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Abstract of the contribution: FS_V8 conclusion update.
Discussion
Considering that FS_V8 feasibility study has identified several issues, for each of which one solution is selected, is it important to have an overall view of the impacts, drawbacks, limitations and benefits and a solutions consolidating the solutions identified for each key issue.

An overall conclusion is also needed for this Feasibility Study.
Proposed changes to TR 23.749
8
Conclusions

For Key Issue 1a (How to handle UE's IMS emergency registration) and Key Issue 1b (How to support PSAP callback):

-
Solution #5 captured in clause 6.5 is the selected solution, pending an analysis of its security aspects by SA3.
For UEs not supporting GIBA, a case where the emergency call fails is detailed in clause 7.1.
Editor’s note:
This conclusion is a working assumption and may be challenged in SA2#114 if it can be shown that that there is a solution to key issue #1a and #1b that is more efficient and has less impact on the system compared to solution #5.
For Key Issue 2 - Handling of non UE detectable Emergency Session:

-
Solution #1 with option c) (possibly as described in Solution #1a: How P-CSCF can detect emergency numbers in a VPLMN”) for inter-operator database query is selected. This can be complemented with local configuration as in option a), with a limited number of roaming partners (e.g. bordering countries) and where option c is not used for these cases.
For Key Issue 3 - Determination of the ID of the visited PLMN at IMS Entities in HPLMN:
-
Solution #6 as captured in Section 6.6 is the selected solution.
Editor’s note:
This conclusion may be challenged in SA2#114 if it can be shown that the solution does not meet requirements for key issue #3 or it can be shown that there is strong need for multiple solution.
For Key Issue 4 - Local Number Translation and Routing:

-
Solution #2 Local Number Translation captured in Section 6.2 is the selected solution.

Editor’s Note: This conclusion may be challenged in SA2#114 if it can be shown that the solution does not meet requirements for key issue #4.
A consolidated solution combining the 4 above solutions would support the S8HR roaming model for VoLTE, solving the key issues identified in the present TR, with the impacts listed in clauses 6.1.1, 6.2.2, 6.5.2 and 6.6.2. Additional architectural impacts are foreseen as a result of the ongoing study in SA3-LI.





















This consolidated solution has the following limitations and drawbacks:
-
This solution applies when the user is allocated exactly one MSISDN for voice service. Other forms of Public User Identities cannot be used.
-
This solution relies on always rejecting non UE detectable emergency sessions with a 380 response (which may cause additional delay and a higher risk of failure), whereas the current procedures in TS 23.167 offer the possibility, based on operator policy, to allow such session initiation requests to continue.
-
SRVCC enhanced with ATCF (a.k.a. "eSRVCC"), SRVCC with MSC Server assisted mid-call feature, SRVCC in alerting phase, and SRVCC in pre-alerting phase, are not supported.


No benefit where identified for this consolidated solution compared to the Local Breakout roaming architecture for VoLTE, for which all the Key Issues identified in this TR have already been resolved in Releases 8 to 11.
In light of this, the present Feasibility Study is concluded with a recommendation not to perform any normative work.
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