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1. Introduction
This PCR addresses commonalities between solutions B and D.
2. Reason for Change
The PCSCF_RES WI indicates to take into account the possible commonalities between the two solutions, so that system impacts can be minimized. This PCR provides this analysis  
3. Conclusions

<Conclusion part (optional)>

4. Proposal

It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 29.806 v1.3.0.
* * * First Change * * * *

7.2.y
Solutions B and D commonalities

7.2.y.1
UE aspects

An important requirement is that the solutions B and D have no difference from the UE perspective.

Both solutions B and D use the PDN disconnection basic mechanism, which is no different from the UE perspective.

Both solutions B and D are enhanced with an optional extension reusing the Rel-9 PCO based P-CSCF restoration mechanism, which requires the UE to support this mechanism.
The optional extension requires the UE to indicate the support of this PCO based restoration mechanism to the network. To convey this UE capability, both solutions B and D propose the following alternatives:

-
either an IMS registration;
-
 or a new PCO parameter.

Only one alternative to convey this UE capability indication will be retained with the same choice for both solutions B and D, so with the same impact on the UE.

7.2.y.2 
Basic mechanism 

The detection of the P-CSCF failure by the S-CSCF is common between solutions B and D.

The transfer of an indication for a P-CSCF restoration is different for solution B via the PCRF and for solution D via the HSS. There is no communality identified here.

The decision to do the PDN disconnection is taken by the PGW/GGSN in solution B and the MME/SGSN in solution D. There is no communality identified here.

7.2.y.3 
UE capability transfer 

If the UE notifies its capability (i.e. support of the Rel-9 PCO based P-CSCF Restoration mechanism) with a new PCO parameter, there is no difference between solutions B and D, so this is common.

If the UE notifies its capability via IMS registration:

· There is no difference between solutions B and D regarding the transfer of information from the UE to the S-CSCF that stores this UE capability information. This is common.

· There is a difference for the transfer of the information from the S-CSCF to the MME via the HSS in solution D and the transfer from the S-CCSF to the PGW/GGSN via the PCRF in the solution B. No commonality is identified here.
7.2.y.4
Use of Rel-9 PCO based P-CSCF restoration

The optional extension that reuses the PCO based P-CSCF restoration mechanism between the PGW/GGSN and the UE is common for both solutions B and D.
Commonalities are different depending on which alternative is selected for the UE to notify its capability:

-
If a new PCO parameter is used for the UE capability transfer, the decision to use the PDN disconnection or the Rel-9 PCO based P-CSCF restoration mechanism is taken in the PGW/GGSN for both solutions B and D. This is common for both solutions.
-
If the UE notifies its capability via IMS registration, the decision to use the PDN disconnection or the Rel-9 PCO based P-CSCF restoration mechanism is done in the PGW/GGSN for solution B and done in the MME/SGSN for solution D. No commonality is identified.

7.2.y.5
Conclusions on Solutions B and D Commonalities

The analysis on solutions B and D commonalities shows several areas with commonalities between the solutions B and D, especially those showing no difference from the UE perspective.

There are more commonalities for the alternative that use a new PCO parameter to transfer the UE capability information. From the commonality view point, this gives a slight preference to use a new PCO parameter to transfer the UE capability,

* * * End of Changes * * * *

