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5.1
Executive Summary
An MTSI SWG teleconference on VoIP over NR SID was held on 18 March 2019. One contribution was reviewed and noted.
1.
Opening of the conference call 
	MTSI Telco on new SID
(18 March, 2019, 16:00-18:00 CET, Host: Samsung)
	·        Discuss the new SID on VoNR and Draft LS
·        Document Submission Deadline: March 14, 2019, 23:59 CET


The SA4 MTSI SWG chairman, Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm), opened the conference call at about 16:05 hours CET on March 18, 2019.
Bo volunteered to take minutes on 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/1eY8aN2wGW24X_TxN90OV1P-hnHcGyjhO47x1w5XlVz0/edit?usp=sharing
2.
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
	S4-AHM456R1
	Proposed agenda for SA4 MTSI SWG 18 March 2019 Teleconference on VoIP over NR SID
	MTSI SWG Chair
(Nikolai Leung)
	2


 The MTSI SWG chairman Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm) presented the agenda and registration of documents.
S4-AHM456R1 was agreed
3.
Reports and liaisons
There were no reports or liaisons.
4.   
VoIP over NR SID
	S4-AHM463
	Draft LS to RAN1, RAN2, and SA2 on the operation of VoNR
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
	4


Presented by Kyunghun Jung of Samsung.
Discussion:
· Liaison document and general:
· Ozgur: Is your intention to liaise the WGs and get input and define study item objectives based on that?
· Kyunghun: Yes, the scope might be changed but objectives should be clear.
· Ozgur: It would be better to understand the issues first, liaise other groups if necessary and then define the study item objectives based on that with clear goals and technical issues identified.
· Kyunghun: I think it is the other way around. The liaison questions will be sent at the same time as the study item starts.
· Nik: That’s Samsung’s proposal. The objectives are currently a little vague.
· Kyunghun: The objectives can be revised until the next telco.
· Stephane R: At this stage the discussion is only in MTSI SWG, but many things are relevant also for SQ. There could also be relations to EVS SWG. Could we take that in joint sessions?
· Kyunghun: I already requested that.
· Stefan B: In the liaison header, you provide the study item code. I wonder if that is correct if it is not yet agreed? I would also like to understand the timing - what is our expectation? We would not get any response from the liaised groups before the Cork SA4 meeting.
· Kyunghun: We discussed in Bruges meeting to define the study item and send a liaison at the same time.
· Nik: This telco doesn’t have any authority to send a liaison so it will be sent from the Newport Beach meeting. We can start the discussion in this telco.
· Attachment document, section 2.1, Protocol Usage:
· Peter: I have a number of comments, but they are not substantial and we can take them later outside of this call.
· Min: Are the QFI and RQI parameters in question 2 targeted for SA2 and RAN2? The parameters in the SDAP header are defined in TS 37.324, referring to TS 23.501.
· Kyunghun: Yes, they are mentioned there.
· Stephane R: It is good to have all the background, but not sure that everything is necessary as part of the liaison.
· Kyunghun: I find it difficult to discuss this with RAN and SA2 without providing this background. I can move the questions to the liaison but have the background as a separate discussion document.
· Stephane R: Would it not be better to have this as input documents directly to SA4? I remember similar cases in the past.
· Kyunghun: My RAN colleagues believe that SDAP need not be used with headers, but I think we cannot conclude that on SA4 level without asking the other groups.
· Nik (not as chair): Our RAN delegates thought it was good to have the background provided, but that references could suffice. The SA2 delegate didn’t think that anything would change for MTSI when using NR.
· Ozgur: In the FS_5G_MEDIA_MTSI study item we completed in Rel-15, we liaised this exact question around 5GS/5GC architecture support for 5G conversational services and documented SA2’s response in TR 26.919. Accordingly, there’s not necessarily any change for MTSI in NR from an architecture perspective. So, we already know the general SA2 position.
· Kyunghun: Not use of SDAP.
· Ozgur: That’s correct. I suggest that we ask more specific questions.
· Kyunghun: This is already rather specific. It is not related to general architecture.
· Ozgur: I wonder if SDAP is MTSI-specific? Shouldn’t we ask what is the general SDAP impact, for all services?
· Kyunghun: I’m not interested in the other services, only MTSI, e.g. the impact of SDAP headers.
· Peter: This really depends on the level of detail we’re discussing. We should remember that in SQ we use loss and delay profiles that build on timing for HARQ layer retransmissions. There could be some differences.
· Attachment document, section 2.2, Data Re-use:
· Ozgur: I asked our RAN delegates on the applicability for NR, and they say it should be applicable and no changes are expected for NR. As part of the FS_5G_MEDIA_MTSI study item that was completed during Release 15, gaps around NR access in the context of 5G conversational services were analyzed and documented in TR 26.919. Furthermore, various normative aspects around NR access were introduced into TS 26.114 as part of the 5G_MTSI_Codecs work item during Rel-15 that resulted from the conclusions of TR 26.919. Delay profiles were not touched in TR 26.919. If there are changes, we can add some minor text. I think we can ask this to the RAN groups.
· Stephane R: I understand that we might need to change the text in TR 26.959 that could be good to add as impact. We worked on these aspects in SQ, documented as annexes to the EVS characterizations. We could review this. We typically ask RAN to provide profiles applicable to the access, e.g. NR, for SQ testing that were used for simulations. There’s some code in Annex E of TS 26.132. Maybe we rather write the questions in a slightly different way and ask RAN to provide new profiles for NR? Maybe we also need to provide even more background to motivate why we settled for this simplified delay/error profile in SQ, to avoid to confuse the RAN groups. We may need to change the questions. The radio bearer question is OK, but the question to RAN2 could be better if we ask them to provide profiles for NR.
· Nik: Agree that it would be better to get new delay/loss profiles from them. It is not easy. For LTE it wasn’t an easy discussion and we never got anything in practice. At a very high level, are we planning to change anything for NR based on such input from them?
· Ozgur: I hear that for existing delay profiles, people are not satisfied with the accuracy even for the LTE ones.
· Stephane R: We’re not dissatisfied, even if they have limitations. They’re used also for WiFi tests. Even if we ask the question, it is not sure that we will get any profiles.
· Nik: My bigger question is the intention to go back to UE delay requirements that were defined for LTE and change them?
· Kyunghun: We don’t intend to change anything.
· Nik: If they say that you cannot use the existing profiles for NR, we may ask new ones from them. I hear internally that NR isn’t worse than LTE.
· Stefan B: Isn’t this hard to say up front? It may depend very much on the answer.
· Kyunghun: We don’t intend to ask RAN for new profiles, but expect an answer that we can use the existing ones for NR.
· Nik: We could state on a general level that we expect NR is equal or better than LTE.
· Ozgur: Agree.
· Peter: There’s a difference in status of TS 26.114 and TS 26.132. In TS 26.114 we only have profiles based on HSPA. The question to RAN should not be if profiles are applicable for our purposes, but if the differences in NR warrants a change.
· Ozgur: We ask RAN if they see the existing delay profiles for LTE have any changes for NR. It’s up to SA4 to decide if we change or not, based on their response. We should not suggest that we need them to create new profiles.
· Stefan B: I also suggest something similar to Nik: We anticipate that things are not worse for NR than for the LTE case, that we’re on the safe side with our requirements.
· Nik: I support that.
· Stefan B: For LTE we have optimized transport block sizes, but even there we were unsure how much deviating from them would impact performance. Are there such optimizations also in NR? If packet sizes don’t match the transport block sizes, what’s the penalty?
· Kyunghun: Would that be a new question?
· Stefan B: Yes, I think so. In LTE and in 3G we had optimizations for AMR sizes.
· Kyunghun: Please formulate a new question.
· Stefan B: I’ll draft offline and send to Kyunghun.
· Kyunghun: What about the existing 4 questions? Do we revise them? I can move them into the liaison document.
· Nik: I don’t think that question 4 is needed. Question 3 seems sufficient. Not sure I understand question 4. I think we assume that 5GC and NR is better than LTE and EPC, so question 4 seems unnecessary. Question 4 seems covered by the general statement we should put in the beginning of the liaison and partly by question 3.
· Kyunghun: I separated questions to RAN1 and RAN2 because RAN1 provided the error/delay profiles, while RAN2 defined QoS. Can you provide a new formulation?
· Nik: I think we can remove question 4.
· Attachment document, section 2.3, Implementation Issues:
· Ozgur: I think it is good to ask these questions. This is more of a maintenance issue, applicable not only to NR and VoNR but also to LTE access and VoLTE.
· Kyunghun: Do you think that we should change the questions?
· Ozgur: Let’s take it offline. As soon as we receive an answer from RAN, we don’t have to study it but already have the 5G_MTSI_MEDIA_Ext that could take normative action. If they cannot answer, we may need more work.
· Kyunghun: I think this ANBR question can be quite tricky.
· Ozgur: I don’t want to give the impression that this is broken and I want to handle it as soon as we can.
· Kyunghun: I also think this is quite important and understand the urgency.
· Nik: Do we want to separate this from the study item? We could think of it as a bugfix.
· Ozgur: I support that proposal.
· Kyunghun: Should we make a separate liaison?
· Nik: Yes, we don’t want to mix that with the study questions. I think we can separate out the LTE part, but we can keep it in the study for NR.
· Ozgur: Today we say that this mapping shall be done, but we don’t say how. When this is clarified, we should provide maintenance CRs back to Rel-14.
· Kyunghun: I can make a separate liaison and we can discuss it at the next telco. I’ll move the questions from the attachment document to the liaison.
· Ozgur: For the ANBR, you may not need the all the details and the figures as background. The RAN people will understand that some translation needs to be done, just reference clause 10.7 of TS 26.114.
· Kyunghun: OK.
· Nik: On question 5, add “If not, can RAN1 confirm that the profile can still be supported in NR”?
· Peter: This is not clear. Use “...the values cannot be larger...”.
· Stefan B: “...the delay statistics of NR are not worse than…”.
· Peter: Also for question 6, “...can the same or less amount of jitter…”.
· Kyunghun: Need a new question from Stefan B, offline, to be included in the next contribution. Will also check for possible changes to CT specifications for the next telco.
The document was noted.
5.
Review of the future work plan
	MTSI Telco on new SID
(25 March, 2019, 16:00-18:00 CET, Host: Samsung)
	·        Discuss the news SID on VoNR and Draft LS
·        Document Submission Deadline: March 21st, 2019, 23:59 CET


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 17:56 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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Note: The deadline for document submission is 14 March 2019 @ 23:59 PM CET.  Please ask the MTSI SWG Chair for Tdoc# assignments.
____________________
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blue = postponed from an earlier SA4 meeting
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