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1 Introduction

This contribution provides comments on TR 26.919 v0.2.0, which was produced in S4-171366 (including an analysis of 5G stage 1 requirements and implications). Recommended stage 3 requirements were kept in brackets. 
2 On efficient speech user plane
The draft text reflecting the stage 1 requirements of efficient 5G user plane is currently interpreted in TR 26.919 in terms of achieved media quality per transmitted bit. It reads as follows for speech:

[It is recommended that support for super-wideband speech is mandated for 5G MTSI UE.]

We emphasize that interoperability and potential transcoding impacts should also be taken into account. For this reason we propose to require supporting existing speech codecs.

Regarding mandating SWB, we also invite clarifying which SDP configuration would be mandated and whether Ax / Bx configurations defined in GSMA IR.92 would be required.

The modified requirements becomes:
[It is recommended that 5G MTSI UE supports the AMR and AMR-WB codec as currently specified in TS 26.114, so as to minimize transcoding needs.

It is recommended that support for super-wideband speech is mandated for 5G MTSI UE.
Editor's note: the exact SDP configuration for EVS must be defined before mandating EVS. ]
3 On efficient video user plane
Similar to speech, the draft text reflecting the stage 1 requirements of efficient 5G user plane for video reads as follows (with no brackets):

It is recommended that support for H.265/HEVC is mandated for video-capable 5G MTSI and IMS Telepresence endpoints.

We support upgrading the status of H.265 to enable more efficient ViLTE operation for a given quality level. We understand that this requirement applies only to MTSI clients in terminals. It would be helpful to clarify whether this requirement also applies to MTSI clients in the network as transcoding needs may have significant impacts on media gateways.
In addition, it would be important for interoperability reasons to keep codecs that are already defined in GSMA IR.94, i.e. H.264 constrained baseline profile level 1.2 & constrained high profile level 3.1.
Therefore we propose the following updated text:

It is recommended that support for H.265/HEVC is mandated for video-capable 5G MTSI and IMS Telepresence clients in terminals. In addition, it is recommended to support H.264 constrained baseline profile level 1.2 & constrained high profile level 3.1.

4 On media rate adaptation
TR 26.919 currently recommends that best possible bitrate adaptation using available methods is made mandatory for 5G MTSI and IMS Telepresence.

Before mandating adaptation methods, we request some evaluation of performance impacts in realistic scenarios and if such evaluation is conducted we suggest also including some benchmarks.

A tentative solution is currently described in brackets in TR 26.919, as follows:

[A tentative solution to achieve best possible bitrate adaptation with available methods in 5G MTSI and IMS Telepresence, is to mandate:

·    Including a=bw-info, as described by clause 10.6 and 19 of TS 26.114 [2], in SDP offer, and in SDP answer if found in the corresponding SDP offer, and using it for bitrate adaptation.

·     If so configured by the operator, support of ANBR as adaptation trigger, as described by clause 10.7 of TS 26.114 [2].

·    If so configured by the operator, support of ECN as adaptation trigger, as described by clause 10.5 of TS 26.114 [2].

·    If so configured by the operator, speech media receiver capability to trigger sending CMR in the corresponding media sender RTP stream, based on estimated media receive direction channel quality, as described in clause 10.2 of TS 26.114 [2].

·    Speech media sender taking all of the above adaptation triggers into account and adapting the sent bitrate to the highest mode in the negotiated mode-set (if any) that is lower than or equal to the minimum of the adaptation triggers.

·    Video media receiver capability to use one or more adaptation triggers, jointly capable to detect a needed reduction in throughput of 10% or more, and to send RTCP TMMBR accordingly.

·    Video media sender taking all of the above adaptation triggers into account and adapting the sent bitrate to the highest bitrate that is still lower than or equal to the minimum of the adaptation triggers, and to send RTCP TMMBN accordingly.]

Before considering mandating bit rate adaptation methods, we also propose to discuss performance requirements and/or specify adaptation algorithms to ensure that adaptation performance is well behaved and predictable. Otherwise there would be a significant risk of varying UE-dependent behaviour and potentially high testing burden prior/during service operation.
We also prefer having some freedom for the operator to configure whether adaptation of speech sender media is activated or not.
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