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1. Overall Description:

CT3 thanks SA4 for their LS on EVS over CS.
In the LS SA4 attached a CR, commented on interworking procedures, and also suggested a work split.

Related to the CR SA4 attached to their LS, CT3 has the following comments and questions:

The CR says:

The present clause recommends the EVS Codec Configurations for the Mb User Plane.

...

The following recommendations for EVS on Mb aim to avoid transcoding and repacking with UMTS_EVS on Nb:

The EVS Codec Configurations on Mb should be symmetrical for both speech path directions.

Each RTP packet on Mb should contain exactly either one Speech or one SID or one CMR-Only frame.

The headerful format should be used on Mb in order to include the EVS-CMR in every RTP packet.

Every RTP packet on Mb should contain the active EVS-CMR, never NO_REQ (0x7Fh, see TS 26.445). 

DTX should be allowed on the Mb interface in both directions.

CT3 would like to comment that many of those recommendations might need to be negotiated via SDP with the peer UE on the IMS side. The present procedures in CT3´s TS 29.163 Annex B already to some extent address such SDP negotiations.

However, the MGCF acting as SDP offerer can not enforce that an MTSI UE acting as SDP answerer chooses a symmetric configuration (according to TS 26.445 Clause A.3.3.1 the answerer may reduce the "br" and "bw" of an offered EVS payload type). If the UE acting as SDP offerer offers only payload types with MIME parameters "hf-only=0" and/or "cmr=-1" or "cmr=0", the MGCF cannot enforce that headerful format is used and/or that CMR is always sent, respectively. Further, there is no SDP parameters to negotiate that the peer UE only uses the active EVS-CMR.
SA4 could consider adding related recommendations for the UE into TS 26.114.

CT3 would like to ask SA4 to answer the following related questions:
· Q1: Do those recommendations apply for the Mb interface in general, or only if interworking with EVSoCS is encountered? CT3 assumes that those recommendations apply only for interworking, but would like to ask SA4 to confirm.
· Q2: Do those recommendations apply only for the MGCF and IMS-MGW, or also for the peer UE on the IMS side? (The recommendations can probably only apply to the UE if the answer to Q1 is that the recommendations apply in general, as the UE cannot be aware whether interworking occurs)
· Q3: Are those recommendation meant for SDP negotiation procedures or for RTP usage once a payload type has been negotiated?
· Q4: If those recommendations are for Mb in general, what is the relationship of the above recommendations with the Rel-12 mandatory procedures and recommendations for EVS in TS 26.114, which are also applicable on the Mb interface?

SA4 also commented in their LS:

In this context SA4 believes ... that the interworking procedures on user plane between all the interfaces (Iu, Uu, Nb, Mb) are very similar and should be preferably described in detail in one document.
However, CT3 is of the opinion that interworking procedures between the Nb framing protocol and the Mb interface (with RTP framing) differ in almost all aspects from interworking procedures between the Iu interface and the Nb interface. Also, user plane interworking procedures need to be considered in combination with the related H.248 control and call control signalling interworking, which is also fundamentally different for those interworking scenarios.
CT3 would also like to remind SA4 that the Nb user plane and various interworking procedures fall into CT3´s terms of reference, and also into the scope of a number of different long-existing specifications under CT3´s remit.
CT3 has discussed the way forward proposed by SA4 on documentation of User Plane aspects for EVS over CS, namely:

SA4 would prefer as an efficient way forward that SA4 includes all User Plane aspects in SA4 specification TS 26.454, CT3 would verify the outcome and introduce references in their specifications.

CT3 is of the opinion that such a large redocumentation is not desirable. CT3 placed such interworking procedures in the appropriate CT3 specifications (according to their scope). CT3 believes that the EVSoCS work is largely complete; when writing the EVS related procedures in their specifications, CT3 delegates analysed TS 26.454 and tried to address all relevant aspects found in TS 26.454 in the interworking procedures in CT3´s remit.
While an extensive redocumentation in a frozen release appears not desirable or justified, category F CRs that correct errors or omissions will be considered on a per contribution basis, and references to specific aspects of interworking procedures in TS 26.454 could also be considered as part of such CRs.
2. Actions:

To SA4 group.

ACTION: 
CT3 kindly asks SA4 to answer CT3´s above questions and notify CT3 about any possible updates of  TS 26.454 or TS 26.114 related to EVS.
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