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Executive summary
SA4 MTSI (Multimedia Telephony Service for IMS) ad-hoc meeting #3 took place on 11-13 December 2006 in Paris, France and was hosted by NEC. Draft TS 26.114 “IP Multimedia Subsystem (IMS); Multimedia Telephony; Media handling and interaction” was progressed during the meeting (version 1.0.0 -> 1.2.0), especially on the following issues:
· Jitter buffer management (JBM) for speech: Terminology definitions were made. Some clarifications and updates to JBM requirements were agreed, e.g., explicit statement was agreed that modification of the output timeline due to link loss is counted as a jitter induced concealment operation, and speech data to be used for showing conformance with the requirements was defined. Two proposals for example solution to illustrate fulfilment of requirements were discussed, but neither was agreed into the draft TS. The other example fulfils the requirements as of TS 26.114 v. 1.2.0, while for the other one this remains to be confirmed. Discussion to modify the delay requirement to be based on overall delay took place, but further consideration is needed and conclusions were postponed until SA4#42. 
· Codec modes and transport format combinations: Some clarifications, additions and corrections were agreed, e.g., preference is given for wideband speech over narrowband speech when both are offered. In bandwidth negotiation, SDP shall include bandwidth information for each media stream and also for the session in total with the bandwidth information defined by the Application Specific (AS) bandwidth modifier. For MTSI media gateways that know GAN is used, the requirement to support redundancy was replaced by a note of the usefulness of using redundancy.
· Video handling: SDP examples for video were added into informative in Annex A (with AS bandwidth modifier included). Some corrections were made, e.g., handover situations were removed as one use case for TMMBR feedback messages since these trigger SIP re-negotiation. Updates for video codec level support were proposed, but decisions were postponed until requirements are made explicit for encoder and decoder. Replacing H.263 by H.264 as the default video codec (“shall be supported”) was suggested but discussion was postponed until SA4#42 to let companies to check their positions.
· Session and media adaptation: General adaptation guidelines were agreed. Proposal for new signalling of short-term changes for video was made but TMMBR was sustained as the working assumption. For further consideration of alternative short-term signalling methods for video their benefits over TMMBR in connection with RTCP Receiver Reports need to be proven. For speech, some corrections were agreed for the signalling using RTCP-APP packets, RTCP guidelines were set recommending allocating 5% of the total session bandwidth to RR and RS parameters, and description of an example adaptation mechanism was included into an informative annex. 
· Signalling and media synchronization: End-to-end signalling of negotiated QoS parameters was proposed but benefits to add new SDP parameters were felt unclear. Clarifications are needed and conclusions were postponed to SA4#42. To handle interworking with terminals not supporting AVPF, it was agreed that MTSI terminal shall accept any media line when only AVP is offered even for media type that should use AVPF. The need of granularity for synchronization skew was discussed, but no agreements were reached
· Supplementary services: Signalling message for PAUSE/DROP was proposed to overcome delays in using SIP RE-INVITE messages. Decisions were postponed until the delays can be confirmed. Informative text on media layer behaviour in supplementary services was initially discussed.
1.
Opening of the meeting (9:00 hours on Monday 11th of December, 2006)

The SA4 MTSI (Multimedia Telephony Service for IMS) ad-hoc group chairman Kari Järvinen opened the meeting, and welcomed the delegates to Paris, France. Frederic Gabin (NEC), on behalf of the host NEC, welcomed the delegates and illustrated the meeting facilities and scheduling of lunches and breaks.  
The chairman volunteered to prepare a meeting report in case a rather brief report would be sufficient. In case a more extensive report on the very details of discussions is needed, then a volunteer is required to act as a secretary. It was agreed that a brief report prepared by the chairman will be sufficient; the essential agreed outcome of the meeting will anyway be contained in updated draft of TS 26.114 as outcome of the meeting.

The chairman clarified the scope of the meeting to be, as in earlier MTSI ad-hocs, to progress the SA4 WI on "IMS Multimedia Telephony; media handling and interaction". No specific mandate for any approvals on behalf of SA4 has been given. Hence, all decisions are agreements of the ad-hoc meeting. 

2.
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents 
The proposed Agenda in Tdoc S4-AHM055 was agreed. The agenda is based on the SA4 MTSI workplan (latest version 1.4 is available in Tdoc S4-060750 from SA4#41) 

The proposed allocation of Tdocs and the structure of discussions as proposed in Revision 3 of the Agenda (Tdoc S4-AHM055R3) was agreed as a basis for the meeting. The Agenda was further revised during the meeting to include the allocation of new input documents. (Revision 6 is the last version and this is included in Annex 1 of this report.)
The  chairman reminded the delegates on the IPR obligations for 3GPP members. He made the following call for IPRs:

	“Delegates' attention is drawn to their obligations under the 3GPP Partner Organizations' IPR policies.  Every Individual Member organization is obliged to declare to the Partner Organization or Organizations of which it is a member any IPR owned by the Individual Member or any other organization which is or is likely to become essential to the work of 3GPP.”

The members take note that they are hereby invited:
· to investigate in their company whether their company does own IPRs which are, or are likely to become Essential in respect of the work of the Technical Specification Group.

· to notify the Director-General, or the Chairman of their respective Organizational Partners, of all potential IPRs that their company may own, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (e.g. see the ETSI IPR forms http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/).


3.
Reports and liaisons from other groups
The chairman gave an oral report from SA#34 meeting (4-7 December, 2006, Budapest, Hungary) based on “Brief Immediate report from SA#34 on SA4 matters” document from SA4 chairman and secretary (distributed over the SA4 e-mail reflector on December 7th 2006.) 

· On approvals requested by SA4: All the CRs from SA4 were approved. The new WID (Study Item) on “Transferring of emergency call data - in-band modem solution” was revised during the meeting and the revised version was then approved. SA#34 also granted to SA4#42 (on the request of SA4) the power of approving (1) the Test Plan for the AMR-NB/AMR-WB Conversation Test in UMTS over HSDPA/EUL, and (2) contracting the Testing and Global Analysis Laboratories to perform the experiments and analyse the results. 
· On TS 26.114 “IMS Multimedia Telephony (MTSI) - media handling and interaction” Version 1.0.0 (Release 7): This draft TS was presented for information. There was one question: Mr. Andrew Allen (RIM) noted that definition of formats [for sharing video/picture/audio clips and files] was mentioned during the SA4 report, but was not listed among the outstanding issues in the presentation form of TS 26.114 v. 1.0.0. The SA4 chairman explained that a LS was received from CT1 [on the definition of formats for sharing video/picture/audio clips and files], but there was not enough time to discuss the matter at last SA4 meeting. SA4 intends to specify media types, codecs and formats (including file format) for all MTSI services including non-conversational services, but these aspects should neither be contentious nor outstanding in SA4, and therefore they were not listed as outstanding Issues. The draft TS was then noted.

· On Characterisation of Adaptive Jitter Management Performance for VoIP Services: Funding to carry out the testing was noted in the SA4 status report to be an open issue. SA chairman invited SA4 to quantify the funding needed and report it at SA#35 meeting in order to inform 3GPP PCG (Project Coordination Group) about the need.
· On Rel-7 schedule: The Rel-7 Freeze Date of March 2007 was confirmed. For SA#35 (March 2007), SA WGs and other TSGs should bring a list of exceptions for work items not completed at that time but still desired to belong to Rel-7.
On the definition of formats (related to the second bullet point above), Olle Franceschi (Ericsson) commented that input from Ericsson can be expected. There might be a new chapter in TS 26.114 listing codecs for media clips and file formats, and these would be aligned to the definitions of those for MMS. Frederic Gabin (NEC) asked why not simply referring to the MMS TS 26.140 would not be sufficient. Olle responded that it is good to include all essential definitions into the MTSI TS 26.114 for completeness of the TS rather than referring to other TSs. Olle pointed out that it also needs to be checked if all definitions will be set 100% aligned to those used for MMS.
4.
Jitter buffer management  

The discussion was divided into three topics: editorial improvements, requirements and example/illustrative scheme 

Editorial improvements

Tdoc S4-AHM072 “Editorial clean-up of JBM requirements”, from Ericsson, was presented by Daniel Enström (Ericsson).
DISCUSSION: The chairman requested to postpone discussion on the definition of “jitter buffer management” (the first sentence proposed to be added in the document) until later when discussing Tdoc S4-AHM059. This was agreed. David Huo (Alcatel-Lucent) requested information to be added into Fig 8.1 about which delay and error profile is used in the example. This was agreed. 
CONCLUSION: The proposed text was agreed with one modification (information added into Fig 8.1 about which delay and error profile is used in the example), and excluding the sentence on definition of jitter buffer management, will be included into Tdoc S4-AHM081 “Proposed Draft TS 26.114” V1.1.0  by the TS Editor (Per Fröjdh, Ericsson). This document will be reviewed later in the meeting. 
Tdoc S4-AHM059 “Jitter buffer management terminology”, from Nokia, was presented by Ari Lakaniemi (Nokia)
DISCUSSION: Daniel Enström (Ericsson) commented that there is no contradiction between the proposals from Ericsson and Nokia and that they complement each others. Frederic Gabin (NEC) commented that the proposed figure is on one example only, and that it does not help clarifying the requirements, and that mapping between the example solution (discussed at SA4#41) and the proposed figure is unclear. It needs to be made clear that the figure is on one implementation only and conformance points to any example solution need to be clarified. An illustrative figure was seen useful by the group to be included into the TS but the figure and text need to be updated. Revised document will be prepared for further discussion, and any agreements were postponed until then. 
CONCLUSION: Tdoc S4-AHM059 will be updated into Tdoc S4-AHM082.
Tdoc S4-AHM082 “Jitter buffer management terminology”, from Nokia, was presented by Ari Lakaniemi (Nokia)
DISCUSSION: David Huo (Alcatel-Lucent) commented that the buffer size should be controllable in the figure. Naveen Srinivasamurthy (Qualcomm) requested terminology to be aligned in the document. Imre Varga (Siemens Networks) requested the input to the buffer in the figure to be modified from “Frames (packets)” to “RTP payload”. Several other comments were also given. Among these, the speech decoder was requested by Naveen to be explicitly stated not to be part of the JBM although it is included into the figure. 

CONCLUSION: Ari will take the comments into account and will provide updated text and figure and will give these directly to Editor of TS 26.114 (Per Fröjdh) to be included into Tdoc S4-AHM081. The updated version of the text and figure will be reviewed in detail later in the meeting when Tdoc S4-AHM081 will be discussed.
Requirements

Tdoc S4-AHM061 “Comments on Draft TS 26.114 V1.0.0”, from Siemens Networks, was presented by Imre Varga (Siemens Networks)
DISCUSSION: Daniel Enström (Ericsson) asked how the Jitter Loss Rate (JLR) values were counted, as he does not understand how such values were derived. Ari Lakaniemi (Nokia) noted that the sequence of output frames is not correct. Lost frames are skipped and this is not the correct way of calculation; they should be counted as lost frames. During the discussion it became apparent that requirement for “Jitter induced concealment operations” was interpreted differently by Siemens Networks compared to Nokia and Ericsson. The discussion then focused on clarifying section 8.2.2.2.3 “Jitter induced concealment operations” of latest version of TS 26.114 (Tdoc S4-AHM067). This was modified to explicitly state that modification of the output timeline due to link loss is counted as jitter induced concealment operation.
CONCLUSION: Section 8.2.2.2.3 “Jitter induced concealment operations” of TS 26.114 was revised and the revised text will be included into Tdoc S4-AHM081 by the Editor (Per Fröjdh).
Tdoc S4-AHM062 “Proposed JBM Performance Requirement Measure”, from Siemens Networks, was presented by Imre Varga (Siemens Networks). 
DISCUSSION: Pasi Ojala (Nokia) noted that the agreement to clarify TS 26.114 (reached during document Tdoc S4-AHM061) corrects already the issue identified in Tdoc S4-AHM062. No new methods for requirements are needed, and hence he sees no added value in the proposal. Frederic Gabin (NEC) commented that even though the work by Siemens Networks is good, he also fails to see how the proposed ‘black box’ approach guarantees better quality than the current working assumption, and felt the working assumption already guarantees reasonable quality. Frederic also pointed out that the approach was already discussed since MTSI#2, but the benefits have not been proven. The chairman commented that the good work from Siemens Networks already resulted in finding a hole in the text and that is now corrected.
CONCLUSION: The document was noted. 
Tdoc S4-AHM063 “JBM Performance Requirements”, from Siemens Networks, was presented by Imre Varga (Siemens Networks). 
DISCUSSION: Imre clarified that this document addresses the delay issue identified in Tdoc S4-AHM061, and that this is still valid even after updating the specification text on counting the Jitter Loss Rate. Pasi Ojala (Nokia) asked where the overall delay figures come from. Imre clarified that the overall delay is a sum of the channel delay and the buffering delay and that the channel delay value is taken from the error and delay profiles of draft TS 26.114. Pasi further requested information what is the physical meaning behind the values. Daniel Enström (Ericsson) explained that the 100 ms used in the delay profiles is not based on any detailed analysis and the value has been just picked up for the sake of the patterns. Frederic Gabin (NEC) explained that he understands the intent behind the proposal; the idea that it is the overall delay that should be minimised makes sense. Ari Lakaniemi (Nokia) commented that the recommendation not to use extensive timescaling already addresses the issue. When operating close to the upper delay limit, the buffering delay needs anyway to be minimised. Ari did not agree there is contradiction between minimising buffering delay and the overall delay. Frederic stated that he fully supports the idea that the requirements should target minimising the overall delay. Daniel felt that minimising the amount of timescaling will result in minimising the buffering delay. Pasi and Daniel expressed as their view that the current delay definition could be sufficient. 
The chairman suggested that improving the guidelines for timescaling set in draft TS 26.114 could help in the issue. Imre stated that he does not believe that this will solve the whole issue, while Frederic Gabin (NEC) supported chairman’s proposal; it could be of some help in any case. The text in draft TS 26.114 (Tdoc S4-AHM067) on timescaling was reviewed and a clarifying sentence was added to the 1st bullet point in “8.2.2.1 General” of draft TS 26.114. This points the design guidelines for sample-based timescaling to be taken into account when minimising the buffering time. The issue was then left for discussion until later in the meeting allowing the delegates to think about it. 
When returning to the issue later in the meeting, Frederic supported the issue to be looked at and explained that NEC may bring a contribution on the topic in the next meeting. Pasi stated that the Siemens Networks proposal is problematic as it could, in fact, lead into relaxation of the delay requirements for JBM. The best approach is to minimise the buffering delay like in the current working assumption. Frederic asked what is the point in having tough requirement while the end-to-end delay is not impacted. Daniel proposed postponing the issue to next meeting. Imre commented that a solution is needed. The chairman proposed the issue to be discussed at next meeting (SA4#42) which was agreed  
CONCLUSION: Clarifying sentence was added to the 1st bullet point in “8.2.2.1 General” of draft TS 26.114. Tdoc S4-AHM063, and further discussion was postponed to SA4#42. The document (on the delay issue) was postponed to SA4#42. (Note: This document like other postponed documents from MTSI#3 need to be resubmitted by the authors to SA4#42 with SA4 document number and SA4 document header - unless it will be withdrawn or replaced by another document.)
Example/illustrative scheme 
Tdoc S4-AHM078 “Illustrative scheme for jitter buffer management”, from Nokia, was presented by Ari Lakaniemi (Nokia). (This Tdoc replaces Tdoc S4-AHM060.) The document was discussed jointly with Tdoc S4-AHM064, “On JBM Example Solution”, from Siemens Networks, which was presented by Imre Varga (Siemens Networks) 

DISCUSSION: The chairman asked for clarification from Ari and Imre whether their proposals fulfil the JBM requirements modified as outcome of discussion of Tdoc S4-AHM061. Ari responded that the proposal in Tdoc S4-AHM078 meets the requirements. Imre stated that for the proposal in Tdoc S4-AHM064 this needs to be checked since the requirements were modified in this meeting. Siemens Networks is committed in checking this and modifying the code as required to meet the requirements. Pasi Ojala (Nokia) requested clarification for the Siemens Networks proposal on if there is a hidden timescaling operation which should be counted as jitter induced error concealment. Imre responded that they could not anticipate the modification of the JBM requirements made in this meeting but are committed to provide a modified code to meet the moving target. Ari Lakaniemi (Nokia) commented that the Siemens Networks algorithm is rather similar to the one proposed by Nokia; only the way how buffer status is counted seems to be different. Ari then asked (1) what test material was used, (2) how many frames were encapsulated per packet, and (3) what are the jitter induced loss rates on each channel. Imre checked these during the meeting and gave then responses then to the questions. The speech material was as provided by Ericsson in Tdoc S4-AHM013, one frame was encapsulated per packet except two frames for channel 5, and the jitter induced loss rates are 0.013, 0.533, 0.427, 0.627, 0.707 and 0.213% for the profiles. 

The chairman asked if a speech material should be defined to be used for the JBM requirements, and he felt that at least setting requirements for the speech activity should be considered. He suggested the speech material to be defined explicitly to make the checking against requirements well defined and comparable. Daniel Enström (Ericsson) expressed support on this. It was felt generally agreeable to use the speech material from the AMR-WB test sequences and define this to be used. Ari will prepare a document (Tdoc S4-AHM085) on this for discussion later in the meeting. 
Then, a discussion took place if an example solution could be included into the draft TS 26.114. Ari stated that the proposed Nokia algorithm meets the JBM requirements and it should be included into the draft TS 26.114. It is best to include one example now as a working assumption and the situation can be reviewed at the next meeting. Ericsson supported the proposal. Siemens Networks however stated that they cannot agree to this. David Huo (Alcatel-Lucent) asked if the decision could be postponed until next SA4 meeting. Ericsson asked clarification from Siemens Networks on how it is possible that Siemens Networks cannot agree on inclusion of one algorithm fulfilling the requirements into the draft TS at this meeting, as it is apparent from the Siemens Networks proposal that they want their one algorithm included into the TS in this very meeting. Siemens Networks felt that fundamental discussion on how many example solutions (0, 1 or more than one) is still missing and they cannot agree on the Nokia algorithm to be included into the draft TS. 
Siemens Networks explained their position for not agreeing to include Nokia JBM illustrative scheme (that meets the JBM requirements) into the draft TS to be as follows:
· Fundamental discussion on how many example solutions (0, 1 or more than one) is still missing 

· Siemens Networks proposal is technically different from Nokia proposal

· The Siemens Networks proposal met the requirements as understood by Siemens Networks and using the speech material defined in Tdoc S4-AHM013. It is not known yet if the Siemens Networks proposal meets the JBM requirements as clarified during MTSI#3.  

· Siemens Networks accepts only the Siemens Networks proposal at MTSI#3, once compliance with the updated JBM requirements is verified.

Ericsson and Nokia commented that they do not see any technical arguments in the list. They did not see any technical reason why the Nokia proposed solution could not be included into the draft TS 26.114 in this meeting. 
CONCLUSION on Tdoc S4-AHM078: It was agreed that the Nokia JBM solution meets the JBM requirements in draft TS 26.114 (as modified as outcome of discussion of Tdoc S4-AHM061). There was however no consensus to include the Nokia proposal into the draft TS 26.114 due to the sustained objection from one company (Siemens Networks). The document was noted.

CONCLUSION on Tdoc S4-AHM064: Siemens Networks proposal was agreed to meet the requirements as understood by Siemens Networks and using the speech material defined in Tdoc S4-AHM013. It is not known yet if the Siemens Networks proposal meets the JBM requirements as updated during MTSI#3. The document was noted.
Tdoc S4-AHM085 “Speech data for JBM minimum performance requirements”, from Nokia was presented by Ari Lakaniemi (Nokia)

DISCUSSION: Imre Varga (Siemens Networks) requested information on the speech activity within the data. Ari showed graph on VAD-flag behaviour over the whole speech data. Naveen Srinivasamurthy (Qualcomm) requested the speech data also to be available (not only the RTP packets). Ari explained that the speech data can be obtained from him by request. If it should be included also into the TS, will be decided later. 
CONCLUSION: The proposal was agreed as such.
5.
Codec modes and transport format combinations    

Tdoc S4-AHM065 “On Use of Redundancy in IMS Multimedia Telephony”, Siemens Networks, was presented by Imre Varga (Siemens Networks) 
DISCUSSION: Daniel Enström (Ericsson) commented that the second sentence (“MTSI media gateways being aware of the used access technology and knowing that the Generic Access technology is used shall support redundancy according to clause 9”, proposed to be removed in Tdoc S4-AHM065) does not jeopardise anything. It should be seen as a clarifying sentence. Pasi Ojala (Nokia) commented that support for redundancy is already mandated on the receiver side through the RTP payload format definitions and, hence, the sentence concerns only the sender side anyway. Pasi also pointed out that the support is only conditionally required in the sentence. Imre commented that the required signalling does not exist yet, and the CN groups would need to work on it before such a sentence can be included. Daniel explained that the knowledge on the used access technology is available already now e.g. if the operator only supports GAN. It was felt that an acceptable formulation of the second sentence could be obtained, maybe with combining it with a note in the TS. Formulation of the sentence was put for off-line discussion and the issue was returned to later in the meeting. Instead of the second sentence a note was then agreed into the draft TS explaining that support of transmitting redundancy may be especially useful in the case an MTSI media gateway is aware of the used access technology and knows that the Generic Access technology is used.
CONCLUSION: The sentence proposed to be removed will be replaced by a note agreed on-line in the meeting: “Support of transmitting redundancy may be especially useful in the case an MTSI media gateway is aware of the used access technology and knows that the Generic Access technology is used.” Editor of TS 26.114 (Per Fröjdh) will update the specification text into Tdoc S4-AHM081 according to the agreement.  
Tdoc S4-AHM075 “Codec configuration updates”, from Ericsson, was presented by Daniel Enström (Ericsson).
DISCUSSION: The chairman requested the meaning of “shall be preferred” to be clarified (as this expression contains both a strong requirement (“shall”) and a quite loose wording (“preferred”). Imre Varga (Siemens Networks). Requested in Change 5 “must” to be replaced by “shall”.  Also, the language in Annex A (e.g., “it may be wise”) was pointed out possibly needing improvements to become more suitable specification text.  
CONCLUSION: The text was agreed with the requested modifications to be included into Tdoc S4-AHM081 by the Editor (Per Fröjdh). This will be reviewed later in the meeting. Especially the revised wording for “shall be preferred” needs to be checked, as replacement wording was not yet agreed for it. 
Tdoc S4-AHM076 “Bandwidth negotiation in MTSI, from Ericsson” (relevant for A.I.s  5, 7, 8) was replaced by Toc S4-AHM083 with the same name. This document and Tdoc S4-AHM079 “Details on bandwidth negotiation in MTSI”, from Ericsson (also relevant for A.I.s  5, 7, 8), were presented by Per Fröjdh (Ericsson). The documents are related and were therefore discussed together. 
DISCUSSION: There were several questions from Ramakrishna Vedantham (Nokia), Chandra Umesh (Nokia) and Naveen Srinivasamurthy (Qualcomm). These were questions for clarification, and pointing out some typos and, in particular, questioning the usefulness of the parameters “TIAS” and “maxprate”.

CONCLUSION on Toc S4-AHM083: The proposed text was agreed with two modifications to be included into draft TS 26.114: (1) only text up to “RFC 4566 [ref to RFC 4566]” will be included, and (2) the first sentence will be modified to: “The SDP shall include bandwidth information for each media stream and also for the session in total.”. Editor of TS 26.114 (Per Fröjdh) will update this agreement into Tdoc S4-AHM081. 
CONCLUSION on Toc S4-AHM079: SDP example with bandwidth information will be included in informative Annex A, excluding the three occurrences of both “b=TIAS…” and “a=maxprate...”. The proposal was agreed excluding these lines. This will be updated into Tdoc S4-AHM081 by the Editor (Per Fröjdh). 
6.
Front-end handling  


(There were no documents or issues raised under this agenda item.)
 
7.
Video handling 

Tdoc S4-060564 “FEC/Subsequences: Response to Concerns Raised”, from Nokia was presented by Ramakrishna Vedantham (Nokia). This is a document postponed from SA4#41.
DISCUSSION: Per Fröjdh (Ericsson) explained that he does not think the results are convincing. Also, in several places the document states that “ran out-of-time” happened and Per wondered if there was no time after SA4#41 to work on these. Per expressed specific comments on Sections 2.8 and 2.9  on the results and summarised that he does not see the evidence convincing. There is no advantage in using FEC subsequences that could be seen in the results, while there are disadvantages for implementations such as: the decoder needs to wait, new implementation is needed, and complexity on the decoder side is added. Other more flexible techniques could be considered instead. Naveen Srinivasamurthy (Qualcomm) commented that is Section 2.2 no real answer is given, and that the key issue is the delay. 
CONCLUSION: Ramakrishna will forward the comments to the author of the document (Stephan Wenger) for consideration. The document was noted. 
Tdoc S4-060685 ”Intra Refresh used in FEC-subsequences Simulations”, from Nokia was presented by Ramakrishna Vedantham (Nokia). This is a document postponed from SA4#41.
DISCUSSION: There were no specific questions or comments on this document. Ramakrishna explained that the document was presented for additional information
CONCLUSION: The document was noted. 
Tdoc S4-AHM068 “MTSI SDP examples for video”, from Ericsson, was presented by Per Fröjdh (Ericsson)?
DISCUSSION: Naveen Srinivasamurthy (Qualcomm) asked several questions, e.g: if the first example uses symmetric links - which was confirmed by Per, and why bandwidth modifiers are not included - to which Per commented that he is happy to include them. Frederic Gabin (NEC) asked if the profiles are aligned to existing TSs for video codec definitions and no higher levels for the codecs are used. Per confirmed this. Frederic then wondered if H.264 could be considered to be set as the default video codec for MTSI instead of H.263. He pointed out that this issue should be considered during the MTSI work. No proposals for such codec update were made yet in this meeting but feedback from companies was requested by Frederic and Olle Franceschi (Ericsson). Ramakrishna Vedantham (Nokia), Naveen Srinivasamurthy (Qualcomm) and Stephen Kendall (Motorola) felt that they are not able to comment on this at the moment but have to check the position of their companies first. Imre Varga (Siemens Networks) stated that keeping the video codec support requirements for H.264 and H.263 as they are now is fine. Frederic explained that at SA#42 meeting a proposal for H.264 to be defined as the default codec instead of H.263 may be on the table and companies should be prepared for the discussion.
CONCLUSION: The text was agreed with one modification: include bandwidth modifiers, i.e., lines “b=AS:…”. The SDP example proposals with this update will be included into Tdoc S4-AHM081 by the Editor (Per Fröjdh).
Tdoc S4-AHM069 “MTSI updates on video”, from Ericsson, was presented by Per Fröjdh (Ericsson). 
DISCUSSION: Naveen Srinivasamurthy (Qualcomm) challenged the second sentence in the second paragraph. Naveen felt that the use of rate adaptation for dynamic video bitrate adaptation within the cell is motivated, but not the use of TMBBR. Per commented this sentence is part of the introduction in the document and not proposed text to be inserted into the TS.
CONCLUSION: The proposal for updated text was agreed as such and will be included into Tdoc S4-AHM081 by the Editor (Per Fröjdh). (Discussion on the specific method for dynamic adaptation was noted to take place later in the meeting when discussing documents under A.I. 9.) 
Tdoc S4-AHM080 “Proposal Video support in MTSI”, from Ericsson, was presented by Olle Franceschi (Ericsson)
DISCUSSION: Ramakrishna Vedantham (Nokia) asked if the proposed updates are valid only for the decoder. Olle responded that the definitions are valid for both encoder and decoder; one can’t in reality force encoder to conform to these requirements. Igor Curcio (Nokia) commented that it should be explained in the specification what the requirements mean for the encoder side. Frederic Gabin (NEC) also requested to write explicitly in the specification text what the requirements are for encoder and for decoder. Naveen Srinivasamurthy (Qualcomm) pointed out that updates would be needed also for PSS and MBMS specifications to keep them harmonised. Also, some feedback on the proposed codec levels was given to Olle. Again, the possible updating of default video codec to H.264 was mentioned, but further discussion – as agreed earlier - was postponed to SA4#42. 

CONCLUSION: The document was noted. Requirements for encoder and decoder support need to be clarified and explicitly stated in further proposals for level updates.
8.
Conversational text 

(There were no documents or issues raised under this agenda item.)
 

9.
Session and media adaptation 

The discussion was divided into three topics: general, speech and video.  
General

Tdoc S4-AHM071 “General adaptation guidelines”, from Ericsson, was presented by Daniel Enström (Ericsson). .  
DISCUSSION: Ramakrishna Vedantham (Nokia) asked why a conservative approach should be used. Ramakrishna also requested to clarify what is meant by “fast” and “slow” responses. Imre Varga (Siemens Networks) asked what is meant by “long-term” and “short-term”. Daniel responded that the text is intentionally left a bit open as we should be careful not to set any specific trigger values for the adaptive mechanisms. Naveen Srinivasamurthy (Qualcomm) commented that the text relates to speech, but for video the tools are still under discussion. Igor Curcio (Nokia) felt that the text is missing explanation of cases where more aggressive approach is preferable. The text should not give an impression that aggressive approach cannot be considered. Daniel responded that the emphasis on conservative approach is motivated by it giving a predictable service quality. A conservative approach he felt to be preferable as it improves the reliability of the service. Daniel acknowledged that the text should be elaborated based on the comments given. An updated version of the proposal was presented later in the meeting on-line and edited and then agreed.  
CONCLUSION: Based on the comments received on this document, an updated text version was prepared, discussed and further edited on-line. It was then agreed to be included into Tdoc S4-AHM081, to be done by the Editor of TS 26.114 (Per Fröjdh). 

Video

Tdoc S4-060613 “MTSI dynamic video bitrate adaptation,” from Qualcomm, was presented by Naveen Srinivasamurthy (Qualcomm). This is a document postponed from SA4#41.
DISCUSSION: There were several questions for clarification by Ramakrishna Vedantham (Nokia) and Umesh Chandra (Nokia), e.g., on the settings used in the tests and on the frequency of adaptation messages. Ramakrishna requested results on higher bit-rates to be presented, and felt that there is uncertainty if the improvements are due to the rate adaptation. Naveen explained that the rate adaptation is the source for the improvements since that is the only difference in the presented comparison results. No results for higher bit-rates are available at the moment. Ramakrishna asked if there is intention to mandate the adaptation, and Naveen responded that no mandation is intended. 
CONCLUSION: As the document was presented for discussion and information, the document was noted. Further discussion on the topic will follow later in the meeting when new input documents are dealt with.
Tdoc S4-060612 “MTSI video bitrate adaptation using TMMBR”, from Qualcomm, was presented by Naveen Srinivasamurthy (Qualcomm). Also this is a document postponed from SA4#41. 
DISCUSSION: Per Fröjdh (Ericsson) commented that there is still need for temporary bit-rate adaptation and TMBBR meets the needs of this use case. Umesh Chandra (Nokia) commented that TMMBR is useful for the fast adaptation needed to cope with temporary changes. Olle Franceschi (Ericsson) summarised that the need for short-term adaptation in addition to the long-term adaptation (provided by SIP renegotiation) is agreed, and the debate is on the short-term adaptation where current working assumption is TMMBR. 
CONCLUSION: SIP renegotiation is to be used for signalling long-term changes. Some other method than SIP renegotiation is needed to signal temporary (short-term) changes. Current working assumption in draft TS 26.114 v1.0.1 is TMMBR for signalling short-term changes, but alternative proposals are under discussion (see discussion on Tdoc S4-AHM084). The document was then noted.
Tdoc S4-AHM058 was replaced by Tdoc S4-AHM084 “Signalling for MTSI Dynamic Video Adaptation”, from Qualcomm, which was presented by Naveen Srinivasamurthy (Qualcomm). 
DISCUSSION: There were a lot of questions and comments on the proposal from the delegates, among others from David Huo (Alcatel-Lucent), Ramakrishna Vedantham (Nokia), Daniel Enström (Ericsson) and Umesh Chandra (Nokia). Comparison of the proposed mechanism against TMMBR in connection with RTCP Receiver Reports was requested by Daniel. Naveen commented that there was no comparison presented for TMMBR against RTCP reports either. Daniel replied that TMMBR was available from IETF when the need for fast adaptation was identified in SA4 and it is anyway complementary to RTCP Receiver Reports. It was agreed that for further consideration of alternative signalling methods their benefits over TMMBR need to be proven: simulation results and analysis comparing the proposed mechanism over TMMBR in connection with RTCP Receiver Reports must be presented. 
CONCLUSION: Tdoc S4-AHM084 was noted. Editor’s note on the need for simulation results and analysis to compare any mechanism over TMMBR in connection with RTCP Receiver Reports was agreed and will be included into Tdoc S4-AHM081 by the Editor (Per Fröjdh). 
Tdoc S4-060652 “MTSI video adaptation”, from Ericsson (TMMBR part), was presented by Per Fröjdh (Ericsson). This is a document postponed from SA4#41. (TMMBR part only was postponed.)
DISCUSSION:  Per explained that changes up to “described in CCM [43]” are relevant for the discussion  Others are not relevant anymore because of the text updates agreed earlier in the meeting.
CONCLUSION: The proposed changes up to “described in CCM [43]” were agreed to be included into Tdoc S4-AHM081, and this will be done by the Editor (Per Fröjdh). 
Speech
Tdoc S4-AHM070 “RTCP guidelines for speech in MTSI”, from Ericsson, was presented by Daniel Enström (Ericsson).

DISCUSSION: Frederic Gabin (NEC) requested “whereas” to be replaced by “in which case”. This was agreed. 

CONCLUSION: The proposed text was agreed with one modification (“whereas” to be replaced by “in which case”) and it will be included into Tdoc S4-AHM081 by the Editor (Per Fröjdh). 
Tdoc S4-AHM074 “Example adaptation mechanism for speech in MTSI”, from Ericsson, was presented by Daniel Enström (Ericsson) 

DISCUSSION: Imre Varga (Siemens Networks) requested more time to check values in Table B4. Naveen Srinivasamurthy (Qualcomm) asked information on how the values in Table B4 were obtained. Daniel explained that the table is intended as a snapshot, but it should be valid over various scenarios although it has not been extensively checked. Frederic Gabin (NEC) commented that we likely can make the text as a working assumption when clearly pointing out that the explained adaptation mechanisms are examples only and used for illustrating how adaptation mechanism could be implemented - and not limit in any way implementations. Frederic requested this to be made clear in Section B.1. Frederic also requested the wording to be improved in Section B4.1 for “A combination of packet loss rate and frame erasure rate”) and even the whole Section B.4 to be removed. Ranjith Jayaram (Qualcomm) commented that the state machines described are quite complicated – why a more simple state machine would not do the job? Daniel explained that the example solutions illustrated try to cover, as examples, all adaptation aspects and hence such examples are needed. 

CONCLUSION: The text in Section B.1 will be elaborated to make it clear that the explained adaptation mechanisms are examples only to illustrate how adaptation mechanism could be implemented and not limit in any way implementations. Section B.4 will be removed. The document will be updated into Tdoc S4-AHM086.
Tdoc S4-AHM086 “Example adaptation mechanism for speech in MTSI”, from Ericsson was presented by Daniel Enström (Ericsson) 

DISCUSSION: Two editorial modifications were proposed for Section B.1: “packet” to be replaced by “encapsulated” and “wireless” by “radio”. 
CONCLUSION: The document was agreed with the two modifications in Section B.1 and will be included into Tdoc S4-AHM081 by the Editor (Per Fröjdh). 
Tdoc S4-AHM077 “Updates on speech adaptation”, from Ericsson, was presented by Daniel Enström (Ericsson)
DISCUSSION: David Huo (Alcatel-Lucent) requested word “chunks” to be defined. This will be done by Daniel for the version to be included into Tdoc S4-AHM081.
CONCLUSION: The text proposal was agreed with the one modification (“chunks” to be defined) and will be included into Tdoc S4-AHM081 by the Editor (Per Fröjdh). 
10.
Media synchronization issues

Tdoc S4-060607 “The need for granularity for synchronization skew”, from Nokia, was presented by Igor Curcio (Nokia). Igor explained that the proposal for synchronization skew with granularity was presented already at SA4#40 and was agreed in principle there.
DISCUSSION: Ranjith Jayaram (Qualcomm) stated that the use cases are still not shown in his opinion. Igor pointed out that cases where the proposal is useful are explained in the present document, and reviewed these. Igor explained that without the granularity, late arriving packets would have to be unnecessarily discarded when too tight synchronisation is required, and on the other hand lack of defining loose synchronisation will lead to bad user experience due to no synchronisation being applied. Frederic Gabin (NEC) explained that he has two concerns; the first being that the feature would need a specific action in terminals and hence it has a cost; and the second being that he is not sure if there is service requirement on it and fails to see the need for different levels of granularity. Umesh Chandra (Nokia) responded that cost is not an issue as cost is associated in synchronisation in any case, even though granularity is not used. Frederic responded that there is a cost associated because the terminal needs to look at this parameter and act differently based on different values of synchronisation. Igor then clarified that it is not mandatory to obey the synchronisation value. During the discussion, Daniel Enström (Ericsson) commented that when talking about video sharing, we should be explicit what we mean. Per Fröjdh (Ericsson) pointed out that Boolean signalling of synchronization is agreed as working assumption, and that there is an editor’s note in draft TS 26.114 explaining that two methods for Boolean signalling are under consideration. The chairman pointed out that there is also another editor’s note in the draft TS 26.114 explaining that Tdoc S4-060472 on end-to-end signalling of transfer-delay and application level inter-media synchronization skew was agreed in principle as an optional feature. The chairman then asked the level of mandation in the proposal to be clarified. Igor explained that there is “double should”: the parameter should be included in SDP, and the receiver should take it into account when doing media synchronisation. On this, Frederic commented that the intention to make it optional makes him to think even more that it is not necessary. Frederic explained that delay between media components for “no synchronisation” will be implementation dependent, but we want to make good products keeping it within reasonable limits. Igor reminded that at SA4#40 meeting several operators were interested in the granularity and saw the value in it. The chairman explained that the proposal seems not agreeable in the meeting as one company (NEC) has stated opposition to it. He suggested as a way forward that further discussion would take place on SA4#42 level where more companies including operators will be present. Since the document was already postponed once, he felt it should be noted.
CONCLUSION:  The document was noted.
Tdoc S4-AHM066 “End-to-end signaling of negotiated QoS parameters (Guaranteed Bitrate and Maximum Bitrate) for IMS multimedia sessions”, from Nokia, was presented by Umesh Chandra ? (Nokia) 
DISCUSSION: Daniel Enström (Ericsson) asked why the bandwidth modifiers could not be used instead of introducing new parameters. Daniel stated that no new SDP parameters should be included unless this is really needed, and he did not feel this is the case here. Daniel felt that similar signalling can be achieved already by using existing signalling parameters. Frederic Gabin (NEC) stated that he does not agree on the usefulness of the proposed parameters either. During the discussion many questions for clarification were raised on the proposal. The chairman therefore felt that off-line discussions could be useful to clarify these, and suggested postponing the document to the next SA4-meeting. This was agreed.
CONCLUSION: The document was postponed to SA4#42.
11.
QoS parameter descriptions

(There were no documents or issues raised under this agenda item.)
 
12.
Other issues  

Tdoc S4-AHM057 “RTP/AVPF profile signaling for media”, from Qualcomm and Ericsson, was presented by Naveen Srinivasamurthy (Qualcomm). 
DISCUSSION: Umesh Chandra (Nokia) requested impact to SIP related specifications to be explained, especially what kind of reject messaging would be used and what impacts the mechanism could have. Off-line session was organised to further discuss the proposal. When the document was returned to in the meeting, the proposal was agreed. The SDP and SIP signalling messages with non-MTSI terminals will be explicitly explained into the TS later. 
CONCLUSION: The proposal was agreed as such and will be included into Tdoc S4-AHM081 by the Editor (Per Fröjdh). The SDP and SIP signalling messages with non-MTSI terminals will be explicitly explained into the TS later.
Tdoc S4-AHM056 “Comments on Supplementary services in MTSI”, Nokia, was presented by Ramakrishna Vedantham (Nokia). 
DISCUSSION: Ranjith Jayaram (Qualcomm) was wondering how such long delays (up to 5-6 seconds) were arrived at, as Qualcomm had not seen so long delays. Umesh Chandra (Nokia) explained that going through all proxies will cause such delays. Ranjith still felt the numbers do not match. Daniel Enström (Ericsson) explained that he tends to agree with Qualcomm that once resources have been reserved, the 5-6 seconds seems too long, and that he is not ready to agree in this meeting that these values are correct. Daniel also asked clarification on what could cause such claimed long delays. Daniel stated that this is a delay issue and not a functionality issue, and Umesh agreed that delay is the key issue. Ranjith explained that even without explicit signalling, implementation can do some things; there are ways to communicate that the link has gone bad. Umesh explained that this is an user experience issue – how user knows what has happened when the screen has gone blank? Naveen Srinivasamurthy (Qualcomm) explained that he fails to see the issue: the user just sees the blank screen and there is no need to distinguish between “PAUSE” and “DROP “from the user experience point of view. Ranjith commented that if the 5-6 seconds delay is confirmed, then there is need to do something and methods should then be discussed. Olle Franceschi (Ericsson) pointed out that if the 6 seconds value is confirmed, there are more problems to be dealt with than the one raised in the document. 
CONCLUSION: The delay (5-6 seconds) needs to be confirmed before any actions. If confirmed, then there is an issue that needs to be solved. The document was postponed to SA4#42.
Tdoc S4-AHM073, “Media layer behaviour in supplementary services”, from Ericsson, was presented by Daniel Enström (Ericsson) 
DISCUSSION: Frederic Gabin (NEC) commented that several sentences in the text proposal are unclear and difficult to understand. He stated that the text must be much more explicit than the current proposal, especially on what requirements supplementary services set to terminals and media gateways. Frederic also felt that the title should be rather “Media layer implications from supplementary services”. Daniel responded that the text may need improvements. Umesh Chandra (Nokia) asked clarification on what is meant by “hold” in the proposal, and Daniel gave explanation referring to definitions given in TS 24.173. Frederic pointed out that the contribution was delivered very late, and explained that NEC feeling is that it is not needed in the TS. Daniel explained that the information of the supplementary services can be found in other specifications, but it makes sense to make connection in the TS to these other specifications. Daniel also pointed out that no requirements are set in the text proposal. Olle Franceschi (Ericsson) acknowledged that this was a very late contribution, and was intended as the first proposal for discussion. He felt that the document can just be noted in this meeting, and thanked for the feedback given. 
CONCLUSION: The document was noted. 
13.
Draft TS 26.114

Tdoc S4-AHM067 “Proposed Draft TS 26.114 V1.0.1”, from Editor (Ericsson), was presented by Per Fröjdh (Ericsson). This was the first document dealt during the meeting (after the meeting agenda). 
DISCUSSION: Among the comments were the following: On the introduction section, the chairman asked if there may be confusion to refer to “Multimedia telephony” as short for Multimedia Telephony Service for IMS (MTSI); at least this should be defined to be used within this TS only. Frederic Gabin (NEC) requested the statement on requirements to be valid also to MRFP (Media Resource Function Processor) to be dropped out from Section 4.3. Imre Varga (Siemens Networks) requested it to be made clear in the headers to what part (terminals vs. media gateways) the requirements in them are set for (e.g. section 5.2 to become “Codecs for terminals” instead of “Codecs”). The chairman commented that harmonisation in text is still needed in the codec definitions for terminals and media gateways, particularly for AMR-WB in Section 5.2.1. 
CONCLUSION:  The document will be updated into Tdoc S4-AHM081, “Proposed Draft TS 26.114 V1.1.0”, by the Editor (Ericsson). The comments given will be taken into account in this updated version and it will be reviewed later in the meeting. Tdoc S4-AHM081 may contain also other updates agreed during the meeting. 
Tdoc S4-AHM081 “Proposed Draft TS 26.114” V1.1.0, from Editor (Ericsson), was presented by Per Fröjdh (Ericsson). 

DISCUSSION: Few mainly editorial comments were given. 
CONCLUSION: The document will be updated into Tdoc S4-AHM088 “Proposed Draft TS 26.114 V1.2.0”, by the Editor (Per Fröjdh).
Tdoc S4-AHM088 “Proposed Draft TS 26.114 V1.2.0”, from Editor (Ericsson)
DISCUSSION: The TS Editor, Per Fröjdh (Ericsson), explained that this document will capture the comments given on Tdoc S4-AHM081 and it will contain all the updates agreed during the meeting. 

CONCLUSION: The document was agreed (without presentation). It will be presented to SA4#42 for information. The Editor Per Fröjdh (Ericsson) will submit the document to the SA4#42 meeting.
14.
Review of the future work plan 
Tdoc S4-AHM087 “Timeplan v1.5”, from Editor (Ericsson), was presented by Olle Franceschi (Ericsson). 

DISCUSSION: The chairman pointed out that in addition to the topics marked as “Finalize work” delegates should check which sections/topics are still empty in the draft TS and consider contributing to them. The chairman then asked clarification on what topics are supposed to be discussed under “QoS parameter descriptions” as there have been no documents allocated under this agenda item in the past meetings. Olle explained that any signalling for PDP context activation is related to this item. Igor Curcio (Nokia) commented that Tdoc S4-AHM066 dealt under agenda item 10 is related to this agenda item. 
CONCLUSION: The timeplan was agreed. It will be presented to SA4#42 for information. Olle will submit the document to the SA4#42 meeting.

15.
Any Other Business
(There were no documents or issues raised under this agenda item.)
16.

Close of the meeting (by 15:00 hours on Wednesday 13th of December, 2006)

The chairman thanked the host NEC for the hospitality and for all practical arrangements, and also thanked the delegates for their good efforts during the meeting. The meeting was then closed on December 13th 2006 at 13:30 hours.  
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Opening of the meeting (9:00 hours on Monday 11th of December, 2006)

2.
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
55a
3.
Reports and liaisons from other groups


4.
Jitter buffer management  

Editorial improvements

72: Editorial clean-up of JBM requirements, Ericsson -> Text agreed with one modification (information to be added into Fig 8.1 about which delay and error profile is used in the example) -> to be included into 81. Also, agreement on reaction to the first Editor’s note was postponed to be made after presentation of Tdoc 59 (see below).
59u: Jitter buffer management terminology, Nokia -> Intention to include details using a figure (besides sentence) felt agreeable. However, any possible agreements postponed until revised document is available for discussion. -> to be updated into 82 -> Tdoc 82 agreed with several modifications  -> Ari to give to Per draft text -> to be included into 81 (through review needed)
Requirements

61: Comments on Draft TS 26.114 V1.0.0, Siemens Networks -> Requirement for “Jitter induced concealment operations” corrected in the working assumption -> to be included into 81
62n: Proposed JBM Performance Requirement Measure, Siemens Networks -> noted. 

63pp: JBM Performance Requirements, Siemens Networks -> Clarifying sentence added to 1st bullet point in “8.2.2.1 General” of draft TS 26.114 -> to be included into 81. Tdoc 63 postponed to SA4#42 (delay issue)
Example/illustrative scheme

60->78n: Illustrative scheme for jitter buffer management, Nokia -> Agreed that the Nokia proposal meets the current JBM requirements. Siemens Networks not agreeing on inclusion into TS 26.114. Siemens position explained in detail in meeting report.  

64n:On JBM Example Solution, Siemens Networks -> Siemens proposal met the requirements as understood by Siemens and using the speech material defined in Tdoc S4-AHM013. It is not known yet if the Siemens proposal meets the JBM requirements as updated during MTSI#3.  -> noted 

85a: Speech data for JBM minimum performance requirements, Nokia  -> agreed as such -> to be included into 81. 

5.
Codec modes and transport format combinations    

65: On Use of Redundancy in IMS Multimedia Telephony, Siemens Networks -> wording updated on-line -> to be included into 81
75: Codec configuration updates, Ericsson -> Text agreed with some modifications (“shall be preferred” to be reformulated, “must” in Change 5 to be changed to “shall”, and in Annex A “it may be wise” to be reworded) -> to be included into 81 (feedback for formulation of “shall be preferred” checked beforehand from the meeting -> “listed as the first payload type in the m-line of the SDP offer [ref to RFC]” agreed)

76->83: Bandwidth negotiation in MTSI, Ericsson (relevant for A.I.s  5, 7, 8) -> agreed with modifications (only text up to “RFC 4566 [ref to RFC 4566]” will be included, first sentence to be modified to: “The SDP shall include bandwidth information for each media stream and also for the session in total.”) -> to be included into 81  
79: Details on bandwidth negotiation in MTSI, Ericsson (relevant for A.I.s  5, 7, 8) -> agreed with modifications (6 lines (3 x “b=TIAS…” & 3 x “a=maxprate...”) will be removed) -> to be included into 81  

6.
Front-end handling  


7.
Video handling 

S4-060564n: FEC/Subsequences: Response to Concerns Raised, Nokia  -> feedbck given -> noted
S4-060685n: Intra Refresh used in FEC-subsequences Simulations, Nokia -> noted 

68: MTSI SDP examples for video, Ericsson -> agreed with one modification (bandwidth modifiers to be included) -> to be included into 81. 
69a: MTSI updates on video, Ericsson -> Proposed text agreed as such -> to be included into 81. (Qualcomm felt that the use of rate adaptation is motivated but not the use of TMMBR. However, discussion on the specific method for short-term adaptation will take place later in the meeting when discussing documents under A.I. 9.)
80n: Proposal Video support in MTSI, Ericsson -> comments given (e.g., requirements for encoder and decoder support need to be clarified, feedback on the levels) -> noted

8.
Conversational text 

9.
Session and media adaptation 

General

71: General adaptation guidelines, Ericsson -> Text to be elaborated to cover also possibility for more aggressive adaptation and also some precision to be added -> updated text agreed on-line -> to be included into 81  

Video

S4-060613n: MTSI dynamic video bitrate adaptation, Qualcomm -> noted

S4-060612n: MTSI video bitrate adaptation using TMMBR, Qualcomm -> There is agreement that SIP renegotiation is to be used for signalling long-term changes and that some other method (than SIP renegotiation) is needed to signal temporary (short-term) changes. (Current working assumption in TS 26.114 v1.0.1 for signalling short-term changes is TMMBR, but alternative proposals are still to be discussed, e.g. those proposed in Tdoc 84.)  -> noted 
58-> 84n: Signalling for MTSI Dynamic Video Adaptation, Qualcomm -> noted. (Simulation results and analysis comparing the proposed mechanism over TMMBR in connection with RTCP Receiver Reports is needed before decisions can be made. Editor’s note on this will be included into 81.)

S4-060652: MTSI video adaptation, Ericsson (TMMBR part)  -> Proposed changes up to “described in CCM [43]” were agreed. (Others were considered not relevant anymore because of the text updates agreed earlier in the meeting.) -> to be included into 81  
Speech

70: RTCP guidelines for speech in MTSI, Ericsson -> Text proposal agreed with one modification (“whereas” modified to be “in which case”)  -> to be included into 81  

74u: Example adaptation mechanism for speech in MTSI, Ericsson -> Request (Siemens Networks) for more time to check values in Table B4, request for wording to be improved in B4.1 “A combination of packet loss rate and frame erasure rate” (NEC), to be made clear in B.1 is an example only to illustrate how could be implemented and not limit in any way implementations (NEC), B.4 to be removed (NEC) -> updated into 86,  which was agreed with two modifications (packet -> encapsulated, wireless -> radio ) -> to be included into 81  

77: Updates on speech adaptation, Ericsson -> agreed with one modification (“chunks” to be defined)  -> to be included into 81. 
10.
Media synchronization issues

S4-060607n:The need for granularity for synchronization skew, Nokia  -> noted

66pp: End-to-end signaling of negotiated QoS parameters (Guaranteed Bitrate and Maximum Bitrate) for IMS multimedia sessions, Nokia postponed to SA4#42
11.
QoS parameter descriptions

12.
Other issues  

57a: RTP/AVPF profile signaling for media, Qualcomm, Ericsson -> agreed. SDP and SIP signalling messages with non-MTSI terminals will be explicitely explained later. 
Supplementary services

56pp: Comments on Supplementary services in MTSI, Nokia, delay (5-6 seconds) to be confirmed. If confirmed then there is an issue -> postponed to SA4#42
73n: Media layer behaviour in supplementary services, Ericsson -> feedback given on text e.g. parts of text need to be clarified and made more explicit, opposition from NEC to include such section, further discussion anticipated at SA4#42 -> noted

13.
Draft TS 26.114

67u: Proposed Draft TS 26.114 V1.0.1, Editor (Ericsson) -> to be updated into 81
81u: Proposed Draft TS 26.114 V1.1.0, Editor (Ericsson) -> to be updated into 88
88a: Proposed Draft TS 26.114 V1.2.0, Editor (Ericsson) 
14.
Review of the future work plan 
87a
15.
Any Other Business
 

16.

Close of the meeting (by 15:00 hours on Wednesday 13th of December, 2006)
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