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1
Introduction

During the past meetings two editor's notes related to the IPv4/IPv6 interworking related to if the S-CSCF needs to know if the UE supports dual stack. The intention of this document is to discuss possible ways forward.

2
Current text

2.1
Originating S-CSCF procedures

These procedures are defined in subclause 5.4.3.2 and consist of two parts when the S-CSCF has received an error response:

-
fork the initial INVITE request to the IBCF; or

-
process the error response and forward it using the Via header field.

Sending to an IBCF would be the normal case in most networks even the first time the INVITE appeared. For the procedure to have any effect, there should be an indication that the IBCF should apply IPv4/IPv6 conversion. As a side note the word "fork" is wrong, it should have been resend. If resending of the INVITE is done, it is today done by the P-CSCF.
The second line is what happens by default following RFC 3261 procedures and does not need any specification.
Conclusion: The procedure to "fork" the initial INVITE after a 488 response seems underspecified and can be removed. If this is not agreed the removal of the Editor's Note can be done as was proposed in C1-171082.

2.2
Terminating S-CSCF procedures
These procedures are defined in subclause 5.4.4.1 and consists of two parts:

1)
when receiving the initial INVITE the S-CSCF will either examine the SDP offer or will forward the INVITE without examining the SDP offer. There is no procedure defined in this step what the S-CSCF does based on the result of the SDP examination, only a note that states that if the S-CSCF knows that the UE supports both IPv4 and IPv6;

2)
a subsequent procedure what the S-CSCF does when the S-CSCF detects that the UE does not support the IP version in the SDP offer, where a NOTE indicates that this happens when the S-CSCF receives a 488 response. This subsequent procedure is to forward the INVITE to an IBCF, either directly or by including an IBCF address in a 305 response.

The procedure in 1) is an check without action so can without any loss be removed.
The procedure in 2) is a bit odd as there is normally no IBCF between the S-CSCF and the P-CSCF. The normal procedure in the specifications we have is that the P-CSCF would do any IPv4/IPv6 interworking.

Conclusion: The procedures related to 1) can be removed without any loss of functionality. For routing to an IBCF as in 2) it is unclear shich IBCF or where it is located. So the text seems wrong from the beginning and should be removed. If this cannot be agreed C1-171082 provided suggested text to keep the functionality but remove the Editor's Note.
3
Proposal

It is proposed to agree C1-171571 which is the cleanest solution. Alternatively agreeing text corresponding to C1-171082 is a possibility, although it leaves problematic text in the specification.
