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1 Introduction

This contribution aims to evaluate the impact of proprietary client implementations of Packet-Loss Concealment (PLC) and Jitter Buffer Management (JBM) on having different Max PLR and potential mechanisms to indicate this to the network.
Toward addressing these goals, we propose text in Section 2 for the eVoLP TR 26.959 to address the relevant problem description and potential solutions. 

2 Proposed TR Text

8
Impact of JBM and PLC on Handover Thresholds

8.1
Description

In addition to the negotiated codecs and codec modes, the end-to-end quality and robustness of the VoLTE connection also depends on UE capabilities including, for example, jitter buffer management (JBM) and packet loss concealment (PLC). In the meantime, MaxPLR parameter derived by PCRF (i.e., in the network-based architecture in clause 4.2.1) or UE (i.e., in the UE-based architecture in clause 4.2.2) and signaled to the eNB does not capture the impact of such UE capabilities. As such, further refinements on MaxPLR could be considered on a per UE basis depending on the capabilities of the UE. 

8.2
Potential Solutions

One potential solution would be based on collection of QoE metrics such as measured PLR from UEs at the eNB or PCRF and refinement of MaxPLR based on the assessment of the collected metrics. This is based on the fact that the measured QoE by the UE would include the impact of JBM and PLC. Provided with the measured QoE information, the eNB or PCRF may then refine its MaxPLR estimate. 
Relevant QoE metrics in TS 26.114: Potential metrics to be reported can include the quality of experience (QoE) metrics documented in clause 16 of TS 26.114, including the following:
· Corruption duration

· Successive loss of RTP packets

· Jitter duration

· Sync loss duration

· Round trip time

If this information is to be signaled to the eNB, defining suitable RAN-level signaling from UE to eNB would be needed, e.g., at the RRC level as in TS 36.331. The exact format of the signaling may be decided by RAN2.
Alternatively, rather than signaling QoE metrics, the UE may consider its JBM and/or PLC capabilities and real-time QoE measurements to derive a recommended MaxPLR value and signal this parameter to the eNB. The eNB may then consider refining the MaxPLR value based on this recommendation. A UE with advanced JBM and PLC capabilities may report a recommended MaxPLR value that is higher than the MaxPLR corresponding to the most robust codec configuration. This means that the PLC and JBM capabilities of the UE may be delivering further robustness on top of that delivered by the most robust codec configuration. If eNB gets such an indication from the UE via the recommended MaxPLR signaling, it may further delay the SRVCC handover decision even when MaxPLR value (based on the most robust codec configuration) is exceeded, leading to more optimized SRVCC handovers. 
Note that this recommended MaxPLR value is an additional parameter for eNB’s consideration, on top of the MaxPLR value eNB would receive from the PCRF (in case of the network-based architecture) or from the UE (in case of the UE-based architecture). Similarly as in the case of QoE metrics signaling discussed above, if this information is to be signaled to the eNB, defining suitable RAN-level signaling from UE to eNB would be needed, e.g., at the RRC level as in TS 36.331 and the exact format of the signaling may be decided by RAN2.
8.3
Conclusions
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