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Introduction
At CT1#49, C1-072516 was agreed. The following comments are made on this document:

Change in 5.2.10.4

The text starts with a condition: "check if the UE is located in the same country as the P-CSCF"
The text then goes on to give the reverse of this condition: "If the UE is located in other country or the P-CSCF is in a different network than the UE's home operator's network" which is not the same.

Which is correct?

The stage 2 apparently makes no reference to country, but does make a reference to roaming, i.e. " the P-CSCF shall reject the request indicating that IMS emergency registration required, if the UE is roaming;" (see S2-074493).

The stage 2 then goes on to use a note to (re)define roaming: " NOTE:
Roaming is when a UE is in a geographic area that is outside the serving geographic area of the home IMS system."

It should also be noted that the stage 2 makes for provision for rejection of the request based on local policy, which is also not covered in the stage 3.

Change in 5.2.10.4 and in 5.2.10.5

Both subclauses contain the following note.

NOTE 2:
Emergency service URN in the request-URI indicates for the network that the emergency call attempt is recognized by the UE.

This relates to text in the previous bullet that indicates " if the request included an emergency service URN in the Request-URI"

Apparently this is part of a mechanism to find out if the terminal is release 7, and therefore will support reception of this additional parameter before it is being sent. We believe this mechanism is inappropriate for the following reasons:

· release 5 did provide at least for a version number as a compatibility mechanism, and in CT1#49 we were trying to firm up on a proper compatibility mechanisms. It is apparent from the fact of the agreement of release 5 CRs in both CT1#48 and CT1#49 that nobody has really paid much attention to how this particular requirement is implemented so discussion of a compatibility mechanism may be irrelevant anyway for this procedure. Any receiver of the 380 response is just as likely to fail to represent the rest of the XML as this particular parameter.

· the proposed mechanism misidentifies a sector of terminals that do support release 7, but have not recognised the emergency dialstring, e.g. they have roamed into a new country and have not had the emergency numbers downloaded using 24.008 procedures, and the numbers are not built into the phone or on the UICC.
