TSG-SA WG2
S2-010752
SA2 Meeting 26 February – 2 March 2001
 
Gothenburg, Sweden


Source:

BT

Title: 
Default/mandated Codecs for speech/voice in R5 IM UE
(A very, very late submission!)

Document for: 
Discussion

1 Background

There has been much discussion on the C plane aspects for IM. Interest is now turning towards the U plane and is taking into account consideration of IP headers, paths, codecs, compression etc.

Within SIP it is understood that there is no mandated Codecs, hence the codec negotiation and reduction procedures are used (see 23.228 v1.7.0 section 5.12).

The numbers, types and modes of codecs available for voice and video are thus wide and varied for use within 3GPP IM.  This can lead to extreme complexity within operators networks regarding the codecs likely to be encountered in the UE.

Within 23.228 v1.8.0 the following text is used:

‘5.4.1
Voice Bearer Interworking

Voice bearers from the IM Subsystem need to be connected with the voice bearers of other networks. Elements such as Media Gateway Functions (MGW) are provided to support such bearer interworking. One of the functions of the MGW may be to support transcoding between a codec used by the UE in the IM Subsystem and the codec being used in the network of the other party.

For this release the IM Subsystem supports the AMR codec as the native codec for voice over IP. Thus the IM subsystem is able to interwork with other networks which support this codec (either as native or through transcoding in the other party's network).

The IM Subsystem is also able to interwork with the CS networks  (e.g. PSTN, ISDN, CS domain of some PLMN) by supporting AMR to G.711 transcoding in the IM-MGW element. Furthermore to allow interworking between users of the IM Subsystem and IP multimedia fixed terminals and other codecs may (this is implementation dependant) be supported by the MGW.
2 Support for transcoding to other codec formats is for further study.

3 Proposals

1. It is proposed that 3GPP S2 consider and discuss the following aspects from a voice perspective to resolve the issue of codecs supported for R5 IM compliant UE:

2. Do we require to mandate that all 3GPP compliant UE should support a specific voice codec?  The current text of 23.228 only suggests that a codec of ‘native’ nature is used in IM.  This does not mandate that AMR MUST be supported by the UE.
The mandating of a codec in the UE for R5 IM for speech will give:
-  terminal suppliers confidence to include this codec,
-  equipment (MGW) suppliers confidence that they will include the correct transcoders,
-  operators confidence that all 3GPP compliant terminals will operate correctly with their network transcoding equipment.
If a mandated codec is not applied (as is currently suggested), there is a danger that operators will have to support multiple transcoding options and the many potential codecs likely from the UE.  This will create doubt that all 3GPP compliant UE can be supported for voice.
3GPP S2 should consider whether a mandated speech/voice codec for R5 IM UE is appropriate.  If they decide that a mandated codec is needed this should be clearly specified in the most appropriate specification and other groups involved informed of such a decision.  It is understood that S4 have a document: Ts 26.235 ‘Packet switched conversational multimedia applications; Default codecs’.

3. The current implication of ‘native’ IM does not consider the different modes that can be operated.  For example does this include all modes of AMR? Does this include W-AMR?
3GPP S2 should consider where the best choice of codec should be made for IM.  This would probably be 3GPP S4.  The inclusive modes should also be considered and if a preferred type (and supported modes) are selected, this should be specified in the relevant TS.  

4. 3GPP S2 probably also need to consider the above discussion aspects for other media types in R5?

The danger of not mandating suitable voice/speech codec support in R5 IM UE is that operators, terminal and equipment suppliers will be faced with a large amount of ‘optional’ codecs which will need support.  From this perspective it may be beneficial to mandate the support for the relevant speech codecs for R5 IM UE.  It should be noted that ‘mandating’ a codec in the 3GPP compliant R5 IM UE does not imply that the UE MUST use this codec, it merely specifies that the UE can support that codec.  This does give some comfort that the codec will be available within IM UE for use.

If 3GPP does decide to mandate codecs then appropriate care is needed with the 3GPP relationship with the IETF and its ongoing SIP/SDP developments.




















































