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1. Introduction
-
2. Reason for Change
Final conclusions are added to the document taking the result of technical voting in CT4#64bis into account. 
3. Conclusions

-
4. Proposal

It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 29.806 1.2.0.
* * * First Change * * * *

7.2
Final conclusion
This chapter compares proposed alternative solutions and recommends one of them as the final alternative to be considered for standardization.

Solution A has the following drawbacks:

· It requires the UE to support the multiple registration mechanism, which represents a significant implementation impact. 

· It does not apply to existing terminals (in particular GSMA IR-92 compliant ones) since they do not support multiple registration mechanism. 

· It increases the resources to be allocated to the UE in the network, i.e. MME/SGSN, SGW, PGW (when two PDN connections), P-CSCF, S-CSCF for double IMS registration. Moreover, these resources are only used for the exceptional case of a P-CSCF failure.   

These drawbacks are sufficient to discard the solution at this stage.

The main disadvantage of solution C as considered by some vendors and operators seems to be that it always requires an AS to be deployed. Therefore, solution D is considered to have some advantages over solution C. 

Therefore, alternatives for comparison could be shortlisted and it is enough to compare between solutions B and D.



Further, CT4 made a technical analysis for both solution B and D and reached the following final conclusions to the feasibility study for P-CSCF Restoration Enhancements:

· Both solution B and D are technical feasible.
· However after exhaustive comparison, as per analysis done in clause 7.1 (Comparison analysis), key criteria to select just one of them for standardization has not been agreed.
CT4 conduced a technical voting as captured in the section 7.2.1. The voting resulted that neither solution B nor D reached the majority. 
Therefore, this document concludes without a selected solution for standardization.
* * * End of Changes * * * *

7.2.1 Voting Results

Table 7.2.1-1: Voting results for solution B
	Do you want Solution B (PCRF based) to be standardized for P-CSCF Restoration?

	Solution B
	%

	YES
	49,123%

	NO
	45,614%


Table 7.2.1-2: Voting results for solution D
	Do you want Solution D ( HSS based) to be standardized for P-CSCF Restoration

	Solution B
	%

	YES
	46,429%

	NO
	46,429%


