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Executive summary

The conference call was attended by 16 persons. Four input documents were covered. 

Generic requirements for the CVO solution were discussed and one was agreed: The solution must support all practical application scenarios (with examples detailed, one still needing further definition). 

The call focused on the CVO solution for the MTSI service (while taking into account that the solution should be applicable to other services as stated in the CVO WID). The RTP header extension was agreed as the mechanism for the signalling of video orientation [used also in GSMA RCS 5.1]. Other agreements on signalling of video orientation in the CVO solution include: (1) The signalling must support 90 degrees granularity and the mirror-bit (for horizontal flip) [which both are supported by RCS 5.1]. Requirements to support finer granularity were debated and are still under consideration pending on evidence on usefulness and impact to implementation complexity. (2) The signalling should not be restricted only to I-frames [like in RCS 5.1]. (3) As a working assumption, the signalling must support the camera-bit (to signal front- vs. back-facing camera) [like in RCS 5.1]. 

Points for further consideration were identified such as (1) check of the proposed call setup signalling (SDP line), (2) finer granularity based on further evidence, (3) precise definition of ‘rotation’, and (4) what needs to be covered on interoperability with non-CVO clients.  
Detailed report

1.
Opening of the conference call 

The SA4 MTSI SWG Chairman, Kari Järvinen (Nokia), opened the conference call at about 16:00 hours CEST on October 4th 2012. Kari volunteered to prepare a brief report from the conference call. 
Kari requested all participants to send him e-mail so that he may collect the list of participants from the mails (without needing to spend precious meeting time for checking who is attending).
2.
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
Then Agenda in Tdoc S4-AHM180R1 was approved. 

3.
Reports and liaisons from other groups
(None)

4. 
Co-ordination of Video Orientation (CVO) proposals
Since the three input documents (Tdocs S4-AHM179, S4-AHM181 and S4-AHM182) address mostly the same topics, the SA4 MTSI SWG Chairman proposed that all three would be first presented, with questions for clarification allowed. After the presentation of all documents a debate on the key issues would take place one-by-one and covering all documents. This was agreed.

Tdoc S4-AHM179 “Requirements and Solutions for Coordinating Video Orientation” from Qualcomm Incorporated was presented by Ye-Kui Wang and Nikolai Leung (both from Qualcomm).

Hang Liu (INTERDIGITAL COMMUNICATIONS) asked clarification of how the ‘Persistency Period‘ parameter is used, and Ye-Kui gave an example of its use.  

Kyunghun Jung (Samsung) asked what is the accuracy that can be expected from gravity sensors. He felt 11.25 degrees granularity may be too much to expect from them. Nikolai explained that it is possible that not all devices have such high precision in granularity and hence have to use more coarse granularity. He also added that in applications such as gaming the users want to have finer granularity than 90 degrees.
Jari Mutikainen (Nokia) commented that some devices have finer granularity sensors but not all and, therefore, no requirement can be set on support of high granularity. Jari also asked how common it is to have a capability in video decoders or renderers to rotate the image not by 90 degrees but by any number of degrees. Nikolai explained that even if the receiving device cannot rotate with finer granularity it can use the information to decide when to flip the video by 90 degrees. Jari suggested that this decision could be done already by the sending device. Nikolai commented that the decision is best done by the receiving device since the sender side does not know how much the receiving party had rotated its device. Dave Furbeck (RIM) pointed out that we should not prevent the CVO solution to provide finer granularity and the receiver to utilize it. Jari explained that he can accept finer granularity if its use and support is optional for devices.
After the presentation of all the three input documents, a detailed discussion took place issue by issue. Related specifically to Tdoc S4-AHM179, the three proposed requirements for CVO solutions (in Clause 4 of the document) were reviewed: 
· On the first requirement on support of granularity of at least 11.25 degrees, Jari Mutikainen (Nokia) stated that he doubts the usefulness of finer granularity than 90 degrees. Jari requested a discussion paper to illustrate what is the benefit assuming the devices can render only with 90 degrees granularity. Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm) explained that the receiver benefits from the finer granularity for choosing the best time when to rotate by 90 degrees as explained in Tdoc S4-AHM179 in Fig. 4 and Section 3. Some further discussion took place, but this left Jari to request a clear example showing that the finer granularity is useful for devices constrained to 90 degrees rendering granularity. Dave Furbeck (RIM) questioned the choice of 11.25 degrees. He pointed out that higher granularity than this should be allowed and that there is no need to limit this to 5 bits. Frederic Gabin (Ericsson) stated that the high granularity sounds like a cool feature but that it goes beyond the use case for the work. He pointed out that GSMA RCS 5.1 is not compatible with finer granularity. Frederic requested that the benefits and use cases and also the impact to implementation complexity from the support of finer granularity would be first checked. He pointed out that even if the finer granularity is allowed in the specification only as an optional protocol extension, it could lead to requirements to support it in the devices although the implementation is complex. Frederic agreed with Jari that unless there is clear use case example which justifies the finer granularity, it should not be included into the specification. Nikolai explained that updates for RCS 5.1 are expected anyway and updates to support finer granularity may also take place to align the GSMA and 3GPP solutions if 3GPP chooses finer granularity. Dave Furbeck (RIM) pointed out that gaming was already mentioned as a relevant use case benefitting from the finer granularity. There was no agreement. Further discussion on the requirement for support of finer granularity than 90 degrees was put on hold, pending on clarification on the benefits and use cases and implementation complexity. 
· On the second requirement to support all practical application scenarios, Jari Mutikainen (Nokia) requested explicit definition of what is meant by Image Rotation Signal Processing Functionality (IRSPF). The requirement was agreed with a note that “IRSPF needs to be defined”.
· The third requirement for the solution to MTSI to be extensible to other services such as PSS was felt not needed since the CVO WID defines the work focus to be on MTSI and defines the services where the solution should also be applicable. 
For discussion of other issues raised in Tdoc S4-AHM179, see the joint description of discussions under Section 4.1.
4.1
Solution for MTSI 
Tdoc S4-AHM181 “A Proposal for Coordination of Video Orientation” from Research In Motion UK Limited was presented by Dave Furbeck (RIM). 
Kyunghun Jung (Samsung) explained that the SDP line suggested for call setup signalling has an issue. The proposal means that CVO should be supported for either media level or session level, which will require that all video codecs in SDP offer to support the CVO capability at any image size or any bit-rate within its maximum capability and this will cause burden for implementations and limits the use of CVO. Kyunghun explained that he had sent mail on the topic to several conference call participants shortly before the start of the conference call. More time was requested to check the issue and this was left to be done after the conference call. Kyunghun will distribute the mail to all participants of the conference call.  

Tdoc S4-AHM182 “Video Orientation for MTSI” from Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA, Verizon Wireless and Vodafone was presented by Frederic Gabin (Ericsson). There were no questions or comments.
After the presentation of all the three input documents, a detailed discussion took place issue by issue. Related to all three input documents the following issues regarding the CVO solution were discussed: 
· The MTSI SWG Chairman pointed out that all three documents propose introduction of new signalling for video orientation. Tdocs Tdoc S4-AHM181 and S4-AHM182 propose RTP header extension while Tdoc S4-AHM179 proposes both RTP header extension and RTCP extension with preference for the latter. The MTSI SWG Chairman then asked if there is any chance to agree on one mechanism in this conference call. Nikolai explained that he can agree that the RTP header extension is used for the signalling mechanism. The RTP header extension was agreed as the mechanism for the signalling of video orientation.
· Frederic Gabin (Ericsson) asked if the group could (while still considering the requirement for the solution to support higher granularity - see discussion in Section 4) agree on requirement to support 90 degrees granularity. Horizontal flip, by using a mirror-bit, was also pointed out as being part of RCS 5.1. This bit provides support for horizontally mirrored images due to sensor configuration. It was agreed that the signalling of video orientation in the CVO solution must support the mirror-bit and 90 degrees granularity. 
· For the camera-bit used in RCS 5.1 to signal front-facing and back-facing camera, more information was requested on its use case. Kyunghun Jung (Samsung) asked if one bit would be enough for more than two cameras, to which Frederic Gabin (Ericsson) responded that the camera-bit is used to make distinction between camera(s) on the front and back side and one bit would be sufficient unless camera(s) are put to the side(s) of the device which is unlikely use case. It was agreed as a working assumption that the signalling of video orientation in the CVO solution must support the camera-bit.
· It was agreed that the signalling of video orientation in the CVO solution should not be restricted only to I-frames (which restriction exists in RCS 5.1).  
· Dave Furbeck (RIM) asked if agreement could be made on the definition of rotation based on the proposal in Tdoc S4-AHM181. Frederic Gabin (Ericsson) agreed that we should have a clear definition of rotation and this should be aligned with RCS 5.1. Ye-Kui Wang (Qualcomm) commented that the definition should not add burden for the client to detect the rotation. Dave explained that the definition of rotation as proposed in Tdoc S4-AHM181 has been agreed already in the on-going Study Item on DASH. Frederic pointed out that this is a study and it is not yet completed. Definition of rotation could not be agreed yet, but it was agreed that SA4 should define clearly what ‘rotation’ is.
· Frederic Gabin (Ericsson) pointed out that we should specify the procedures when interoperating with non-CVO clients. Ye-Kui Wang (Qualcomm) disagreed with the aim to define procedures but found specifying guidelines more appropriate. No agreement was reached on the aim. Luisa Marchetto (AT&T) supported elaborating the various interoperability scenarios with non-CVO clients and indicated it was important to clearly understand and specify the expected behaviour for various interoperability scenarios rather than providing only guidance as this would leave the behaviour unpredictable or up to implementation. Bo Burman (Ericsson) highlighted the scenarios illustrated in Tdoc S4-AHM182 and explained that they could be elaborated further.
Tdocs S4-AHM179, S4-AHM181 and S4-AHM182 were all noted.
4.2
Extending the solution to other services (PSS, MBMS and CSI)
(No specific issues.)

4.3
Any other issues

(No specific issues.)

5.
Review of the future work plan 
The MTSI SWG Chairman explained that the next SA4 meeting (SA4#71) will take place in early November. Since the time for CVO-discussions at SA4#71 will be limited, he requested the participants to progress the work off-line already before the next SA4 meeting. He encouraged the requested clarifications to be given ASAP and invited the participants to use the SA4 reflector or mailing list consisting of the participants of the CVO conference call for further discussions before SA4#71.   

6.
Any Other Business 

The MTSI SWG Chairman reminded that all participants of the CVO conference call should send e-mail to him with the person’s name and company so that he can to collect them to form the list of participants. 

7.
Close of the conference call
The MTSI SWG Chairman thanked all the participants. He pointed out that there was good progress and convergence of the views. He then closed the meeting at about 18:25 CEST. 
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1.
Opening of the conference call 

2.
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
 180R1app
3.
Reports and liaisons from other groups

4. 
Co-ordination of Video Orientation (CVO) proposals
179n 
4.1
Solution for MTSI
181n, 182n
4.2
Extending the solution to other services (PSS, MBMS and CSI)

4.3
Any other issues

5.
Review of the future work plan 

6.
Any Other Business
 

7.

Close of the conference call

Note: As agreed at SA4#70:

· The scope of this conference call is to pre-discuss CVO-proposals. SA4 should first focus on defining a solution for MTSI, and then consider extending it to the other services.  

· Descriptions of CVO proposals must be made available as Tdocs for the conf. call by 2nd October 2012 (23:59 h CEST) over the SA4 reflector. 

· The proposals should illustrate how they would work for the scenarios discussed in Tdoc S4-120975. (These scenarios are not set as requirements but information is requested on how the solution will address these scenarios.)

_____________________

Tdoc “colour code”: 
black = Tdocs for the meeting 


blue = postponed from an earlier meeting 


red  =  covered during this meeting


strikethrough = withdrawn

Conclusion codes:
a
= agreed


app = approved 


n
= noted

u
= updated 

r
= rejected 


pp = postponed
Note: These conclusion codes appearing in the agenda are only informative and are given only for cases where such “simple conclusion” exists. Please refer always to the main body of the meeting report for precise and complete explanation of decisions for each document. 

Other notations:
* = allocated under more than one agenda item

-> = replaced by, [or] action follows 

Annex 2 - List of documents

Tdoc list for SA4 MTSI SWG conference call on CVO (Co-ordination of Video Orientation) on October 4th 2012, 16-18 CEST (v.02)

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Agenda Item 
	Decision*

	S4-AHM179
	Requirements and Solutions for Coordinating Video Orientation
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	4
	Noted

	S4-AHM180
	Proposed agenda for SA4 MTSI SWG conf. call on CVO on 4th October 2012 (16:00-18:00 CEST)

	MTSI SWG Chairman
	2
	Approved

	S4-AHM181
	A Proposal for Coordination of Video Orientation
	Research In Motion UK Limited
	4.1
	Noted

	S4-AHM182
	Video Orientation for MTSI
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA, Verizon Wireless, Vodafone
	4.1
	Noted


*) 
"Noted": A document is "noted" to indicate that its content was made available to the meeting, but that the document itself was not agreed or endorsed by the meeting. Any agreements or actions resulting from discussion of the document are explicitly indicated in the meeting report.
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