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Abstract of the contribution: This contribution discusses alternatives for video codec selection in vSRVCC. 
1 Discussion

During the past SA2 meetings, the issue of e2e codec negotiation for vSRVCC has been discussed. Different alternatives can be imagined, based on existing proposals or existing specification, e.g.:

· The UE provides besides the supported audio codecs also the supported video codecs to the source MME. The source MME includes this information when contacting the MSC Server and hence the MSC Server would have the list of supported audio and video codecs and based on that make the decision whether to try video call or only to try voice call SRVCC (e.g. because transcoding is not supported).

In this case, the 3G.324M / MONA negotiation would then be used between UE and MSC Server / MGW to complete the video codec negotiation and the MSC Server / MGW needs then to interwork between a CS and an IMS videocall.

However, according to our current understanding, the UE has to support H.263 for both CS and IMS use. 

According to TS 26.111: 
"3G-324M terminals offering video communication shall support the H.263 [8] video codec. Support for MPEG-4 simple profile and H.261 [9] is optional."

According to TS 26.114: 
“MTSI clients in terminals offering video communication shall support:
 -
ITU-T Recommendation H.263 [22] Profile 0 Level 45.

In addition they should support:

-
ITU-T Recommendation H.263 [22] Profile 3 Level 45;

-
MPEG-4 (Part 2) Visual [23] Simple Profile Level 3with 

the following constraints: ...”

So if that understanding is agreed, then the H.263 support is mandatory, and both the MSC Server and the UE could use H.263 as starting point during vSRVCC. There would be neither a need for interacting with the SCC AS to understand the codec being allowed, nor a need to include the list of supported video codecs in the signaling to the MME (but both would not harm either).

3 Proposal
It is proposed to discuss the above-made assessment and for current vSRVCC stage 2 limit the current scope to use of a pre-defined codec.  It is furthermore proposed to reflect this in the updates of TS 23.216 where appropriate with the following statements:


“NOTE: A predefined codec with specific settings can expedite the handover performance.” 

“Editor’s Note:
It is FFS whether this can be supported by the current 3G.324M procedures.”
The selection of video codec would be left for stage 3 to specify. A draft LS should be prepared to provide SA4 heads up regarding the vSRVCC code selection requirements.
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