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1 Introduction

CB: # 87_IMSvoiceEPS_fallback_X2

- clarify usage

- this is about intra-4G HO (“2nd HO”)

- whether to follow through with info that call was handed over to 4G because voice was not supported? Is this different from legacy 4G handling once in EPC?

(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-211058
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

IMS Voice fallback indicator over X2 to be continued on the basis of R3-110054.
3 Discussion

3.1 Clarification of the scenario
For this CR we have a normal IMS voice call which is received in 5G NG-RAN node. The NG-RAN node does not support IMS voice and triggers a fallback to EPS via handover. In this first 5g to 4g handover the NGAP Handover Required is sent by source NG-RAN node to AMF and then over S1AP Handover Request to the target eNB1. In August 2019, the CR1694 in R3-194577 was agreed which says in reason for change:  
In NGAP, the cause value “IMS voice EPS fallback or RAT fallback triggered” has been introduced for the purpose of IMS voice fallback.

In case of EPS fallback operation via 5G->4G inter-system HO procedure, it would be beneficial for target eNB to know the exact cause, so that the new anchor eNB can take proper RRM actions when IMS voice is over later, e.g. perform 4G->5G HO again
And in summary of change of that CR1694:

To introduce new IE “IMS voice EPS fallback from 5G” in the “Source eNB to Target eNB Transparent Container”, so that MME is kept transparent
I will upload that CR in CB folder.

It is then clear that the above CR was not intended for admission control at the first eNB1 (this is the other topic for which I have the second CR, please don’t confuse the two topics) but rather to allow the first eNB1 to send back the UE back to 5G at the end of the voice call, as highlighted in red italics above.

If during the voice call on 4g, the UE happens to move by S1 handover to another eNB2, then the new IE in the Source to Target container can be again reused to inform eNB2. Then if the voice call ends in eNB2 this helps eNB2 to go back to 5G.
However, if during the voice call on 4g the UE happens to move by X2 handover to eNB2, then the new IE is not transferred to eNB2 and when the voice call ends in eNB2 then the recommendation to go back to 5G at the end of the voice call has been lost.

It seems illogical that we cover the case where the voice calls ends in eNB1 and not the case where the voice call ends in eNB2!

Please indicate if you have still any question on the scenario? 

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Thanks for the good summary above. 
We are just thinking that the existing IEs (Subscriber Profile ID for RAT/Frequency priority or Additional RRM Policy Index) can work here. 

For example, as specified in S1AP:

- The Subscriber Profile ID IE for RAT/Frequency Selection Priority is used to define camp priorities in Idle mode and to control inter-RAT/inter-frequency handover in Active mode TS 36.300 [14].
In case of X2 handover, the eNB2 can move the UE back to 5G based on the these IEs (where the 5G frequency can be set as higher priority). Then our question would be why we propagate the cause value to have the same purpose. 



	ZTE
	Agree with the CR

Since “IMS voice EPS fallback from 5G” is already be included in S1AP( e.g. indicating during S1AP based HO), it should also introduced in X2AP, (e.g. indicating during X2AP HO).

	Ericsson
	We prefer that after the UE enters the EPS, the subsequent hand over via X2 is handled according to the current behavior. 

	
	

	
	


SECOND ROUND
Question to Huawei: If eNB2 is to handle the return to 5G using SPID, eNB1 could do the same. What was then the purpose of the CR1694 in R3-194577 in 2019 ??

Question to Ericsson: If eNB2 is to handle the return to 5G as per current behavior, eNB1 could do the same. What was then the purpose of the CR1694 in R3-194577 in 2019 ??

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	I have the gut feeling that people at that moment don’t mention the SPID to tackle this issue (at least from the online meeting notes?). 
So now we are not questioning the CR1694, but think that the SPID is already available to have the same purpose. We are thinking only when the SPNID is not available, then the CR is needed. 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Moderator’s summary:

There is some support. Also the alternative mentioned using SPID does not work when SPID not available. Is also not consistent with the decision taken for CR 1694.
Proposal 1: To be continued.
4 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: To be continued.
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