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5.1
Executive Summary
An MTSI SWG teleconference on E2E_DELAY was held on 18 December, 2018. One contribution was reviewed and noted.
1.
Opening of the conference call 
	Telco#1 (Topic: E2E_DELAY, 18 Dec 2018, Time 16:00-18:00 CET, Host: Intel)
	·        Agree on CRs to TS 26.114 addressing the work item objectives
·        Contribution submission deadline: 23:59 CET, 15 December, 2018


The SA4 MTSI SWG chairman, Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm), opened the conference call at about 16:05 hours CET on December 18, 2018.
Bo and Ozgur 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/1-oJ_w6Neuq8QQaIniKIi1kZ4th6_TUIu16k3CTHjnFU/edit?usp=sharing
2.
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
	S4-AHM439R1
	Proposed agenda for SA4 MTSI SWG Teleconference on E2E_DELAY on 18 December 2018
	MTSI SWG Chair
(Nikolai Leung)
	2


The MTSI SWG chairman Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm) presented the agenda and registration of documents.
S4-AHM439R1 was agreed.
3.
Reports and liaisons
There were no reports or liaisons.
4.   
E2E_DELAY
	S4-AHM445
	Draft CR 26.114 DBI Signaling Recommendations
	Intel
	4


Presented by Ozgur Oyman of Intel.
Discussion:
· Kyunghun: Checked with development colleagues, who commented that “...it shall commit to ensuring that the indicated delay budget amount is available…” is very difficult. The second added paragraph is a single sentence that is hard to parse and suggest splitting it.
· Ozgur: Open to re-phrasing the expectation. We discussed potential back-and-forth requests in the SA4#100 Kochi meeting, and said that the frequency of delay changes must be regulated.
· Bo: The N in N round-trip times is of course also limited by the negotiated RTCP bandwidth.
· Ozgur: I can add that it is conditional on available RTCP bandwidth.
· Min: How do I know if the other side has received a request or not?
· Ozgur: I have not yet considered the case where the messages can get lost.
· Timo: Is it so that you need a corresponding response on every request?
· Ozgur: That is not the intent and not the current design.
· Timo: What is the receiver supposed to do with the query?
· Ozgur: It is not required to respond. There can be a query for 40 ms and the response is 60 ms. There is no tight relation. SDP provides a means for both ends to know if the other part supports DBI.
· Timo: I was again thinking of the transcoding case, if we need some kind of implementation or if the message can just be passed on. Maybe that case is not that important, because then you have only one radio interface.
· Ozgur: If entities are passing RTCP messages, you need to do something extra.
· Timo: Transcoding nodes usually does not pass RTCP if you don’t do something extra.
· Ozgur: We should then liaise with CT groups to ask that core nodes pass the messages.
· Timo: Yes.
· Ozgur: I need to think a bit more about the transcoding case. Then there is also some transcoding delay?
· Timo: Yes.
· Ozgur: When an intermediate entity does transcoding, and if it passes RTCP messages, it can still be feasible to divide end-to-end delay between the endpoints. The added delay for transcoding can be seen as any delay that occur somewhere in the network.
· Timo: Something has to be done in the transcoding core node to make it pass RTCP messages.
· Ozgur: If the node cannot pass DBI RTCP messages, we’re back to the autonomous mode as described in the TR. UEs can use RTCP statistics. Nothing would break, but it would be desirable that RTCP messages are passed.
· Nik: Is there a case where RTCP packets are not forwarded, there are additional delay, but an endpoint still detects that there’s a delay margin to give up, and it results in a waste?
· Ozgur: Yes. We’re back to autonomous mode of operation.
· Timo: If you have transcoding, you don’t see the packet loss problems of the other side so easily.
· Ozgur: Agree. That transcoder’s decoder will see those losses and will not be able to produce those frames and they will be marked as lost when sent?
· Timo: Not sure.
· Bo: Believe that there is error concealment and packets are recreated on the transcoder’s sending side, not indicating that there was loss on the other link.
· Ozgur: Then the receiving UE doesn’t have full visibility.
· Timo: It does not really harm, but is not applicable to DBI.
· Ozgur: The transcoder could perhaps make use of DBI.
· Timo: In theory, yes.
· Ozgur: Suggest that we add a paragraph on transcoding aspects, to acknowledge that the feature might not be applicable with transcoding, and mention possible remedies.
· Timo: Yes, we could have something general that it might not be applicable for transcoding cases.
· Ozgur: I will start an email thread with proposed changes and everyone is free to add in. I have a question to the telco; what should N be set to in “no more than once every N round-trip times”? At most once every second? Is that reasonable?
· Timo: At least not “short” time. Don’t know what is reasonable.
· Bo: No opinion. Don’t know what is reasonable.
· Min: Use the RAN-level delay budget prohibit timer?
· Ozgur: I expect that to be a lot smaller.
· Min: TS 36.331 has the prohibit timer from 0 to 30 seconds.
· Ozgur: Didn’t expect those numbers to be so high. The numbers here cannot be smaller than the prohibit timer and has to be mentioned here. The time to use has to be a function of the prohibit timer. Is our number 1 second correct or not? A receiver might not want to commit for a long time, which makes a long time not so good idea.
· Bo: Is the prohibit number only for the query, not for the indication?
· Min: Yes.
· Bo: Does it make any difference in trying to cope with this if the indication can be sent more often than the prohibit timer, if needed?
· Kyunghun: We can get data from actual networks and leave a value in brackets for now.
· Ozgur: Do you mean putting some qualitative indication? I believe that will not be specific enough. Numbers are not expected to be strong, only the minimum expected numbers, a lower bound. Implementations can follow even more strict guidelines if they wish to. I asked internally and was told that 1 second is fine. It should be higher than 1 second, but it should as Timo said probably be higher.
· Kyunghun: Not sure. Handling delay has historically been very tricky in SA4. I don’t have concerns with the principles, but not sure that 3GPP can determine. If we have no evidence, we can only provide tentative values.
· Ozgur: I plan to change the “commit” text.
· Kyungun: That’s OK, but was thinking of the N RTT. We can guess some numbers from LTE or E-UTRAN, but we don’t know for NR.
· Ozgur: Give more time to think. My understanding is that 1 second is fine, but happy to entertain other positions.
· Kyunghun: It will not be possible to bring more data any time soon, since there is no implementation. Do you have colleagues that have platforms where you can test?
· Ozgur: Yes, I got that 1 second is OK from them. I will work more on the text. Any more comments? It would be really helpful to know if the issues I’m trying to resolve are useful.
· Bo: I believe handling the timing issues is important.
· Min: Not sure that a “shall” is appropriate everywhere.
· Timo: I think this minimum time is helpful and that we should at least not send more often than once per second.
· Ozgur: We don’t want to make it too complex or a burden for implementers, but seems describing these aspects should be pursued.
Document was noted.
5.
Review of the future work plan 
	SA4#102 (28 Jan - 1 Feb 2019, EU)
	·        Updates of time plan as found necessary
·        Agree on CRs to TS 26.114 addressing the work item objectives
·        Schedule telcos as needed to ensure consistent progress

	SA#83 (20 - 22 Mar 2019, Shenzhen, China)
	·        Approval of CRs to TS 26.114
·        WI completion


6.
Any Other Business
None.
7.

Close of the conference call
The MTSI SWG Chairman, Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm), closed the call at about 17:20 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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