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1. Overall Description:

As specified in approved Stage 2 CR 0246, S2-120334, a new error handling procedure is introduced to allow the MME to detect and to prevent SRVCC from re-occurring when IMS session transfer leg creation failed. CT4 has some questions about the stage 2 procedures for the SRVCC failure cases.

1. When a so-called “permanent session transfer leg establishment error” occurs, when may the MME further attempt SRVCC handovers again, e.g., is there a configured time for the MME to wait before attempting the transfer again? 

2. When there is an IMS session transfer leg creation failure after responding to PS to CS HO request, according to the above CR stage 2 3GPP TS 23.216 specifies that the SRVCC PS to CS Complete Notification message shall include an error cause pointing to “permanent Session Transfer leg establishment error”, MME/SGSN may take that indication into account to prevent further SRVCC handover attempts. However, it is undefined how the MME/SGSN shall behave wrt the on-going bearers, i.e. whether it should behave as if the SRVCC handover is successful (i.e. tear down the S1/Iu connection, deactivate GBR bearers and suspend non-GBR bearers) or if it should maintain the bearers for a short while to give the chance to the UE to come back to E-UTRAN/HSPA and restore the call if the handover fails. 

Besides, the PS to CS Complete Notification message with the new failure causes would be interpreted as a successful handover by legacy MME/SGSN. This would prevent the UE to revert to E-UTRAN and restore the call if both the IMS signalling and the handover fail (i.e. UE does not switch to UTRAN/GERAN). It was therefore questioned whether the MSC should be required to not send the PS to CS Complete Notification if both IMS signalling and handover fail (to allow the UE to restore the session in E-UTRAN), or whether a new message should be used to signal an IMS signalling failure from the MSC to the MME/SGSN (regardless of whether the handover succeeds or fails).

There also seems to be a conflict with the following text from TS 23.216 when both the IMS signalling and the handover fail:

8.1.1a.1
Failure before responding to PS to CS HO request
If the MSC Server receives a negative response from IMS during the Session Transfer procedure (e.g., due to invalid STN-SR, or temporary failure, etc) and the MSC Server has not yet responded back to MME/SGSN with a positive PS to CS Response message due to successful target CS radio resource reservation, then MSC Server shall reject this PS To CS Request with a Reject cause pointing to either permanent or temporary "Session Transfer leg establishment error" and MSC Server shall release the CS radio resource at the target RAT

8.1.2
Failure after UE receives HO command
If the UE encounters a failure after it receives the handover command and does not successfully transition to 3GPP UTRAN/GERAN, the UE attempts to return to E-UTRAN/UTRAN by sending a re-INVITE to the SCC AS. The core network (MME, MSC Server) shall take no SR-VCC specific action in the event of not receiving the Handover Complete message from the UE.

If this is a correct understanding, how can this contradiction be handled?

2. Actions:

To SA2 group.

ACTION: 
CT4 kindly asks SA2 group to answer the above questions and make any clarifications to stage 2 specifications that may be needed to allow CT4 to proceed with its stage 3 work.
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