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Overall description
SA2 thanks SA4 for the "LS on FS_eVoLP". 
SA2 reviewed TR 26.959 and would like to provide the following feedback on the recommendations (1-4) listed in the conclusions section 9: 
For recommendation 1) SA2 identified that when SA4 completes this work on recommendation 1) a reference to TS 26.114 can be added in NOTE 11 of TS 23.203 clause 6.2.1.0 and NOTE 1 of TS 23.503 clause 6.2.1.1 for alignment. 

For recommendation 2) SA2 identified that when SA4 completes the normative work on recommendation 2) some text in clause 6.2.1.0 of TS 23.203 and clause 6.2.1.1 of TS 23.503 can be added indicating that this SDP parameter is taken into account in order for the PCRF to determine whether the MaxPLR is set to correspond to the most robust or the least robust codec mode from the negotiated set.
For recommendation 3) SA2 can provide the following feedback: 

-
Solutions where the two UE endpoints can directly negotiate max_e2e_PLR in SDP (i.e. with no intermediary B2BUA like MRFC/MRFP in between) have no additional system impact, other than what is described for recommendations 1 and 2. The PCRF has to take into account the new SDP parameter when setting the MaxPLR value (ref. to the related parts of solutions in TR 26.969, clause 8.2.3.3 and, clause 8.2.2.3). SA2 would though like to comment that there may be impacts to some intermediary IMS entities since there may be MRF, as well as TAS and SCC AS in the negotiation as B2BUAs. Moreover, the remote end may be an MGCF/MGW with or without 3GPP Spec awareness. Hence SA2 needs to investigate possible network impacts.
-
Signalling to eNB has RAN2 impact and its feasibility needs to be evaluated by RAN2 (ref. to the related part in solution in TR 26.959, clause 8.2 and 8.2.2.3)

-
Modifying SDP parameters in CSCFs and PCRF is not possible in existing architecture and SA2 should recommend against such solutions (ref. to solution in TR 26.959, Clauses 8.2.3.4 & 8.2.3.5). 
For recommendation 4) RAN2 needs to provide feedback on the feasibility of adapting thresholds for SRVCC handovers via UE signalling based on local RAN conditions considering UE coverage, ref. to solution in TR 26.959, Clauses 8.2.2.4, 8.2.3.6 and 8.3. 

2
Actions
To SA4
ACTION: 
SA2 requests SA4 to take the above information into account.
To RAN2, RAN3
ACTION: 
SA2 requests RAN2 to provide feedback on whether UE to eNB signalling to indicate the MaxPLR as per Recommendation 3) above (ref. to the related part in solution in TR 26.959, clause 8.2.2.3) is possible and preferred, and whether adapting thresholds in eNB for SRVCC handovers via UE signalling based on local RAN conditions considering UE coverage, as per Recommendation 4) above (ref. to solution in TR 26.959, Clauses 8.2.2.4, 8.2.3.6 and 8.3) is feasible.
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Dates of next TSG SA WG2 meetings
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