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Abstract of the contribution: This contribution discusses the cleanup of the editor’s note on end-to-end video codec negotiation and proposes to remove the editor’s notes from TS 23.216 and TS 23.237.
Discussion
In the context of video SRVCC, an editor’s note on end-to-end video codec negotiation was added in TS 23.216:
Editor’s Note: It is FFS whether it is beneficial to perform the H.245 video-codec negotiation end-to-end in order to maximise the chances that the codec selected will also be supported by the remote party and avoid the need for transcoding.
The following discussion explores how beneficial such an additional video-codec negotiation might be.

In order to provide a good user experience to the subscriber while involved in a video call over E-UTRAN, it is expected that Rel-11 MMtel UEs use higher bit-rate codecs like H.264 with higher resolutions than what would be possible over the H.324M CS link.

Based on this assumption, there are only two possibilities to avoid transcoding after performing the vSRVCC handover to the MSC-Server (the UE that is subject to the vSRVCC HO is here simply called vSRVCC UE):

1. vSRVCC UE and Remote UE use from the beginning a codec that is compatible with the CS codec, i.e. no codec change after the handover.
=> This preventive use of high quality video results in bad user experience since a low bitrate codec is used in E-UTRAN and it could be even possible that the vSRVCC UE never performs a vSRVCC handover during the video session.

2. MSC-Server performs an end-to-end remote end update after the H.245 negotiation on the CS link
=> The Remote UE could be any kind of IMS UE (e.g. without CS capabilities, like a TISPAN or CableLabs IMS UE) and does not necessarily support the video codecs supported by the MSC/MGW for H.324M. This would result in transcoding anyway, but would add additional delay to the handover completion. 

With the considerations above, it is not recommended to use a CS codec in E-UTRAN nor performing a remote end update proposing the new H324M video codec of the CS link, since the possibility is high that this remote end update results only in additional delay and transcoding due to the missing low bitrate CS video codecs at the remote end. It is assumed that the cases where transcoding could be avoided are rare with the cost of additional delays to all vSRVCC handovers.
Proposal
Based on the above discussion it is proposed by the sourced companies to remove the affected editor’s note from TS 23.216 and TS 23.237 with the accompanying CRs in S2-111542 and S2-111543.
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