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Discussion
The SRVCC Enhancements study item has seen a rapid proliferation of possible solutions, to the extent that we now have 8 alternatives (even after possible consolidation of a couple of similar alternatives that may occur at this meeting). Clearly, for the study to reach a conclusion, and lead to normative work, there will need to be a drastic reduction in the number of solutions, as is normal during a study.
However, if normative work is to be completed in Release 10 we have some quite severe time constraints. The following are the remaining SA2 meetings scheduled before the Stage 2 freeze in September 2010: -

· SA2#79, Japan, 10 -14 May

· SA2#80, Brunstad, Norway, 30 August – 3 September

A short list. In this time we need to reach a conclusion and complete Stage 2 normative work. As a Plan B, it is also possible to request an exception, in September, for the work to be allowed to complete over an additional plenary cycle (in this case, two meetings). However, to request an exception it is expected that normative has already begun, and progressed well.
At worst then, a conclusion on the study is needed in SA2#79, and significant progress on normative work is needed in SA2#80. This would leave no margin for error, and if an exception was needed, this would jeopardize completion of Stage 3, particularly for any solution requiring more than the minimum of specifications.

Given these time-contraints, and since we believe that a solution needs to be specified in Release 10 this leads to the following conclusions: -

· The IMS SWG should start to reduce the number of solutions being studied

· The IMS SWG should take standardization complextity (Stage 2/Stage 3 impacts) into account

· The IMS SWG should select a solution, at latest, during SA2#79
Of course, selecting a solution for Release 10 doesn’t exclude another solution being developed for a later release, but we believe it is essential to focus on the near-term.
In order to make a first step we list the alternatives currently documented in TS 23.856 and indicate which of these we propose to exclude from consideration going forward, and why, at least for Release 10.

	Alternative
	Comments
	Exclude from Release 10?

	Alternative 1, sub-alternative #1: Delay prediction in MSC Server
	Delay in handover signalling could lead to additional dropped calls unless pre-handover signalling is introduced. (Such pre-handover signalling wouldn’t help legacy UE’s.)
	Yes

	Alternative 1, sub-alternative #2: Two-part delay prediction 
	New message needed to carry the estimated delay value from the SCC AS to the MSC Server
	Unclear (need to assess impact of new message)

	Alternative 2: Serial handover
	Accpetable voice break in some scenarios, but if both UE’s are roaming, or if the network is experiencing peak load conditions, then the voice break is too long.

Delay in handover signalling could lead to additional dropped calls unless pre-handover signalling is introduced. (Such pre-handover signalling wouldn’t help legacy UE’s.)
	Yes

	Alternative 4: Media anchor in the serving network
	Fairly small standards impact, though impacts call setup time.
	No

	Alternative 5:
	MRF anchoring (see Alternative 8)
Requires significant network resources to be tied up

Appears to violate offer/answer rules
	Yes

	Alternative 6: Voice media anchoring in the SGW/PGW
	Significant new standards work

· Impacts the SCC AS, eg to perform translations of SIP messages

· Additional signalling from MSC Server to SGW to modify the bearer

· SGW has to bi-cast media to the eNodeB and MGW

· MGW needs to support GTP-U

Complexity will require further analysis

· What happens if SGW relocation occurs?
	Yes

	Alternative 7: HO enhancement by local anchoring
	Should be merged with Alternative 6. The same comments apply
	Yes

	Alternative 8: Anchoring in the home network and bi-casting
	Requires significant network resources to be tied up
Appears to violate offer/answer rules
	Yes

	Alternative 9: Media detect
	Impact on MGW and MSC Server to support detection of arrival of media
	No


Proposal

We therefore propose to the group that the above solutions marked “Yes” in the last column are excluded from further consideration in Release 10. We do not however, exclude the possibility that one might be looked at again in a later release, as necessary.
Based on this analysis, we therefore propose that only the following are considered for inclusion in Release 10. 

· Alternative 4: Media anchor in the serving network

· Alternative 9: Media detect

· Alternative 1#2: SCC AS delay estimation

Clearly a selection between them is needed, and if a selection is possible at this meeting then we would support that, but otherwise we would need to make the selection at the next meeting.
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