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Existing specification
24.229 currently contains the following Editor’s Note:

Editor's Note: How the S-CSCF determines whether the UE supports both IPv6 and IPv4 addressing simultaneously is for further study.

The EN was added by CR#C1-081945 in C1-081945 in release-8. In today’s specification Ipv4/Ipv6 interworking is performed by a GW controlled by either an IBCF or an IMS ALG in the P-CSCF. The functionality to perform Ipv4/Ipv6 interworkig when needed is specified.
On the originating side in subclause 5.4.3.2 the current text specifies that either the S-CSCF forwards a received 488 response or it "forks" the initial INVITE to an IBCF. Forwarding the 488 backwards is normal behaviour and does not need specification. It is then up to P-CSCF or UE to retry the request with a different IP version.

Forking (very strange usage of the word forking) to an IBCF could work but is unnecessary. If the IBCF is configured to perform IPv4/IPv6 interworking it could do so directly on the 488 response (with less delay).

On the terminating side in subclause 5.4.3.3, the S-CSCF in current specification, when detecting that IPv4/IPv6 interworking is needed, would either send a 305 response to the I-CSCF with an IBCF address or send the INVITE directly to an IBCF. Not specified which IBCF or how the IBCF would know that the interworking is needed. Rather the P-CSCF controlling the IMS ALG should offer or perform the interworking.
In today's networks the interworking would be controlled directly by an IBCF or P-CSCF (IMS-ALG in both cases) without any involvement by the S-CSCF. There is no reason to have another mechanism which impacts all UEs (while only working for Rel-14 and later) and all S-CSCFs.

IPv4/IPv6 interworking

The AGW will have interfaces to the UE on one side and to the network on the other side. Whatever the IP versions are on each side, the payload is moved from one side to the other and packed in the new IP container. If the IP versions are the same on both sides some of the parameters might be the same, but the normal implementation is that these parameters are calculated from scratch anyway. So the effort to perform "interworking" is minimal, or not existing.

Alternatives to remove functionality
It is proposed to remove the specified S-CSCF handling related to the EN above. These procedures can be removed in rel-14 only, or removed from rel-8. The reason for removal from release-8 would be to have a consistent description throughout the releases, although it is not necessarily deemed essential. Earlier releases have left the procedures, from Rel-10 with a note (agreed in Guilin) that a mechanism for the S-CSCF to know the UE capability is not specified.
Alternatively the procedures as such can be kept as optional procedures. From a backwards compatibility perspective there is no reason to do so, as these procedures will not be prohibited by removal of the text, but they will not be explicitly described.
To this meeting a CR to remove the procedures in Rel-14 only is submitted.

Should the meeting prefer to keep the procedures as optional, that is a revised CR similar to what was agreed in Guilin (Nokia CR, unagreed in Reno).

Should the meeting prefer to remove the procedures from Rel-8 some new CRs can be created during the meeting.
