proposes a clarification text toTS24.301. 

In the end, we would like to ask CT1 whether both CRs are necesasry or one of the CRs is enough. And in case one of the CRs is enough then we would also like to ask CT1 which one is the best. 

