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1
Summary
This paper discusses the main concerns the source company has with the current proposed solution for codec support for inter-MSC handovers with AoIP. However it is not disputed that solutions are needed to enhance the AoIP support for inter-MSC handover and ideally this should be resolved in Release 9. To this end a proposal is made how to move forward at this CT4 meeting with the aim to finalise the CR work within Release 9 specifications.
2. 
Issues with current proposed solutions

The discussion paper submitted (late) to CT4#47 discussed the requirements and assumed impacts to protocols to support the AoIP codec selected for inter-MSC handover.  There are four fundamental differences to the proposal in  tdoc C4-100479 are:

1. The construction of the AoIPSupportedCodecList(AnchorMSConE) 

The proposed CR suggest this should be combined/ammended by codecs supported by the MS whereas the allternative proposal is that this does not include codecs supported by the MS because the MS codec list is sent to the Target MSC separately. The target MSC should have the freedom to offer to the target BSS a codec not supported by the anchor MSC if this will be better for the local radio access – especially if there is TDM for example between MSCs but also if the codecs offered in the SupportedCodecList(AnchorMSConE) are clearly worse than those supported locally at the Target MSC.

2.The signalling on MAP level of the AoIPAvailableCodecList(MAP)

In the proposed CR this is indicated as being needed by the Anchor MSC after the codec has been selected and the available codecs or the A interface determined. The alternative proposal is that this is not needed as it is returned anyway to the Anchor MSC via the BICC signalling. It is not clear in the CR how this list would differ to the one returned on BICC (if at all). Also it seems that this has no value in the Anchor MSC except for selecting a later codec after codec modification…but only if TrFO is already offered..which would mean that BICC or SIP-I were supported and thus this list can be provided in this way.

3. The signalling of subsequent AoIPSupportedCodecList(AnchorMSConE) within ForwardAccessSignalling.

The proposed CRs suggest that this is needed to initiate codec modification or codec negotiation towards the Target BSS. The alternative proposal suggests that this can be achieved using BICC signalling. The reason for this is that if the MAP signalling is used then any codec negotiation or modification should anyway be terminated at the Anchor MSC and would then require an interim transcoder to be inserted. If then the codec is changed at the BSS there needs to be another transcoder inserted at the non-anchor because there still needs to be a BICC level signalling to modify the codec between the two MSCs. If the BICC modification fails for some reason the whole codec modification or re-negotiation should possibly be completely reverted becaause the two transcoding stages may render the call unuable.

Although not mentioned in the proposed CRs there is also a suggestion that there are call scenarios (supplementary services) where the Target MSC will need to receive updated codecs to perform a new Assignment. One example is a call that is initated as data and then receives a speech call waiting. This scenario may justify support of codecs in the ForwardAcccessSignalling message but the issue is not described to date for other accesses and may have other problems.

4. The modification of codecs involving the Target MSC 

The proposed CR aligns with the current UTRAN descriptions which suggest that all codec modifications from BICC level are handled in two stages with the Anchor MSC terminating or initating them. The alternative proposal is to initiate them from each and and propogate the requests through the Anchor MSC. This would minimise the number of interim transcoder insertions as indicated in Issue 3. and avoid cases where the Target BSS may have changed a codec and have to indicate this back to the Anchor MSC which then triggers BICC modifications in both directions but potentially one or both fail. In the meantime transcoders must be inserted or removed until all interfaces have reached a stable selected codec.

3.
Proposal

As the major issues/areas of contention appear to be related to the OutOfBand Codec negotiation procedures if agreement could be reached on the basic MAP signalling (without E-interface OoBCT) then CRs could be agreed to MAP and 23.009 to enable a basic extension to MAP to provide the Target BSS with the codecs supported by the CN. Then further study could be made to evaluate the different methods to perform subsequent codec modification or re-negotiation considering failure cases and thus determine which method is more efficient. These later changes to TS 23.153 could still be considered as Rel-9 essential corrections to complete this work in Rel-9
