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1. Introduction

The redial TR 23.903 contains an open issue on how to curtail video call handover to 2G. This document discusses the issue and then proposes additional text for TR 23.903.

2. Discussion

The UTRAN can operate most effectively if it knows whether to apply compressed mode patterns and what type of compressed mode patterns to use. In order to do this, the UTRAN needs to look at the RAB attributes and determine whether this RRC connection can be a candidate for handover to 2G (or other future radio technologies).

Current GERAN specifications support video telephony (using ECSD and 2 timeslots @ 32 kbit/s), but this is not generally deployed in networks with UMTS. Future GERAN standards are likely to support more practical forms of video telephony. When this occurs, the SRNC will need to enable 3G to 2G handover for video calls. Given that the serving cell might be attached to a DRNC a long distance from the SRNC, it is impractical for the MSC to know whether or not the GERAN cells surrounding the mobile support video.

Earlier discussions have lead delegates to not favour curtailing the handover in the anchor or relay MSC, and, given that the A interface might be “older than R’99” curtailment in the target BSC is not always possible.

Hence it is proposed that the SRNC should be the node that determines NOT to attempt CS video call handover to 2G. 

To align with some existing implementations, a note is added to say that use of the service handover IE is an alternative interim solution.

3. Proposal

That TR 23.903 is updated as shown below.

4. Proposed Changes to TR 23.903 v1.0.0

4.3
Automatic fallback to voice during an established video call

4.3.1
Signalling flows and procedures

4.3.1.1
Fallback from UTRAN Video to UTRAN Voice call

(**** figure 2 not copied ***)

1.
RNC B is configured such that it knows that the local GERAN does not (or does) support video calls (ie does not support 64 kbit/s conversational QoS on the CS domain).
Note: an alternative interim solution is that MSC B sets the Service Handover IE to ‘Handover to GSM shall not be performed’ in the RAB Assignment Request message. However, this solution is not future proof if (all or part of) the network’s GERAN supports CS Video telephony.

When RNC B detects that the 64kbit/s bearer cannot be maintained any longer, RNC B sends either an Iu RELEASE REQUEST message or a RAB Release Request message to MSC B, indicating that the Iu connection should be released.

2.
MSC B sends the PRI message to MSC A with a release cause, e.g. “service not longer available”. This is followed by a REL message with the same release cause value. This cause value in the mandatory REL message might be changed by transit networks prior to arrival at MSC A. 

Editor’s note: further study is needed to identify the best cause value to use. Ideally a cause value can be identified that avoids the need to send the PRI message.

3.
The MSCs send Disconnect messages to the UEs with an error cause indicating “service not longer available”. If this cause code is not received or not understood by UE VA, then UE VA cannot decide whether to Redial or not. In that case UE VA should first confirm the Redial attempt (not shown here) with its user. UE VB stores the CLI of UE VA for later use in step 23.

4.
MSC A sends a Release Complete message to MSC B.

=============== next change =====================

4.3.2
Open issues

4.3.2.1
Void

=============== end of change =====================

