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Introduction
Based on the discussion of SRVCC performance in document S2-096577 the following changes are proposed to TR 23.856.
Proposed changes

**** Start of change ****
5.2
Analysis of SRVCC handover performance from HSPA to UTRAN/GERAN
Editor’s Note:
This subclause will contain the performance analysis of Rel-8 SRVCC in the scenario that the UE handovers from HSPA to UTRAN/GERAN.
5.3
Example performance figures
These figures provide an example of typical performance figures to be used in the analysis.

Timings for IMS signalling: -

· Both UE’s in home network: 400ms mean / 750ms peak

· UE A roaming: 600ms mean/ 1200ms peak

· Both roaming: 850ms average / 1400ms peak

6
Alternatives

6.1
Alternative 1 - enhancement using delay prediction

6.1.1
Architecture Reference Model

Editor’s Note:
This subclause will contain the architecture reference model for the enhanced SRVCC.

This alternative will not change the reference architecture of original SRVCC, i.e. the architecture reference model is the same as 3GPP TS 23.216[3].
6.1.2
Functional Entities

Editor’s Note:
This subclause will define the functionalities of functional entities for the enhanced SRVCC.

6.1.2.1
MSC Server

MSC Server should be enhanced with the following capabilities besides the functions defined in TS 23.216[3]:

1.
 When sending Session Transfer Initiation message (e.g. INVITE message), MSC Server shall not include the SDP information of MGW. MSC Server shall include it in the latter ACK message;

2.
MSC Server shall be predefined with the average time span for itself to send the message related to CS handover to the local UE.
3.
MSC Server shall initiate and manage a Timer, which is used to synchronize the session transfer procedure and the CS handover procedure to make the flow breaks caused by them start almost at the same time. 

Editor’s Note:
It is FFS whether the scenario that MSC Server dose not support SIP interface to ICS/SCC AS should be considered. It should be further checked if SIP interface is mandatory for MSC Server enhanced for SRVCC in TS 23.216[3].

Editor’s Note:  Whether the offerless INVITE request could be used in IMS is FFS (should be checked).The impact of offerless INVITE request on UE and PCC is TBD.


Editor’s Note:  The delay in sending the handover command may cause failure of the handover under high (speed) mobility conditions. How to shorten the delay is FFS.
**** End of change ****
**** Start of change ****
7
Assessment

Editor’s Note:
This subclause will contain the assessment to the alternative solutions.
7.1
Assessment of Alternative 1

Using the figures provided in clause 5.3 it appears that the algorithm described for calculating a delay before sending the HO CMD towards the UE can achieve voice breaks below the 300ms target. This is true even in the worst case, when both UE’s are roaming, and when the RTT measurement results in an inaccurate prediction of how long the ACK will take to arrive at the far end. There are ways in which the delay calculation algorithm can be refined to further optimize the voice break, and these do not necessarily need to be specified by 3GPP.
It is likely that a solution is required to ensure that the increased handover delay doesn’t adversely affect the number of dropped calls. One possible solution is documented in clause 6.3.
8
Conclusion

Editor’s Note:
This subclause will contain the conclusion of the study.
8.1
Interim conclusion
Based on the assessment of Alternatives 1 it is recommended that the study should focus on completion and refinement of that alternative.
**** End of change ****
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