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5.1
Executive Summary

An MTSI SWG teleconference on FS_E2E_DELAY was held on 19 March, 2018. Two contributions were received but there was only time to review one of them which was noted. 

1.
Opening of the conference call

	Mar-2018 (Submission deadline: March 15, 23:59 CET)
	Telco#1 (Topic: FS_E2E_DELAY, 19 March 2018, Time 14:30-16:30 CET, Host: Intel)
	·         Consider technical input contributions toward TR 26.910 addressing the study item objectives

·         Contribution submission deadline: 23:59 CET, 15 March, 2018


The SA4 MTSI SWG chairman, Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm), opened the conference call at about 14:35 hours CET on March 19, 2018.

Ozgur Oyman volunteered to take minutes and prepare a brief report of the conference call. Nikolai also requested the participants to add their names to the attendance list at the end of the on-line minutes located here: 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1UpYMD6_iWUmyH5rp-jJbRXeKrv4url0EVJCL2eYplAQ/edit?usp=sharing
2.
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents

	S4-AHM392
	Proposed agenda for SA4 MTSI SWG AH on FS_E2E_DELAY conf. call on 19 March 2018
	MTSI SWG Chair

(Nikolai Leung)
	2


The MTSI SWG chairman Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm) presented S4-AHM392R1.
S4-AHM392R1 was agreed.

3.
Reports and liaisons

None were received.

4.   
Study on enhanced VoLTE performance (FS_E2E_DELAY)

	S4-AHM399
	pCR 26.910: End-to-End Delay and Quality Enhancements with RAN Delay Budget Reporting
	Intel
	4


Ozgur Oyman (Intel) presented the document.

In clause 5.1.3 Nikolai asked for clarifications on how UE-1 (DL receiver) determines that measured packet losses are caused by the uplink of UE-2, the core-network/backhaul, the eNB-1 servicing UE-1 dropping packets before sending on the DL due to cell congestion, or the UE-1’s DL.

Ozgur explained that UE-1 can look at local radio conditions to assess the DL quality, but still needs to think about how to accommodate for the eNB-1 scheduler being congested.  Might be that such a eNB-1 may already turn off cDRX to allow it to schedule packets ASAP.

Nikolai commented that the ability of an MTSI client to have access to the radio layer information should not be taken for granted.  This is not as explicit as the ANBR message that clearly must be relayed to the MTSI client.  Such assumptions for all of these simulation results and conclusions should be clarified in th TR.

Nikolai asked whether the core-network/backhaul packet losses were modeled in the simulation results as this is being presented as a weakness of the “autonomous mode”.  Ozgur and Fabrice responded that the simulations did not account for this loss and the probability of this happening needs to be considered.

Ozgur later mentioned that eNB-1 sending ANBR with higher rate indicates that UE is in good radio condition. As such this could be one form of standardized information that needs to be passed from the radio layer to the MTSI client.

Nikolai commented that at the very least this is an indication that the eNB-1 scheduler is not congested on its downlink.  Could help with some of the previous issues.  This also highlights that there are many potential algorithms and triggers that need to be allowed by the specification to allow optimized implementations.

Nikolai asked how does the UE know it is experiencing high packet loss on its uplink.  Ozgur, not receiving ACKs for retransmissions on its HARQ uplink is one possibility.

Nikolai asked for clarification on whether HARQ vs. TTI-bundling/eMTC case (does blind repetition) are more relevant for adjusting the uplink delay budget.  Ozgur responded that the they interact with each other: large TTI bundles may require less HARQ because each bundle is more reliable.

Min sought more clarification on which part of the table provides conclusion #2 for autonomous mode.  Ozgur illustrated that the difference between configuration #3 and configuration #5 is the number of HARQ retransmissions (2 and 4).  Needed to change the labels of UE#1 and UE#2 (good and bad conditions).

Ozgur clarified that results are for all 26 configurations/modes.  Choose which configurations/modes to compare when evaluating “autonomous” or “coordinated”.

Nikolai asked where in the analysis shows value of coordinated mode when packet loss happens in the core network.  Can see in the call flow (Figure X4) where UE-2 detects high-packet loss and requests additional delay budget.

Nikolai asked about what would UE-1 would do differently in autonomous mode? Wouldn’t it also request to turn off CDRX?

Ozgur, UE-1 can still turn of CDRX, but without an explicit indication from UE-2, all UE-1 could probably do this as a guess (e.g., based on end-to-end monitoring of RTP packets, etc).  It makes a bet with (say with 95% chance, or some other high number) chance that it is correct. With an explicit indication from UE-2, UE-1 would be sure that it should do things to help create additional delay budget for UE-2. 

Nikolai commented that the 95% seems to come from making an assumption that there’s a 5% chance the backhaul condition is causing the problem.  This seems to be too aggressive as backhaul loss is usually very low (<0.1%).

Timo agreed that backhaul loss is very low.  There may be occasional overload/loss but this is very rare.

Ozgur: Ok, so we can rule out that reason as a motivator for enabling UE-UE coordination. But there may be other reasons for coordinating, such as the case when UE-2 does not even support delay-budget reporting, or when the eNB of UE-2 denies the air interface delay adjustment request from UE-2. For these situations, an explicit request message from UE-2 to UE-1 will ensure actions of both UEs are coordinated. Of course, autonomous mode is simpler and if we can use autonomous mode and make things work, then that would be great.  If there are concrete benefits of coordination, we need to study and understand these.

Paolo: advise delegates to contact RAN3 delegates to check on impact to entire system.  Got criticism from RAN plenary about SA4 making changes to MTSI.

Use of POLQA -- effects of delay are not accepted as reliable.  Could have high POLQA scores but still poor conversational quality.

Ozgur: clarifying that these delay budget reporting are already specified in RAN and that we are just defining MTSI procedures where we are trying to assess the quality tradeoffs, for which a relative quality comparison based on POLQA can be sufficient. This is not a codec characterization effort, so absolute quality numbers are not needed. Agrees that eventually we ask for RAN feedback as the Study Item progresses. Not just RAN3 but also RAN2 can be contacted as they specified this feature.

Regarding POLQA, absolute numbers don’t matter -- just the differences in numbers.  

Paolo: some companies may consider this output as not the best tool for the evaluation.

Min: Editorial comments.

S4-AHM399 was noted.

	S4-AHM403
	pCR 26.910: Updates to the Evaluation Methodology
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	4


There was not enough time to discuss this document but the Chair commented that it would be good for companies to consider these comments before the Kista meeting to allow the meeting to move forward quickly as any changes to the evaluation methodology could impact the simulation results and conclusions.

Ozgur agreed that changes could have an impact on the results and should be discussed offline.

Qualcomm also commented that they are looking to see if they can produce simulation results based on the evaluation methodology.

5.    
Review of the future work plan

	SA4#98 (9-13 April 2018, Kista, Sweden)
	·         Updates of time plan as found necessary

·         Continue progressing the TR

·         Consider technical input contributions toward TR 26.910 addressing the study item objectives

·         Consider technical input contributions toward initial TR conclusions

·         Send TR 26.910 to SA plenary for information

·         Schedule telcos as needed to ensure consistent progress

·         Liaise and coordinate with relevant standards bodies

	RAN2bis#101 (16-20 April 2018, Sanya, China)
	·         Potential liaison exchange with RAN2

	RAN2#102 (21-25 May 2018, Busan, Korea)
	·         Potential liaison exchange with RAN2

	SA#80 (13-15 June 2018, La Jolla, CA, U.S.A.)
	·         Present TR 26.910 for information

 

	SA4#99 (9-13 July 2018, Roma, Italy)
	·         Updates of time plan as found necessary

·         Consider technical input contributions toward TR 26.910 addressing the study item objectives

·         Consider technical input contributions toward TR conclusions

·         Finalize and agree on TR conclusions

·         Send TR 26.910 to SA plenary for approval

·         Schedule telcos as needed to ensure consistent progress

·         Liaise and coordinate with relevant standards bodies

	RAN2#103 (20-24 Aug 2018, Gothenburg, Sweden)
	·         Potential liaison exchange with RAN2

	SA#81 (12-14 Sep 2018, Gold Coast)
	·         Approval of TR 26.910

·         SI completion


6.
Any Other Business

7.
Close of the conference call
The MTSI SWG Chairman, Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm), closed the call at 16:35 CET and reminded participants to add their names to the attendance list at the end of the on-line minutes. He then thanked all the participants and then closed the conference call. 
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5.   
Review of the future work plan                              
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	·         Updates of time plan as found necessary

·         Continue progressing the TR

·         Consider technical input contributions toward TR 26.910 addressing the study item objectives
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	·         Updates of time plan as found necessary
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·         Consider technical input contributions toward TR conclusions
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6.   
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7.   
Close of the conference call

Note: The deadline for document submission is 15 March, 23:59 CET.  Please ask the MTSI SWG Chair for Tdoc# assignments.

____________________

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

                                  
blue = postponed from an earlier SA4 meeting

                                  
red  =  covered during this meeting

                                  
grey =  late submission

                                  
strikethrough = withdrawn

Conclusion codes: 
a = agreed
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pp = postponed

Note: These conclusion codes appearing in the agenda are only informative. 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

"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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