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Introduction
In Rel-5, IMS does not support emergency sessions this implies that a CS capable UE should use CS domain for emergency sessions. However, there will be cases when the Rel-5 UE may not recognise an emergency session attempt, therefore there is a need for an error handling mechanism in the network in order to indicate to the UE to re-attempt the call in CS domain. This mechanism is already part of the specifications, but it may not work for the case when the user is roaming in a VPLMN with local emergency numbers not in use in HPLMN and for the case when the GGSN is in HPLMN.

To solve this problem two options have been discussed in CN1 and SA2. Their strengths and weaknesses are presented below.

OPTION 1: The SGSN and the MSC provide a list of emergency numbers to the UE by means GMM/MM info message. Therefore the UE will be able to detect an emergency session attempt and will never send INVITE with emergency number to IMS.

· The strengths of this option are:  Less processing in P-CSCF. No incoming emergency calls to IMS in Rel-5. 

· The weaknesses are: Access specific solution. It requires changes at least to Rel4 (preferably to R99) SGSN and MSC as well.
Note that applying the change to Rel-5 only, would be a risk for IMS deployment (i.e. IMS is dependent on GPRS release in the visited NW). 

OPTION 2: UE adds the current location information (PLMN ID) to every INVITE message. P-CSCF compares the received PLMN ID with its own, if they are not identical then it will inspect the configurable list (roaming partners) with the dialled number. If a match is found then the P-CSCF shall answer the INVITE request with a 380 Alternative Service response.
· The strengths of this option are: Access independent solution. No changes to pre-Rel-5 SGSN and MSC implementations. Future proof solution since similar functionality might be required in Rel-6 timeframe when IMS supports emergency sessions.
· The weaknesses are: More processing in P-CSCF.

Note that the only extra processing in P-CSCF is the PLMN ID checking. 
Proposal

Nokia understands that the selected solution should not hinder IMS deployment and impacts to earlier releases should be avoided. In addition, future proof and access independent solution is highly valued. Therefore, it is proposed that the approach proposed by option 2 and the related CR to 24.229 in N1-021959, are approved.
