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Abstract of the contribution: This contribution aims to comment the CR (S2-162929) intended to cover SETA study from SA WG 4. 
1. Discussion
Contributions S2-162929 aims to add the following message exchange into the SRVCC callflow:
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5a.
Optionally and depending on configuration, the MSC Server sends a PS-to-CS-Preparation-Request message (STN-SR, C-MSISDN, and MSC Supported Codec List) to the IMS Core. The call-specific MSC Supported Codec List contains all Codecs (Codec Types plus Codec Configurations) that are supported/ offered commonly by the Target UE, the Target RAN and the Target MGW

5b.
The ATCF within the IMS Core compares the IMS Selected Codec with the Codecs of the MSC Supported Codec List and generates the call-specific IMS Preferred Codec List for the PS-to-CS-Preparation-Response message. This PS-to-CS-Preparation-Response message contains in addition call status information and the ID of the ATGW in the IMS Core. The Payload Type Number of the IMS Selected Codec (Codec Type plus Codec Configuration) is included.


Comments on those proposed messages:
1. Currently, MSS (step 5a) does not know if IMS is ACTF or SCC AS. Should SCC AS be extended with capability to answer to this new message?

2. What happen for IMS emergency call scenario?

3. Does MSS (Anchor) knows the target MSC/RAN configuration? We observed that the MSC Supported Codec List in message 5a is not reliable: The supported codecs at the target MGW and target RAN and chosen codec have not been signalled to this anchor MSC server at this stage. It should be noted that the supported UE CS codec is not forwarded to target MSC/RAN. Assuming a homogeneous radio network, the MSC server could have configured knowledge of the codecs supported by target RAN and target MGW, but the capabilities of the UE cannot be known. According to Clause 12.2.2.3 of TR 26.916, the main purpose of MSC Supported Codec List is to enable pre-SRVCC mode control. However, this would then be based on un-reliable information and also rely on the assumption that the (unstandardized) codec selection algorithm in the ATCF and MSC-server is somehow identical. 
When looking from the ATCF side, ATCF was in the IMS session path and should have some knowledge of the codecs supported by the served UE (under the assumption that the same codecs are supported for PS and CS access.). If ATCF can also be made aware of the supported codecs at the target MGW and target RAN then there is really not much new information that message 5a can offer. So the benefit of the information transferred in message 5a appears quite debatable, and it should be discussed if the MSC Supported Codec List is indeed required.
4. Message 5b contains the IMS selected codec, this means normally the codec that is currently in use before SRVCC plus additional information about its configuration (RTP payload type numbers and the codec configuration used by both peers in the sending direction would be required) in order to avoid RTP level interworking. If the same or a compatible codec and configuration are supported at the CS network, transcoding can be avoided without a reconfiguration of the remote peer via SIP/SDP signalling if that same codec and configuration is selected also at the CS network. 

However, transcoding cannot be avoided at all without a reconfiguration of the remote peer in many cases, as it frequently occurs that the same codec as used in IMS is not supported at the CS network. Some such realistic scenarios are:

· Only AMR supported in CS, but AMR-WB used before SRVCC

· Only AMR supported in CS, but EVS used before SRVCC

· Only AMR-WB configuration (0,1,2,8) supported in CS, but AMR-WB with all 8 modes used before SRVCC

This means that the signalling of the IMS selected codec does not guarantee transcoding can be avoided.
Furthermore, MSC server can also succeed in selecting that codec in a substantial fraction of the calls by selecting the most frequent IMS codec (as configured based on statistical data) without this information from ATCF.
5. Message 5b also contains the IMS preferred codec list. These are typically codecs supported by the remote peer that can be used without transcoding, but will require a re-configuration of the remote peer via SIP/SDP signalling to do so. Such information is only available at the ATCF in about half the time of all the call cases (when the remote peer, rather than the served SRVCC UE, sends the SDP offer at call-setup).
On the other hand, the MSC server can also rely on mandatory-to-support codecs in TS 26.114 or GSMA IR.92 (VoLTE) in lieu of the IMS preferred codec list to select codecs that could be supported by the remote peer with high likelihood.
In either cases, an already possible IMS Selected Codec re-negotiation towards the remote end will subsequently be required (see Clause 5.4.1 in TR 26.916). In fact, MSC can perform this procedure when the IMS preferred codec list is not available, and will receive information about the remote peer´s capabilities in all cases.
This means the “IMS preferred codec list” brings no substantial improvements.
Summary of Conclusions

· The IMS selected codec in message 5b may increases the chance that transcoding can be avoided without reconfiguration the remote peer, but only for a fraction of the calls. 

· The functional benefits of the MSC Supported Codec List in message 5a, and the IMS preferred codec list in message 5b appear to be very small or non-existent.

· The additional complexity implied with the proposed new message exchange and information elements needs to be compared with the overall benefits. The late availability (when increased LTE coverage can already reduce the need for SRVCC) should also be taken into consideration for the usefulness of this feature. 
· It is proposed to adopt a much simpler solution for SETA. This is already covered in TR 26.916 Section 5.4. This requires a simple CR to 23.237 to indicate that MSC may perform the following procedure to allow a possible TrFO. We propose to include the option to show how MSC uses the re-negotiation method towards the remote end
	5.4
Possibilities to adjust codecs after eSRVCC without standards extensions
5.4.1
IMS Selected Codec re-negotiation towards the remote end

Figure 5.4.1-1 is applicable when the remote end supports the selected Target RAN codec (B) in the Re-INVITE. 
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Figure 5.4.1-1: Re-negotiation method towards the remote end
…




3GPP

SA WG2 TD


_1514967218.vsd
Codec-A


Remote End


Codec-B


Codec-A


6. Answer


   5. Answer


Codec-A


Codec-A


Codec-B


Codec-B


4. Re-INVITE
(codec-B)


Codec-B


UE


MSC/MGW


SCC AS


ATCF/
ATGW


2. Re-INVITE
(codec-B)


1: eSRVCC procedure was performed


3. Re-INVITE
(codec-B)


7. Answer



