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Executive summary
The 3GPP SA4 MTSI SWG met for 12 sessions during SA4#101 with 3 joint sessions with the MBS SWG to discuss E-FLUS, and one joint session with the EVS SWG and the SQ SWG to discuss the audio aspects of the MTSI profiles and the new WID on VR of Telepresence and Teleconferencing from Remote Terminals.
A total of 36 delegates participated while 63 Tdocs were treated with SWG-status defined for 57 Tdocs.

1. E-FLUS
a. Use cases and network assistance was agreed into the TR permanent document.
b. Updated the QoS Architecture in the TS
c. Agreed to send an LS to SA2 to ask about QoS API support for 3rd Party Services
d. Agreed to initial principles on a Boost Message for E-FLUS Network Assistance
e. Progress on the Remote Control architecture
f. Good discussion on extending the architecture to accommodate alternate media production use case
g. Agreed to clarifications to the permanent document
2. E2E_DELAY
a. Agreed a CR to TS 26.114 on Recommendations for using RAN Delay Budget Reporting in MTSI
b. Agreed to send an LS to RAN2 informing them about the agreed CRs and seek any feedback
3. 5G_MEDIA_MTSI_ext
a. Good progress on MTSI Client Profiles with an update of the CR coming directly to SA4 plenary. An LS to GSMA is also expected based on the agreed CR
b. There were good input and discussions on how to progress the ANBR-based adaptation feature, including agreement to specify signalling of adaptation and radio capability, and discussion on the need for a Codec Mode Notification for speech
c. Agreed to send an LS to SA2 on the use of end-to-end ANBR support by the PCRF to set MBR>GBR, though the detailed LS is still to be agreed at SA4 plenary
4. CHEM
a. Convergence on the definition of the SDP attribute for general adaptation to increased PLR
b. Good discussion on how to define the max_e2e_PLR SDP attribute and its extensions for enabling UEs to allocate the e2e Max PLR budget across the uplink and downlink.
c. General agreement on how to include the typical PLR values for speech codecs and modes into an informative part of the new normative annex in 3GPP TS 26.114.
5. FS_mV2X
a. Agreed on adding SCReAM-based congestion control into the TR for consideration.
b. Agreed to add some initial conclusions into the draft TR
c. Agreed to keep the Study Item open to allow feedback from the automotive industry on media requirements for use cases such as autonomous driving and sensor-sharing. 
6. Agreed on maintenance CRs
a. Clarification of an example using the imageattr attribute
b.  Editorial CR on EVS Management Object 
The output documents from the MTSI SWG sessions are:
	13.3
	MTSI SWG
	 1453

	14.12
	Others including TEI
	 1431, 1362

	15.5
	E-FLUS (Enhancements to Framework for Live Uplink Streaming)
	 1444, 1440, 1445, 1446 (TP)

	15.7
	E2E_DELAY (Media Handling Aspects of RAN Delay Budget Reporting in MTSI)
	 1433, 1434 (TP), 1452

	15.8
	5G_MEDIA_MTSI_ext (Media Handling Extensions for 5G Conversational Services)
	 1439, 1448, 1449, 1451

	15.9
	CHEM (Coverage and Handoff Enhancements for Multimedia)
	 1335a (TP)

	15.11
	TEI16 and any other Rel-16 documents
	 1431, 1362

	16.3
	FS_mV2X (V2X Media Handling and Interaction)
	 1442, 1443

	18
	New Work / New Work Items and Study Items
	 1438


Agreed in MTSI SWG
No status in MTSI SWG
SWG Minutes during SA4#101
11.1 Opening of the session
Mr. Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm, Chairman of MTSI SWG) opened the session on November 19 at 11:07 am.
The minutes are shared online here: 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1p3MH12SfcvG6KQn6HrVPab2fXH_NTlb0Cc91SKMg5aM/edit?usp=sharing
Bo Burman agreed to serve as the acting secretary for the meeting with some support from Ozgur Oyman and Charles Lo.
11.2 Registration of documents
The following documents were registered before the meeting:
	11
	Multimedia Telephony Service for IMS (MTSI) SWG
	 

	11.1
	Opening of the session
	 

	11.2
	Registration of documents
	 

	11.3
	Reports and liaisons from other groups
	 

	11.4
	CRs to Features in Release 15 and earlier
	 

	11.5
	E-FLUS (Enhancements to Framework for Live Uplink Streaming)
	1250, 1251, 1292, 1293, 1312, 1328, 1333, 1359, 1360, 1385withdrawn

	11.6
	E2E_DELAY (Media Handling Aspects of RAN Delay Budget Reporting in MTSI)
	1232->1382, 1233->1383, 1234, 1235

	11.7
	5G_MEDIA_MTSI_ext (Media Handling Extensions for 5G Conversational Services)
	1237, 1238->1358, 1239, 1240, 1241, 1242, 1334, 1243, 1388

	11.8
	CHEM (Coverage and Handoff Enhancements for Multimedia)
	1335, 1336, 1337, 1339, 1338

	11.9
	FS_mV2X (V2X Media Handling and Interaction)
	1244, 1246, 1247, 1287, 1245

	11.10
	Others including TEI
	1236, 1362

	11.11
	New Work / New Work Items and Study Items
	1278, 1314

	11.12
	Any Other Business
	 

	11.13
	Close of the session
	 


11.3 Reports and liaisons from other groups
None.
11.4 CRs to Features in Release 15 and earlier
None.
11.5 E-FLUS (Enhancements to Framework for Live Uplink Streaming)
	S4-181250
	E-FLUS: Use cases and network assistance
	Sony Mobile Communications, Ericsson LM
	11.5
	S4-181435 


Presented by Paul.
Discussion:
· Charles: We probably need some new terms (acronyms and definitions). In 10.1, the last paragraph should be moved earlier, e.g. as 4th paragraph or even earlier because it makes some disclaimers on SAND and DANE.
· Paul: OK
· Charles: Would prefer to maintain our common style of diagram in terms of UE location and having basic label on arrows for Figure 2. Is the intention to have a FLUS Sink not as part of the 3GPP network, e.g. in case it is a TV station?
· Paul: Yes.
· Charles: Suggest to clarify that. That could be in a common definition section.
· Paul: That is definitely true for a TS, but not necessarily for a TR, but yes.
· Ozgur: I thought that this DASH assistance was for the non-IMS, and that ANBR can be used for MTSI-based FLUS. I want a clarification and would be happy to provide text.
· Paul: Agree, can provide a sentence or two.
· Nik: There may not be an API to the application layer for ANBR, which is only defined in TS 26.114. Is network assistance always on the application layer?
· Paul: Yes.
· Nik: Maybe we can clarify why we’re using this, for which services and when.
· Thorsten: We use “instantiation” terminology, not “service”.
· Ozgur: ANBR is a recommended functionality of the MTSI client and see no reason it cannot be used in FLUS context.
· Nik: I would like to go one step further and say that you could even use ANBR for non-IMS if you had an API.
· Ozgur: Yes, we could do that
· Thorsten: would like to know where stage 2 is defined for ANBR
· Ozgur: in TS 36.300 for LTE and TS 38.300 for NR
· Nik: there are also similar stage 2 call flow in MTSI spec describing ANBR; thinks 26.114 spec may be more informative
· Nik: in your use case, with SLA in place that allows a boost function; when boost is desired, could use app layer method you propose, or also ANBR with a defined API
· Thorsten: Is GBR required for ANBR? 
· Ozgur: No, ANBR works on a per-bearer basis - which need not be GBR bearer.
· Nik: We may need to clarify that non-GBR has GBR=0. Ozgur to provide clarifying text.
Document was revised to 1435.
	S4-181435
	E-FLUS: Use cases and network assistance
	Sony Mobile Communications, Ericsson LM
	11.5
	S4-181444 


Presented by Paul.
Discussion:
· Ozgur: For the IMS instantiation of FLUS, the source and sink may make use of Access Network Bitrate Recommendation (ANBR) functionality as defined in clause 10.7 of TS 26.114. This text was added via online edits.
Document was agreed and merged with 1444.
	S4-181251
	E-FLUS: Network Assistance solution
	Sony Mobile Communications, Ericsson LM
	11.5
	Noted 


Presented by Paul.
Discussion:
· Charles: Is it a bit early to change the TS? There was previously an issue on boost that was brought up by Nik.
· Nik: You could also use the Rx interface, but it was considered too static.
· Ozgur: There’s another contribution on the architectural aspects of FLUS that connects FLUS source/sink to 3GPP architecture entities.
· Nik: We need to dig into architecture before agreeing on TS text.
· Charles: In 5.3.4.1, you should clarify that SAND mode is used to model the UNA.
Document was noted.
	S4-181292
	Adding support for Remote Control
	Ericsson LM
	11.5
	Postponed 


Presented by Thorsten. The intent was to have this as a draft CR. Track changes are not consistent. The dashed boxes should perhaps not be in Figure 4.2-2 and be replaced by a solid line.
Discussion:
· Charles: Don’t know if Thorsten saw my mail from yesterday?
· Thorsten: No.
· Charles: The remote control is completely optional and should be dashed on both left and right sides. On left-hand side (UE), I would say this is “UE or other device” because the FLUS Control function may reside outside the UE, in a remote control console
· Thorsten: Maybe we should remove such placement altogether and that it is deployment options.
· Charles: Yes. On the right-hand side, why is there a UE at all there?
· Thorsten: In MTSI, FLUS Sink can be in the UE.
· Kyunghun: Are you considering certain types of messages for controlling the devices?
· Thorsten: I’m considering SMPTE Network Media Open Specification (NMOS) that is using REST-based interfaces with JSON messages. We could look into Websockets and HTTP poll. Maybe we could use a similar message structure.
· Kyunghun: When you reuse messages from elsewhere, be aware that they typically have no notion of QoS.
· Thorsten: They can still have a JSON format (thinking of non-IMS), for stage 3 realization.
Document was postponed.
	S4-181293
	FLUS architecture
	Ericsson LM
	11.5
	S4-181436 


Presented by Thorsten. The intent was to have this as a pCR.
Discussion:
· Ozgur: I don’t believe that architecture clarification is needed for ANBR in MTSI, because it is inherently available. I’m open to investigate use of ANBR in other contexts than MTSI, e.g. PSS, but don’t have a position in favor of ANBR instead of network assistance in the non-IMS instantiation. This needs to be investigated. As an editorial suggestion, can you break this into separate figures for LTE and 5G?
· Thorsten: OK.
· Charles: How does this contribution address the question that was asked; how does this achieve a boost with the assistance system?
· Thorsten: I was checking 26.233 and didn’t find any statement on that there. How verbose must we be? Maybe there were shortcuts made during the SAND work? So far we assumed that the SAND server can get the network assistance information from the RAN, in a non-specified way. The FLUS source needs to know where to get the network assistance.
· Charles: I’m contemplating Paul’s use case where a breaking news reporter wants a temporary boost.
· Kyunghun: <?>
· Thorsten: I’ll study the DASH/SAND sections more.
· Ozgur: I can fill in a bit. You won’t find in TS 26.233 how the boost function is tied to the architecture. To me, boost is something that you would benefit more from in a buffered environment without QoS. In a low-latency environment, you have less possibility to benefit from a boost. I believe studying the architecture is the wrong method. I would be curious if the proponents can provide arguments based on performance evaluation, e.g., some simulation results.
· Thorsten: live streaming is also studied in SAND; with 5p-sec or 2-sec buffer, the smaller the buffer the more dynamically boost will need to be supported; from this standpoint not sure why more simulation would be necessary since it’s done already for DASH; no restriction on buffer size for FLUS as compared to DASH
· Ozgur: want to clarify his point is that architecture alone cannot answer the question as opposed to new or leveraging existing simulation/analysis
· Nik: in FLUS, live here means first the uplink and then downlink: e2e considerations necessary; additional step that FLUS source has to inform DANE that it needs assistance besides the downlink assistance. In a low-latency environment, ANBR might even be more efficient and faster since the roundtrip to the local eNB/gNB is shorter.
· Thorsten: may need to state that the assistance server may need to be implemented in distributed fashion; communication of radio network status info determined by DANE for which DASH client can poll for using HTTP or DANE can push info via WebSocket
· Nik: what does client need to communicate with DANE?
· Thorsten: status messages sent to DANE, and then DANE provides assistance
· Charles: We are not in a hurry.
· Ozgur: We need some high-level decisions before proceeding with CR text.
· Ozgur: still thinks the indicated architecture for QoS part is ok, just the network assistance aspect is still undecided
· Nik: yes, would this be agreeable?
Document was revised to 1436.
	S4-181436
	CR 26.238-0004 rev1 Architecture for QoS
	Ericsson LM
	11.5
	S4-181445 


Presented by Thorsten.
Discussion:
· Ozgur: This may have to be Category F (correction) for Rel-15?
· Charles: Should not “reference points” be used everywhere instead of “interfaces”?
· Thorsten: The references additions has to be added, not just commented.
Document was revised to 1445.
	S4-181445
	CR 26.238-0004 rev2 Architecture for QoS
	Ericsson LM
	11.5
	Agreed


Document was agreed without presentation.
	S4-181312
	E-FLUS: Media production
	Sony Europe Limited
	11.5
	Noted 


Presented by Paul.
Discussion:
· Charles: When you have a production system as FLUS sink that is local to the venue, is there still a network to reach that FLUS sink?
· Paul: Yes, the production system doesn’t have to, but can be in the network.
· Charles: Do we consider a production center as something being owned by a 3rd party being part of the FLUS sink?
· Paul: No, not necessarily, that’s why the production system is separate from the FLUS sink in Figure 1.
· Thorsten: I heard that the communication is typically unidirectional, only towards the camera personnel. Don’t know how to capture this. Is the F-U-M uni- or bi-directional?
· Paul: I think this is a deployment option.
· Charles / Thorsten: I think they only want a single uplink voice, in the media stream, not as a voice communication to the production.
· Paul: Might have to refine something on that. The camera audio is usually remote microphones and the cameraman has a headset that should not leak into the camera media.
· Charles: Would it not be very application specific text into the TS and that it would be better to have this in the TR?
· Paul: Professional production is an important use case that should be supported by the FLUS spec.
· Charles: You don’t have to put that explanation on what is used for what into the TS.
· Paul: Yes, but this is so far only a discussion paper.
· Edward: How do you do source identification? Like, camera 1, camera 2, camera 3?
· Paul: They must be registered and thereby have identification but did not detail that yet.
· Edward: Are you assuming that all of these cameras are sourced up and have a common time reference?
· Nik: We have discussed that but don’t think we have concluded.
· Thorsten: On the remote control, there was some concerns that the sink must be authenticated to be able to control. There could also be a separate control unit that is separate from the FLUS media sink.
· Paul: Yes, this is complementary to that remote control.
· Thorsten: This goes beyond what we have from last meeting.
· Nik: The controller might have to be capable to control both the source and the sink.
· Thorsten: In my understanding, the model still holds. The registration here enables much more flexible configurations.
· Paul: FLUS should just specify the minimum, not all production commands that you may use.
· Charles: The FLUS sink here, is that the network sink or the production center?
· Paul: The production center is not included in that it is behind the FLUS sink.
· Nik: The controller doesn’t have to be part of the sink.
· Charles: The production center can be part of or have a relation to the network sink.
· Thorsten: The control and media can be separate.
· Charles: I don’t know what the architecture is here or where the FLUS sink is, if not in the network.
· Thorsten: Take e.g. an Outside Broadcast (OB)-van, it can have a local EPG and a FLUS sink.
· Edward: MEC can do the same thing.
· Nik: Sometimes F-RC can use 3GPP access, sometimes not, so 
· Edward: Where is the sink?
· Paul: It’s the ingest point.
· Edward: Today the main problem is the delay you create in the first link.
· Charles: The controller can be the cameraman, in which case the F-RC is a local interface.
· Nik: Registration and finding out FLUS source capability can be seen as F-RC that is not necessarily specified in FLUS, which enables the controller to communicate that to the sink via F-C.
· Thorsten: It can be an interesting exercise to go through Paul’s list and see how that can be met.
· Edward: How do you handle the case which cameras to use or when a camera goes down?
· Paul: You just set them up and let them register, which enables them to get used.
· Edward: I just want to make sure that someone didn’t (maliciously) set up a camera that shows something I don’t want to see.
· Nik: I think we support the use case, but the next step would be to see how F-RC and F-C can be used to realize it.
· Charles: Can we expand on what provides requirements and structure the use case?
· Paul: Yes.
· Nik: Do we have a template for such?
· Charles: Yes, we had that in MBS SWG.
· Thorsten: It would be good to describe the realization; what is the FLUS controller doing, how many cameras does it control, etc., to have a much more technical description of what happens. Is there a gap in the TR?
· Paul: Add gap analysis to the TR?
· Nik: The final result in the TR is almost like a guideline.
· Edward: As an operator, I’d expect that I’m going to reserve some bandwidth. What would happen when sessions go overtime from what was allocated? 
· Paul: I think that’s a deployment thing that doesn’t necessarily have to go in the FLUS spec. The production can rent the FLUS resources for a certain time and what happens after that can be specified in the contract. In this case, it can’t be the source that decides when to go off, it has to be the sink (and the production center).
· Thorsten: Should we bring the use case into the TR?
· Paul: Yes, we can create a similar high-level description of the use case as a draft CR.
· Nik: There seems to be agreement to the use case and the principle, but the text needs more elaboration.
Document was noted.
	S4-181328
	API for 3rd Party Provisioning of Uplink QoS
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	11.5
	 Agreed


Presented by Charles.
Discussion:
· Nik: Is it acceptable to draft an LS?
· Thorsten: Yes. Need clarification that QoS is working between IP addresses, and that there is one QoS for the single uplink, and separate QoS is needed for every receiving device.
· Charles: Will be taken into account when creating the LS.
· Nik: It wouldn’t hurt to ask about QoS for both 5G and EPS/LTE, because FLUS is defined for both.
Document was agreed (as modified on-screen).
	S4-181440
	LS on API for 3rd Party Provisioning of Uplink QoS
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	11.5
	 Agreed


Presented by Charles.
Document was agreed.
	S4-181333
	Boosting Children
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	11.5
	 Agreed


Presented by Nik.
Discussion:
· Thorsten: Agree that if you have a GBR bearer, you should trust it. It could still be feasible with a boost, but then the system is perhaps not trying hard enough for the GBR. The boost is that the client temporarily ask for a better QoS. The other thing is that there should be a possibility for the system to reject; if the system always grants the boost, the client would likely always ask for it.
· Paul: It sounds reasonable that if you have GBR, boost is less relevant. Need to look at this in more detail.
· Thorsten: Want to consult internally what is non-GBR. What does it mean to have a non-GBR with e.g. PDB of 200 ms latency and some PLR?
· Ozgur: It can e.g. be a short IoT command.
· Thorsten: It is not necessarily dropped if the system cannot deliver it after the PDB, it can also be delivered, but later - that is implementation specific.
· Ozgur: I provided some comments during the telco, aligned with this. In a live regime, dealing with FLUS, we may have a more clear benefit from a boost. It seems that with GBR, boost doesn’t necessarily make sense.
· Nik: Referring to DASH SAND, I think you have some study that live DASH benefits from boost?
· Ozgur: While SAND for DASH doesn’t distinguish between live or on-demand and is in principle applicable for both, and the main focus of the study phase was on-demand. There should be some better argumentation and justification how the boosting can be used in the live regime.
· Paul: You’re right. Live wasn’t an issue then. For the bullets in Nik’s document, for the first one the feature is simply there or not. For the second one, agree that it could be charged but that is already existing and not part of the network assistance. For the last one, I would not suggest to refuse a boost, just leave for the system to allow boost or not. In the original specification, it is only possible to request the boost once per period, which is a couple of seconds. A rogue UE requesting boost too often could just be ignored.
· Nik: If the period of change is every two seconds and if a UE sets the boost every such period, it is not a rogue UE.
· Ozgur: How would the UE of a given network assistance service know how often it can ask for boost? For bitrate query, there’s a prohibit timer.
· Nik: So, how to solve restricting the amount of boost requests for the UE is still being considered. Is it sufficient to just ignore too frequent requests?
· Thorsten: If the client asking is consuming capacity, you could want to limit how often it is allowed to ask.
· Min: Could that also be application dependent?
· Paul: Yes, it is service dependent.
· Ozgur: This can be different for UL and DL and what the service is.
· Thorsten: I have a small demo (offline) how boosting might make sense.
Document was agreed.
	S4-181359
	Permanent Document Updating TR 26.939 per Recent  E-FLUS Agreements
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	11.5
	S4-181444 


Presented by Charles.
Discussion:
· Thorsten: Consequences of not approved on the cover page seems strange.
· Charles: That is a copy-paste mistake.
· Thorsten: The drone-mounted camera is only in the example workflows and has no corresponding use case. I can bring that to the next meeting.
· Charles: That seems reasonable, to motivate the workflow.
· Nik: There might be other documents from this week that could go into this.
Document was agreed and revised to 1444, which was presented directly to plenary.
	S4-181360
	Text Descriptions for E-FLUS e2e Call Flows
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	11.5
	S4-181444 


Presented by Charles.
Document was merged with 1444.
11.6 E2E_DELAY (Media Handling Aspects of RAN Delay Budget Reporting in MTSI)
	S4-181383
	CR 26.114-0443 rev 1 Recommendations on use of RAN Delay Budget Reporting in MTSI (Release 16)
	Intel, Huawei Technologies Co. Ltd.
	11.6
	S4-181432 


Presented by Ozgur.
Discussion:
· Min: Think that the step numbers used in text should also be reflected in the figures.
· Ozgur: OK
· Min: Suggest to include more information on what is the purpose with the figures. Put a summary in the General clause of what the examples show.
· Ozgur: That’s a good suggestion. We’re not defining what is the autonomous mode, etc. here (which were defined in TR 26.910), because that would be too much detail.
· Min: Both CDRX and cDRX are in the text, which one should be used?
· Ozgur: cDRX.
· Min: In Step-6, and if Step-5 also occurred, not all of reduced end-to-end delay, reduced jitter, and reduced packet losses may happen, e.g. there may be reduced end-to-end delay and reduced jitter, but packet losses are not reduced.
· Ozgur: Everything is subject to measurement and guesswork in the absence of DBI, but I agree with you, if e.g. only receiver do cDRX deactivation, if the sender wants to perform more retransmission, but if the sender’s eNB doesn’t provide the additional delay budget, it will not provide any gains. I want to provide the caveats, to demonstrate that RAN delay budget reporting may be used without DBI signaling but then this comes with negative consequences. I can provide some additional explanatory text in Step-6 on what happens depending on the previous steps. Step 6 should only indicate reduced PLR, and not necessarily reduced end to end delay and jitter.
· Min: Yes, but you can make a trade-off where you increase jitter and by that decrease packet loss and I think that should be better described.
· Timo: Can we also mention packet loss in the figure?
· Ozgur: Yes, in Figure X.2.1, it should actually rather mention packet loss than delay and jitter.
Document was revised to 1432.
	S4-181432
	CR 26.114-0443 rev 2 Recommendations on use of RAN Delay Budget Reporting in MTSI (Release 16)
	Intel, Huawei Technologies Co. Ltd.
	11.6
	S4-181452


Presented by Ozgur.
Discussion:
· Min: Have a few editorial suggestions to be consistent with how ANBR call flow is described.
· Ozgur: This is only editorial. Why does it matter?
· Min: No strong opinion on that.
· Timo: In Figure X.2.3, also step 7 is different from X.2.2 in that the CMR is sent, which must be shown in the figure.
· Ozgur: OK, I can add that.
Document was revised to 1452.
	S4-181452
	CR 26.114-0443 rev 3 Recommendations on use of RAN Delay Budget Reporting in MTSI (Release 16)
	Intel, Huawei Technologies Co. Ltd.
	11.6
	Agreed


Document was agreed without presentation.
	S4-181234
	On IANA Registration of RTCP-FB Message on Delay Budget Information (DBI)
	Intel
	11.6
	 Agreed


Presented by Ozgur. The reason to bring this is that it was very quick to get IANA value allocation. 
Discussion:
· Ozgur: Should we bring CR to S4#102?
· Nik: Yes.
Document was agreed.
	S4-181235
	Proposed LS to RAN2 on E2E_DELAY
	Intel
	11.6
	S4-181433 


Presented by Ozgur.
Discussion:
· Min: Did we do the same LS information for ANBR signaling?
· Ozgur: Yes, or rather the other way around; then RAN2 initiated the LS.
· Nik: We need to update and include the attachments, and put the new US location for SA4#103.
Document was revised to 1433.
	S4-181433
	Proposed LS to RAN2 on E2E_DELAY
	Intel
	11.6
	Agreed 


Document was agreed without presentation.
	S4-181382
	Proposed Timeplan for E2E_DELAY (v0.1.1)
	Intel (E2E_DELAY Rapporteur)
	11.6
	S4-181434 


Presented by Ozgur. Want one telco and will send a Doodle for the date.
Document was revised to 1434.
	S4-181434
	Proposed Timeplan for E2E_DELAY (v0.1.2)
	Intel (E2E_DELAY Rapporteur)
	11.6
	 Agreed


Document was agreed.
11.7 5G_MEDIA_MTSI_ext (Media Handling Extensions for 5G Conversational Services)
	S4-181358
	CR 26.114-0438 rev 4 MTSI Client Profiles (Release 16)
	Intel, Ericsson LM, Sony Mobile Communications
	S4-181439


Presented by Ozgur.
Discussion:
· Stefan D: Which approach is the preferred one? Is that in scope of current discussion?
· Ozgur: Both options are offered and companies are encouraged to comment. We also have an accompanying discussion paper on the IoT terminal definition, if we decide to go for option 2.
· Nik: Are there any concerns with option 2?
· Ozgur: Intel’s SA2 delegate asked if SA4 is chartered to define a new terminal.
· Frederic: This is the premise of that work, that we have terminals with different capabilities. We’re not chartered to do different radio capabilities.
· Stephane R: In TS 26.131 we have a set of different UEs. If we keep it at that level and avoid defining a category but keep it to different UEs, we should be OK.
· Ozgur: We don’t have a specific preference for option 1 or option 2.
· Nik: Are there any concerns with option 2? No concerns were raised.
· Ozgur: We have Tdoc 1388 with some proposed improvements on that definition.
· Nik: While agreeing on the principle of the IoT terminal definition, I have an example of a use case that falls under the radio category but not on the size or power. We don’t think that there are any “NB” devices that support voice communication.
· Frederic: Ericsson supports removal of “NB” here.
· Ozgur: Think “IoT terminal” naming is a problem, because it may be confused with the NB-IoT category. CE mode A supports VoLTE, but CE mode B doesn’t. CAT-M is not the only one; there may be CAT-1 terminal that has these restrictions. Also, it is unclear what a “regular UE” is, and instead use “smartphone or feature phone”.
· Frederic: It should say “regular terminal”. The reason to put “IoT terminal”, is that it should be clear. We could have smartphones that are also restricted.
· Stephane R: You could put many things in such definition, but how would a vendor consider this if it is normative? Maybe we can use some of the input from Sony to improve this definition?
· Peter I: To somewhat change subject, using CAT-M wording was to not be too precise about the radio. It does not matter if not all CAT-M can make a voice call, but among those that can use a voice call, we try to specify those that are restricted.
· Stefan D: I think this definition is not very specific. Should we not tie to the acoustic capabilities? For cases where you have a headset or a handset mode, I don’t understand the definition.
· Stephane R: Looking to Sony’s SCC class proposal, I think that could be more operational.
· Ozgur: Right now, SCC is part of option 1, but we’re OK to use it with option 2.
· Frederic: Appreciate the effort. How can you decide what is a primary purpose of a terminal? I know that there are terminals that support CAT-M and support VoLTE that need that restriction. If that is everything else than a smartphone and a feature phone, let’s say that.
· Stephane R: I think we can reuse some of the SCC class text, but try to find something that is more generic than a smartphone or a feature phone.
· Peter I: Even if we contributed this one, we’re not requiring that it is used. A smartphone is a class B. An example of a class A would be a push-to-talk terminal. You could get into difficulties to decide the primary purpose.
· Stefan D: I think we are talking about terminals that can support handset or headset mode.
· Frederic: We could reuse some part of that for the second part of the definition, but we still need something around CAT-M
· Peter I: An idea for an elevator is that it is probably OK to have SWB and you will have the power, so if you’re not using CAT-M why not do SWB?
· Min: I noticed that you used TS 36.306, which is for UTRA. TS 38.306 is for 5G.
· Ozgur: Yes we have to check where CAT-M is specified. We can work offline and continue in MTSI.
Document was revised to 1439.
	S4-181439
	CR 26.114-0438 rev 4 MTSI Client Profiles (Release 16)
	Intel, Ericsson LM, Sony Mobile Communications
	11.7
	No status


Document was sent directly to plenary.
	S4-181239
	Proposed LS to GSMA on MTSI Client Profiles
	Intel
	11.7
	 S4-181448


Presented by Ozgur.
Document was revised to 1448.
	S4-181448
	Proposed LS to GSMA on MTSI Client Profiles
	Intel
	11.7
	 No status


Document was sent directly to plenary.
	S4-181240
	Discussion Paper on Proposed ANBR Enhancements
	Intel
	11.7
	 Noted


Presented by Ozgur.
Discussion:
· Nik: Even if lacking possibility for the type of notification provided by TMMBN, isn’t it possible for the media receiver to check the received bitrate and send CMR if it is too high?
· Ozgur: It is not detectable on the RTP level, unless the receiver is already clear on what is the acceptable bitrate. If ANBR is not supported at the media receiver, it has to detect increased PLR to know if the bitrate is too high or not, which may take some time.
· Stefan D: Is it expected that an RTCP-APP message is defined or that the payload format is changed?
· Ozgur: Payload format would not be changed. It could be an RTCP-FB message, an RTP Header Extension, or define a new field in the RTCP-APP message. We want to have a high level agreement if such extension is desirable.
· Stefan D: Trying to replicate the TMMBN message?
· Ozgur: Yes, doing TMMBN for speech.
· Stefan D: Would you also need to specify the possibility with the CMR to change bandwidth?
· Ozgure: Probably just need bitrate. 
· Bo: You could possibly bend the specification a bit and just use TMMBN.
· Nik: In the discussion for video, we commented that speech bitrate overshoot is not as severe as it can be for video.
· Dave S: I just re-read RFC 5104 and there is no documentation to use TMMBN except as a response to TMMBR, so we should be careful in how to specify this. See 4.2.2 of the RFC.
· Min: Believe we did a relaxation for video and TMMBR/TMMBN.
· Nik: Discussion will continue in MTSI SWG.
· <Continuing discussion in MTSI SWG>.
· Bo: Can you remind me on why we introduce sub-capabilities of ANBR_adapt?
· Ozgur: Some vendors wanted to have the possibility to implement part of this adaptation capability.
· Bo: Specifically, don’t think that having the capability to switch down but not up again makes sense. Prefer to have a single capability.
· Nik: Not sure we want the attribute altogether, but if we do, we prefer an attribute without sub-capabilities. It would make sense that if a UE has ANBR radio capability, it is also capability to make use of it in adaptation. It would also be preferable to have an indication that both the UE and the RAN it is attached to has ANBR capability.
· Ozgur: This proposes to separate those radio and adaptation capabilities as it can be seen as more general.
· Timo: You may have have several SDP offer/answers, e.g. when you start the call with an announcement, put it on hold, etc. The solution must be able to work with that.
· Ozgur: Yes, the solution that we choose should be resilient to that aspect.
· Nik: Qualcomm has a contribution related to the 3gpp-radio-capability.
· Nik: FhG suggested yesterday to use TMMBN for speech mode notification.
· Min: For the speech upswitch, before switching to R2 > R1, it is specified in TS 26.114 that the speech sender takes any received CMR into account. For AMR and AMR-WB there’s a strong recommendation to have CMR in every RTP packet. For EVS primary compact mode, there is not always CMR, but the semantics is then that the last CMR still applies.
· Nik: Yes, therefore, the speech sender always has updated information, which is not the case for video. 
· Ozgur: Are we agreeing to specify ANBR adaptation capabilities described in Clause 4 (as a single capability)?
· <This was agreed>.
· Nik: Why do we separate radio capability and adaptation capability? You could not adapt on radio ANBR if you don’t have both the radio and the adaptation capabilities. Why are we even opening up the capability to support ANBR in the radio but not using it to adapt?
· Ozgur: It isn’t strictly needed but doesn’t hurt. But then you would need a separate attribute for e2e delay.
· Timo: It is always more complicated if you have more bits for the same thing.
· Ozgur: So is the wanted capability an SDP-based approach?
· Nik: Yes. To have the possibility to keep PCRF informed.
Document was noted.
	S4-181243
	Codec Mode Notification (CMN) for Speech Adaptation
	Intel
	11.7
	Noted 


Document was noted.
	S4-181237
	Proposed Timeplan for 5G_MEDIA_MTSI_ext (v.0.1.0)
	Intel
	11.7
	S4-181449 


Document was revised to 1449.
	S4-181449
	Proposed Timeplan for 5G_MEDIA_MTSI_ext (v.0.1.1)
	Intel
	11.7
	Agreed 


Document was agreed.
	S4-181241
	CR 26.114-0444 Signaling of Radio Capability Information (Release 16)
	Intel
	11.7
	Postponed


Document was postponed.
	S4-181242
	CR 26.114-0445 On ANBR-Triggered Adaptation Capabilities (Release 16)
	Intel
	11.7
	S4-181447  


Document was revised to 1447.
	S4-181447
	CR 26.114-0444 rev 1 Signaling of Radio Capability Information (Release 16)
	Intel
	11.7
	Postponed


Presented by Ozgur.
Discussion:
· The document was discussed and edited on-screen, and it was concluded that it will require more discussion, on the mailing list and in the two planned telcos, before SA4#102.
Document was postponed.
	S4-181334
	End-to-End ANBR and MFBR-GFBR Settings
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	11.7
	Agreed 


Presented by Nik.
Discussion:
· Ozgur: Can you already indicate radio capabilities in NAS?
· Min: NAS for LTE and NAS for NR are different, but you can add a bit there to indicate ANBR capability.
· Ozgur: Is CT1 the group responsible for NAS?
· Min: Yes.
· Ozgur: It could be good to check with SA2 on whether they think knowledge of the ANBR capabilities at the PCRF (obtained via SDP) will help PCRF to determine whether to set MBR > GBR or not.
Document was agreed.
	S4-181388
	On Radio Capabilities for the Constrained MTSI Client Terminal
	Intel
	11.7
	S4-181439 


Ozgur presented the content of this document during the presentation of the CR in S4-181358.
Document was merged with 1439.
	S4-181451
	Draft LS to SA2 on Informing PCRF/PCF of End-to-end RAN Assisted Codec Adaptation (ANBR) Support 
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	11.7
	No status


Document was sent directly to plenary.
11.8 CHEM (Coverage and Handoff Enhancements for Multimedia)
	S4-181335
	CHEM Time Plan
	Rapporteur
	11.8
	Agreed 


Presented by Nik.
Discussion:
· Atti: Are there other anticipated CRs than the ones being presented at this meeting?
· Nik: I don’t think there are any others.
· Atti: Should I bring such CRs to the plenary for this meeting?
· Nik: There’s a lot of work on at least one of the documents.
· Atti: OK, then we can maybe take it in a telco?
· Nik: Yes, and formally present them at S4#102 in Bruges.
Document was agreed.
	S4-181336
	CR 26.114-0446 Coverage and Handoff Enhancements for Media PLR_adapt (Release 16)
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	11.8
	S4-181437 


Presented by Min.
Discussion:
· Ozgur: Don’t you want to provide the syntax of the parameter, and what higher than tolerable packet loss means?
· Nik: There’s no value to it, the information consists of parameter being present or not.
· Ozgur: Why not add this to clause 6?
· Nik: Introduce the whole feature self-contained in a new clause (20). We could get more exact, but what we compare against is also not exact.
· Tino: Could you use the table that is added for the other feature, at least as an example?
· Nik: Yes, we could.
· Ozgur: How do we know what are the consequences of using this new bitrate? For example, if using r0 at a low-enough PLR and considering to increase to r1>r0, how do we know that the PLR for r1 is not too high? Is there a way for us to make this a bit more precise?
· Nik: Making a “shall” requirement is a bit too strict. A downswitch is usually a “shall” but an upswitch is a “should”. I don’t have a good answer on the bandwidth aspect of the PLR.
· Min: This is more about bitrate adaptation and we also have another clause about speech adaptation, in clause 10. I can agree that we should make this a “should”.
· Timo: Can we add bitrate to 20.1; it currently only says “codec mode” which is only applicable for speech?
· Nik: This is not really about bitrate. Does video error robustness depends on bitrate?
· Bo: Probably not and possibly in a subtle way, if it does.
· Ozgur: All of the factors in 20.1 will result in a certain bitrate, which will cause a certain transport PLR.
· Min: In the end the eNB only looks at the PLR.
· Nik: We can have an offline discussion.
· Ozgur: Are we going to recommend this, “should” or, have it optional “may”? We had a “may” in the end-to-end delay discussion.
· Bo: Is there a risk to oscillate between modes too quickly? Is there a need to specify a hysteresis in the decision?
· Ozgur: Including an SDP example would be helpful. Don’t we need a syntax description?
· Nik: The attribute is a boolean without parameters, but can add an SDP example.
· Timo: What happens when an MTSI MGW introduces transcoding? The typical behavior is to pass through unrecognized attributes. If it does and doesn’t adapt on high PLR, the interpretation becomes wrong.
· Nik: A P-CSCF connected to an MRF that does not support adaptation may let the adapt_PLR attribute in the SDP offer through because transcoding might not be required. However, if the P-CSCF discovers from the SDP answer that transcoding is needed, it should notify the PCRF to remove the attribute. We need more offline discussion on this.
· Ozgur: We could also liaise the CT groups.
Document was revised to 1437.
	S4-181437
	CR 26.114-0446 rev 1 Coverage and Handoff Enhancements for Media PLR_adapt (Release 16)
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	11.8
	Postponed 


Presented by Nik.
Discussion:
· Stephane R: Isn’t “higher than tolerable” a bit vague? If you have two vendors implementing this, how do you ensure that behavior is similar?
· Nik: I don’t have a good solution. Even the PLR values we discussed in S4-181339 are only informative.
· Stephane R: There is at least some guidance that 1% loss triggers changes in the JBM.
· Nik: The problem here is that e.g. AMR-WB 7.2, what is the PLR where you shall/should change?
· Stephane: If you have a drive test with this, you may see a lot of variation based on different adaptation behavior.
· Nik: Even now you would have implementation differences based on JBM. I’m welcoming suggestions.
· Stephane: If we’re going for agreement we need more time to think.
· Fabrice: Should we define a test for this in TS 26.114?
· Nik: Maybe you make a conformance test at some point, but not here.
· Ozgur: Maybe you should LS RAN5 that already do some VoLTE conformance testing?
· Stephane: They don’t have any media level tests, only signaling. This would have to involve real test equipment. For JBM and PLC, you can simulate it, but that doesn’t seem possible here.
· Nik: All that works, but I just don’t know that error patterns to use to get the results you want. Maybe the operator must have its own tests. This will be merged with the proposed changes from Atti.
Document was postponed.
	S4-181337
	CHEM Max_e2e_PLR SDP Parameter
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	11.8
	Agreed 


Presented by Min.
Discussion:
· Timo: From this description, it seems you send the exact UL and DL PLR values from the SDP offer back in the SDP answer.
· Nik: This is not entirely correct and should be taken into account in a CR text.
Document was agreed.
	S4-181338
	Draft CR 26.114-XXXX Coverage and Handoff Enhancements for Media Max_e2e_PLR
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	11.8
	Noted 


Presented by Nik (from the floor).
Discussion:
· Ozgur: Does the support of the PLR_adapt attribute in S4-181336 imply the support of this one, or is this an independent add-on? Should you not have it conditional to supporting PLR_adapt?
· Nik: If you only support a single mode, and if you include the worst PLR values in this attribute, you don’t need to include PLR_adapt to include this attribute.
· Min: This also depends on if you can adapt the de-jitter buffer or not.
· Ozgur: My thinking is that PCRF has its own opinion on what PLR to use based on PLR_adapt and what codec is used, and this attribute is side information. If PLR_adapt is not included, the PCRF will assume the least robust mode. We have the onion principle of CHEM.
· Bo: This suggests that these max PLR values are semantically optional parameters to PLR_adapt.
· Nik: Then PLR_adapt would become a per-payload-type attribute, which may not be desirable.
· Ozgur: If PLR_adapt is included, you should include these attributes.
· Bo: Also, if you don’t support PLR_adapt, these attributes shall not be included.
· Ozgur: I don’t think that the UEs should allocate how much PLR to take. This is all static and we’re not going to do SDP renegotiation if things change dynamically. This is helpful to understand the terminal capabilities, nothing more.
· Nik: Agree that it should be the network that decides, however, don’t see how to solve it if networks A and B don’t agree on the division.
· Ozgur: These parameters are useful to the PCRF, but we didn’t get agreement from RAN2 for this. I don’t think the division of UL and DL is of any use in the current scenario.
· Nik: A non-50-50 distribution could be taken as a hint.
· Ozgur: The PCRFs can change these values, right?
· Nik: No, they cannot.
· Nik (after a discussion): Think that I should reverse the logic and have larger packet loss rate for UL or DL be the preferred/beneficial case.
· Ozgur: What about the onion principle, starting with including PLR_adapt?
· Nik: Yes, will add that.
· Ozgur: If an offerer doesn’t include any UL or DL values, the answerer gets all the leverage on deciding how to distribute the max PLR to UL and DL.
· Fabrice: Suggest to lay out the explanation as a table. Believe that method was used in the TR.
· Nik: Good suggestion.
· Timo: Why do we need different attribute names for offer and answer?
· Nik: Good question.
· Bo: Is the offer including only the offer attribute, and the answer includes both the offer and the answer attributes? If so, they you must clearly describe that.
· Ozgur: Could some of the PLR be allocated to the core?
· Nik: That is hard, because there are two different PCRFs involved.
· Timo: The PLR in the core should be zero.
· Nik: I like option B better, with less number of attributes.
Document was noted.
	S4-181339
	Draft CR to TS 26.114 for recommendation of Max PLR values for CHEM
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	11.8
	Noted 


Presented by Atti (attending remotely).
Discussion:
· Stephane R: In section V.2.1.2, perhaps you can list the codecs without referring to Table V.1? There is no reference to AMR.
· Atti: We don’t have any data on how the values would change for AMR or AMR-WB.
· Stephane: There were some results published for AMR, in a conference paper from Ericsson.
· Atti: Was it BER rather than PLR?
· Stephane: Think it was PLR. I can try to dig it up. We can augment this later.
· Fabrice: In the beginning you say that the Annex is normative. Should it be informative?
· Ozgur: Wasn’t it the agreement from the telco to have the Annex informative?
· Atti: There’s nothing normatively required in the Annex. I believe the agreement in the telco was that the guidance would be informative.
· Ozgur: iven that there is nothing normative described in the Annex, I believe the entire Annex should be informative.
· Atti: Some parts of the CHEM feature are normative, if that feature is supported, which will be described in this Annex.
· Ozgur: In the CRs presented by Nik, the CHEM feature is described by clause 20, which contain normative text if you support CHEM.
· Atti: To me, it makes sense to put the entire CHEM description in one place. I will leave that to the group.
· Stephane: My recollection is also that the set of MaxPLR values was decided to be informative in the telco.
· Atti: The values in the tables are already informative. I would like to have the entire feature described in an Annex.
· Nik: I will work with Atti to achieve that.
· Ozgur: Then suggest to have V.2 indicated as informative.
· Atti: We don’t do that in Annex S and T. However the tables are already clearly indicated as examples.
· Edward: What about S8 home routing (S8HR)? How is the home network going to manage this stuff? Then the home PCRF cannot talk to the eNB in the visited network.
· Nik: How do other features work in this case? 
· Edward: Everything's routed to home. There’s some QoS for the signaling, but everything else is just treated as OTT packets that are routed to the home network.
· Nik: Then the usual SRVCC threshold is used, without change.
· Atti: Then the asymmetry becomes more pronounced.
· Edward: The remote UE doesn’t know that the local UE is roaming.
· Nik: It is not catastrophic, it will just use the same values for SRVCC as would be used without CHEM.
Document was noted.
11.9 FS_mV2X (V2X Media Handling and Interaction)
	S4-181244
	Proposed text for conclusion
	Samsung Electronics GmbH
	11.9
	 S4-181441


Presented by Kyunghun
Discussion:
· Nik: Do we need to conclude the study at this meeting?
· Kyunghun: We can.
· Nik: We have the congestion control proposal from Ericsson and an object based approach from Qualcomm, which would be interesting to explore further. There’s a proposal to have a workshop between 3gpp and automotive to understand what the requirements are, e.g. what is needed for machine viewing of video. Would it be interesting to have a combination of video and metadata? Therefore, it could be interesting to have the study item a bit longer.
· Thorsten: Do you have an idea on how to get input and arrange a workshop? You have e.g. the case where you have sensors in the car, sending data to the cloud that does processing, achieving self-driving. Can some parts be done in the car and some in the cloud? When I read the SA1 use cases, I don’t get that essence from it. It would be interesting to have feedback directly from the automotive industry?
· Nik: I know of a company that has a hybrid approach on processing in the car and the network for assisted driving.
· Ozgur: Do these conclusions provide any proposal of normative work? I haven’t seen any.
· Thorsten: Agree. The only thing I see is an instruction for SA2 for 5G, except for continuing studying.
· Kyunghun: We showed that some of their scenarios are un-realizable. There can be strict QoS parameters, which is relatively easy, but we should study e.g. use of objects more. We can keep the study open and prepare for contact with the automotive industry.
· Nik: To open a work item, you would typically need a recommendation for normative work in the study. You could branch off a work item from an ongoing study.
· Thorsten: If there’s no rush, let’s continue the study.
· Ozgur: We could include this text into the TR, but we need not send it for approval and don’t have to conclude the study.
· Nik: Propose that this full text is not kept as conclusion, but that it is trimmed down. E.g. keep the statements that even lower latency than conversational might be required, and that PC5 in Rel-15 is not capable of uncompressed HD video.
· Kyunghun: We probably need an updated timeplan.
· Nik: Yes.
Document was revised to 1441.
	S4-181441
	Proposed text for conclusion
	Samsung Electronics GmbH
	11.9
	S4-181450 


Presented by Kyunghun and edited on-screen.
Document was revised to 1450.
	S4-181450
	Proposed text for conclusion
	Samsung Electronics GmbH
	11.9
	Agreed 


Presented by Kyunghun.
Document was agreed without presentation.
	S4-181245
	TR 26.985 Vehicle-to-everything (V2X); Media handling and interaction (Release 16), V.1.0.0 MISSING
	Samsung Electronics GmbH
	11.9
	Withdrawn 


Document was withdrawn.
	S4-181246
	Drat reply LS to SA6 on application layer support for V2X services
	Samsung Electronics GmbH
	11.9
	S4-181442 


Presented by Kyunghun.
Document was edited on-screen and revised to 1442, which was agreed without presentation.
	S4-181247
	Cover for TR 26.985
	Samsung Electronics GmbH
	11.9
	Withdrawn 


Document was withdrawn.
	S4-181287
	Congestion Control for V2X Media
	Ericsson LM
	11.9
	Agreed 


Presented by Bo.
Discussion:
· Kyunghun: What is the main benefit of this adaptation approach?
· Bo: It is in the ability to prioritize between simultaneously sent streams to deal with congestion.
· Kyunghun: Can we reorganize this into a different subsection?
· Bo: No problem.
· Min: Questions reference [23]
· Bo: That is an academic paper that analyzes performance of SCREAM.
· Ozgur: Do you see V2X to be the main application or can other high bandwidth low latency apps such as VR conversational services also benefit?
· Bo: Applicability is broader than V2X.
· Sunghee: What protocols can use the self clocking?
· Bo: UDP based protocols.
· Kyunghun: What benefit does it have beyond TMMBR?
· Bo: This is sender based but TMMBR is receiver based.
· Ozgur: I guess further comparison of this protocol in relation to legacy adaptation protocols such as TMMBR can be added later?
· Bo: Yes.
Document was agreed.
	S4-181443
	FS_mV2X Time Plan v0.8.5
	Samsung Electronics GmbH
	11.9
	Agreed 


Presented by Kyunghun.
Document was agreed.
11.10 Others including TEI
	S4-181236
	CR 26.114-0439 rev 2 Correction in SDP Example for imageattr (Release 16)
	Intel
	11.10
	 S4-181431


Presented by Ozgur. 
Discussion:
· Min: Agree that imageattr expresses a preferred resolution. What if the offer for some reason included some resolutions, but not all of the supported ones, and if the SDP answer has no resolution in common?
· Bo: Why was not all the supported resolutions included in the first SDP offer?
· Min: could be due to a SDP size limitation.  Or offer did not prefer some of the configurations.
· Bo: If you do allow this then you have to limit the number of times you can make re-offers.
· Min:  Can we clarify that the offer should include “all” preferred resolutions?
· Bo/Ozgur: agreed.
· Min: Further clarification of the original text in the example (text was edited on screen).
· Timo: Would like to keep the text that there would be no SDP renegotiation regardless if resolution in the answer was also in the offer.
· Min: I get a lot of questions and want to have this consistent,  so prefer to take that part of the sentence out.
Document was revised to 1431.
	S4-181431
	CR 26.114-0439 rev 3 Correction in SDP Example for imageattr (Release 16)
	Intel
	11.10
	Agreed 


Document was agreed without presentation.
	S4-181362
	CR 26.114-0442 rev 1 Correction to MTSI network preference management object tree (Release 16)
	Orange
	11.10
	 Agreed


Document was agreed.
11.11 New Work / New Work Items and Study Items
	S4-181314
	Discussion on XR communication services in 5G
	KPN N.V.
	11.11
	Agreed 


Presented by Simon.
Discussion:
· Kyunghun: Is the WID on conversational services you refer to the one proposed by Ye-Kui?
· Simon: Yes. I can elaborate by showing some demo offline.
· Ye-Kui: Is alternative A to extend my proposed WID with AR?
· Simon: I don’t want to propose a solution, but it is e.g. possible to represent users as avatars.
· Ye-Kui: In the proposed conversational WID, we suggest using existing codecs, which is not possible with avatars. For option C, the FS_XR5G is already very wide and it would not be necessary to have yet another one.
· Ozgur: I would also prefer option B and suggest to bring the conversational XR to that study.
· Ye-Kui: Yes, that XR study can result in several different work items.
· Simon: I’m concerned how we channel this division to the conversational WID and the XR study.
· Nik: We can schedule a joint session with video on XR.
· Simon: It makes sense to focus on those two items that we have, the conversational VR WID and the XR study. Was the proponents of the conversational WID covering the conversational use case from TR 22.823 (from SA1)?
· Ye-Kui: I didn’t check TR 22.823. There’s no codec for avatars, which is going beyond the scope of the proposed WID.
· Simon: Isn’t there more users joining into a VR room in use case in TR 26.918?
· Ye-Kui: Yes.
· Ozgur: Checking TR 22.823 and there are use cases on VR telepresence that are very similar to the SA4 ones. I believe that the current WID covers those use cases too.
· Kyunghun: If you check the TR 22.823, there are some differences in e.g. video, disregarding if that can be built or not.
· Ozgur: It is still bringing more visibility to VR.
· Nik: The agreed way forward is option B, to bring this work into FS_XR5G.
Document was agreed.
	S4-181278
	New Work Item on “Support of Immersive Teleconferencing and Teperensce for Remote Terminals”
	Huawei Technologies Co. Ltd., Intel, Nokia Corporation, LG Electronics Inc., KPN N. V., InterDigital Communications, Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., China Mobile Com. Corporation, Deutsche Telekom AG, Fraunhofer IIS
	11.11
	 S4-181438


Presented by Ye-Kui.
Discussion:
· Stefan B: What would be the target SWG?
· Nik: MTSI.
· Stefan B: You don’t foresee any subjective testing?
· Ye-Kui: No, didn’t consider that.
· Frederic: On justification, second paragraph, it seems to contain some objectives and should perhaps belong to that. What is “immersive teleconferencing”?
· Ye-Kui: My understanding is that if you have a teleconferencing room with an omni-directional camera and also immersive audio, the receiver can see different parts if he wears an HMD moves his head.
· Frederic: So immersive is only for the remote terminal and in the presence of a 360 camera and immersive audio.
· Nik: yes.
· Frederic: Any answer to this being more objectives than justification?
· Ozgur: The intention is to refer to the TR and the study, which is part of the work justification. We use the agreed recommendations from the study phase as a way of justification.
· Stephane R: In the objectives, the IVAS acoustics minimum performance part is not clear. If IVAS doesn’t make the timeline, coordination is not needed.
· Ye-Kui: Coordination with IVAS should be done only if it meets the timeline.
· Imre: On EVS bitrates, you say n times 64 kbps. Why?
· Bernard: This was given just as an example. We could use EVS multi-mono and not the lowest bitrates.
· Imre: Not sure what to do, but that is part of the WI to choose. If you feel comfortable, could you consider to remove that.
· Bernard: OK.
· Stefan B: The last sentence of clause 4 should be in its own paragraph.
· Frederic: Should the description of changes to TS 26.114 and TS 26.223 be changed?
· Ye-Kui: Yes.
· Milan: Isn’t December 2019 target date already misaligned with IVAS?
· Imre: There is already proposal for IVAS to target Rel-17.
· Milan: Is this target date for the WID fixed or is it something that can be modified such that it is aligned with IVAS?
· Ye-Kui: At the moment it is fixed, but I’m open to discuss this. If it is a year, it is my personal view that we could align.
· Imre: How to proceed?
· Ye-Kui: We could decide in the closing plenary, if IVAS timeline is then clear.
Document was revised to 1438 that was sent directly to plenary Agenda Item 18
11.12 Any Other Business
There was no other business.
11.13 Close of the session
The MTSI SWG chairman, Nikolai Leung thanked the delegates and closed the session at 10:30AM on Thursday November 22, 2018.
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