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5.1
Executive Summary
An MTSI SWG teleconference on 5G_MEDIA_MTSI_ext was held on 15 January, 2019. One contribution was reviewed and noted.
1.
Opening of the conference call 
	Telco#2 (Topic: 5G_MEDIA_MTSI_ext, 15 Jan 2019, 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, 12 January, 2019


The SA4 MTSI SWG chairman, Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm), opened the conference call at about 16:02 hours CET on January 15, 2019.
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/1xFLgEXzN0UclgC_1JQnxzB3tMjjDGn17TuW6gYlA2uE/edit?usp=sharing
2.
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
	S4-AHM441R1
	Proposed agenda for SA4 MTSI SWG Teleconference on 5G_MEDIA_MTSI_ext on 15 January 2019
	MTSI SWG Chair
(Nikolai Leung)
	2


The MTSI SWG chairman Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm) presented the agenda and registration of documents.
S4-AHM441R1 was agreed.
3.
Reports and liaisons
There were no reports or liaisons.
4.   
5G_MEDIA_MTSI_ext
	S4-AHM450
	Draft CR 26.114 On ANBR-Triggered Adaptation Capabilities
	Intel
	4


Presented by Ozgur.
Discussion:
· Nik: On obtaining ANBR from the access network (the highlighted sentence in the document), it was discussed in SA2 that (for one potential solution), the UE doesn’t have to check access network ANBR capability if the PCRF/PCF already knows that all eNB/gNB in the area supports ANBR.
· Ozgur: What would the UE then do, include the attribute in the SDP or not?
· Nik: The UE only has to check its own support of ANBR, not the network.
· Ozgur: It’s not only the PCRF/PCF that needs to know, also the remote UE.
· Nik: That’s still covered.
· Ozgur: The far end UE must be capable to deduce if ANBR-based adaptation is possible end-to-end, not only based on near-end UE. I thought we would be able to let the UE learn the access network capability.
· Nik: I don’t think SA2 understands we’re after that end-to-end perspective for UE adaptation purposes. There’s a danger that SA2 doesn’t come up with a solution where the UE can determine remote access network capability. 
· Bo: How does a UE know if its PCRF/PCF knows about the capabilities of all its eNB/gNB or not?
· Nik: If SA2 says that all PCRF/PCF shall be able to know about this capability, there would be no need to check, from the PCRF/PCF perspective, but that doesn’t solve the far-end UE need to know the entire path. I think we have to wait for the SA2 response.
· Ozgur: That signaling might have to be specified by other groups than SA2, e.g. CT1 or RAN2. Based on what we believe the solution should be, we could produce an LS at SA4#102 in Bruges.
· Nik: I like the idea about coming out with an LS from SA4#102. If SA2 could provide information on what they are considering and sending an LS to SA4, we can proceed from that.
· Ozgur: If SA2 doesn’t agree with our current assumptions that the PCRF/PCF needs to know eNB/gNB ANBR capability, we could push the other groups to include the ability for the UE to learn that access network capability as a way forward. Are there other views on the highlighted text?
· Kyunghun: If ANBR is only a recommendation, why is there a “shall” in the text? It could be seen as a way to force operators to use multiple bitrates, which is sometimes unwanted.
· Ozgur: That’s good feedback. I’d like to remove this sentence for the time being, with the understanding that we’ll come back to this issue after the discussion with other 3GPP WGs. I’d like to achieve an agreed baseline text as draft CR.
· Bo: Is the “shall” in the sentence after the marked one OK?
· Kyunghun: We have concerns with both “shall”s.
· Ozgur: I’d be concerned removing the second sentence shall. I don’t think there would be any point of defining this SDP attribute.
· Kyunghun: We already know that every UE supports CMR, but some of them may not send it.
· Ozgur: That’s a different requirement. For ANBR, the general requirement is a “should”, only if I declare this parameter in the SDP it is a “shall”. That’s the purpose of this SDP attribute.
· Kyunghun: We have problems of understanding what it means to use something as an adaptation trigger.
· Ozgur: I have a problem if we would use a “should” here. The exact behaviors are listed below.
· Bo: But we still don’t have an exact algorithm in TS 26.114 sub-clause 10.7.
· Ozgur: No but we have examples. It is not unclear what to do. The SDP attribute declares the capability to perform these actions.
· Kyunghun: What is the capability of the eNB/gNB to understand what goes on in the session? There are some overhead between the access bitrate and the media-level bitrate.
· Ozgur: In ANBR-based adaptation, the UE trusts what the network tells it. If the UE doesn’t trust the network, it simply doesn’t put this attribute in the SDP. This requirement doesn’t mandate that the UE puts it in the SDP.
· Kyunghun: Because of the inaccuracy in the bitrate recommendation, ANBR cannot be fully trusted.
· Ozgur: Whether the ANBR can be trusted or not is a different scope. If you trust ANBR, this attribute allows to signal that you will make use of ANBR.
· Kyunghun: The UE can take the ANBR value into account, e.g. after removing some overhead number from the value. There are some actions needed after receiving ANBR from the network.
· Ozgur: Such considerations and needed UE actions are already covered by existing text in 10.7. We can introduce another CR that properly addresses how to handle such inaccuracies.
· Kyunghun: There are already a description of procedures here so the place to address it should be here.
· Ozgur: Please suggest another formulation if using “shall” in the second sentence is not acceptable.
· Kyunghun: If “should” is not acceptable, how about using “may”?
· Ozgur: That’s even less acceptable, then the UE doesn’t know for sure that the adaptation can be more reliable and therefore more aggressive.
· Kyunghun: If using “shall” you don’t leave any margin for implementation error.
· Ozgur: You could specify how to allow for implementation error as well, but that’s a different issue. I’d propose to add that to 10.7, not here.
· Kyunghun: I’d like to know how to add that.
· Ozgur: Please provide a proposal on that. I’d be more than happy to consider them. Any issue due to lack of accuracy should be addressed.
· Kyunghun: That’s not the issue. I got internal comments about what this “shall” means. I’m still not convinced and think we should discuss this in Bruges.
· Ozgur: I thought we agreed that such SDP attribute would be defined, which was also minuted in Busan.
· Bo: Minor nit: The anbr-info value should not include “a=”. Simply defining the SDP attribute name is enough for an attribute that has no attribute parameters.
· Min: On bitrate increase for both uplink and downlink. If you get ANBR with an increase for uplink, it should not be necessary to increase bitrate? There’s a “shall” in that increase text.
· Ozgur: Good point. That could cause confusion and I’ll change that <editing on-screen>. If ANBR is not the lowest bitrate of all selected adaptation triggers, then MTSI sender shall not increase the sent bitrate based on the ANBR value.
· Min: For video it is a bit different.
· Ozgur: But the same principle should still apply. However, TMMBN shall not be sent in that case.
· Bo: To what extent does this CR duplicate text that is already in 10.7?
· Ozgur: It is meant to duplicate as little as possible, but point to the key behaviors how it is supposed to work.
· Min: I don’t believe it is appropriate to have a “shall” to send a query (ANBRQ). If the UE received an ANBR just a few hundred ms before, it should not be required to query.
· Ozgur: I wonder if we should just leave it with sending the TMMBN and not cover what the receiver does?
· Min: Yes, that is already described by 10.7. If you receive an ANBR with a lower value than what is currently used, I believe it must follow that.
· Ozgur: No, everything on ANBR is left optional in 10.7.3. I don’t believe there’s any normative text <checking on-screen>. Yes, there are “shall” statements. We don’t need the second part in this CR on what the receiver does.
· Min: I thought the CR tried to summarize the behavior?
· Ozgur: Yes. The query part was optional?
· Min: Yes.
· Kyunghun: I think we can work on the definitions and the inaccuracy issues, possibly in this CR.
· Ozgur: I think you need a separate CR towards 10.7 then.
· Min: I consider the possibility to communicate the ANBR capability end-to-end is new compared to what is already in 10.7.
· Ozgur: For the highlighted sentence early on in this CR, we need to work out the conditions on when to include the SDP attribute, but I’m OK to remove those sentences for the time being. For the rest of the CR, I’d like to move forward.
· Kyunghun: We have to put everything on the table and discuss it. This CR could be a good place to describe how to handle the ANBR inaccuracies.
· Ozgur: I’d like to agree on a draft version on this CR to use in the discussion with other WG. I’m going to work further on what it means for a UE to use ANBR as an adaptation trigger. I still think that the inaccuracy is best handled in 10.7, but I’m more than happy to receive text proposals.
· Kyunghun: We will continue to discuss this CR
· Paolo: I take that this 6.2.X is the last after 6.2.8, and the same for M.X? I heard that CT1 may be involved for the signaling and the WI will be finalized by September. If we don’t finalize the CR but depend on SA2 and go for approval in June, there will not be much time for finalization in September.
· Ozgur: One way could be to extend the time plan. It would be great if we could have some draft of this CR agreed in SA4 to share with other WG. Agree that time may be limited so the sooner we can reach out, the better it will be. I will not be in Bruges in person, but will be calling in to most MTSI sessions.
· Nik: I’ll try to push those that Ozgur are most interested in to the afternoons.
The 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

	SA4#103 (8-12 April 2019, USA)
	·        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#84 (5 - 7 June 2019, USA)
	·        Approval of CRs to TS 26.114

	SA4#104 (1-5 July 2019, Cork, Ireland)
	·        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

	SA4#105 (12-16 Aug 2019, Ljubljana, Slovenia)
	·        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#85 (18-20 Sep 2019, USA)
	·        Approval of CRs to TS 26.114
·        WI completion


6.
Any Other Business
There was no any other business.
7.

Close of the conference call
The MTSI SWG Chairman, Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm), closed the call at about 17:41 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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