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1.
Opening of the conference call 

The SA4 MTSI SWG Chairman, Kari Järvinen (Nokia), opened the conference call at14:00 hours CEST on May 24th 2013. Kari volunteered to prepare a brief report of the conference call. 
Kari requested all participants to send him e-mail (containing delegate’s name and company) so that he may collect the list of participants from the mails without needing to spend meeting time for checking who is attending.
2.
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
The Agenda in Tdoc S4-AHM183R1 was approved. 

Four input documents were registered for the meeting. These are listed under the relevant Agenda Items in Tdoc S4-AHM138R1.
3.
Reports and liaisons from other groups
(none)
4. 
Video Rate Adaptation of End-to-end MTSI extensions (E2EMTSI)
 
Kyunghun Jung (Samsung) presented Tdoc S4-AHM184 “Trajectory Handling in Video Bit-Rate & Image-Size Adaptation” from Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. 
Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm) asked clarification on what needs to be done to take the impact of image size to bit-rate into account in particular from the standardization perspective: should signalling support it and does the encoder need to take it into account? Kyunghun responded that in the simulations the impact of image size to bit-rate should be taken into account since it impacts the bit-rate trajectory of adaptation while there is no specific proposal beyond this. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) commented that creating a mapping between a certain image-size and a certain bitrate may not always work well. He explained that video encoder is not standardized so that the bitrates suitable for different image sizes depend on the implementation, and therefore a bitrate that is suitable for one codec implementation might not be equally suitable for a different codec implementation. Kemal Ugur (Nokia) pointed out that a change in the spatial resolution requires intra frame to be sent and this would introduce peak in the bit-rate causing increased delay. Kemal asked if this has been considered. Kyunghun felt that the increase in delay would not be significant.  
Tdoc S4-AHM184 was then noted.
4.1 
Working assumption on solution 
(none)
4.2 
Presentation of simulation results

Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) presented Tdoc S4-AHM185 “Results on video rate adaptation” from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA.

The discussion was first focused on the simulations and their results (Sections 1-4 of Tdoc S4-AHM185).
Kari Järvinen (Nokia) asked why only the 30 seconds part in the middle was considered in the evaluation. Tomas answered that this was needed for the use of the statistical model which requires 30 seconds at the start for build up and needs also some additional simulation time at the end. Tomas explained that the load level is stable only in the middle part. Nikolai asked if only users staying in the call throughout the middle part are included in the evaluation. Tomas confirmed this. Nikolai asked if the load in the evaluation is constant during the evaluation period or if it varies by going up and down. Tomas explained that the load varies a little up and down during the evaluation period depending on how calls are ended and new calls are started. 
Ozgur Oyman (Intel) asked if only video calls were included into the simulation. This was confirmed by Tomas. No other traffic was included. Ozgur asked if there is additional delay caused by the adaptation signalling which is not taken into account in the analysis. Tomas answered that all the signalling delay is taken into account in the simulation. He explained that RTCP is used for the signalling with normal RTCP rules and TMMBR uses AVPF. Tomas told that the signalling causes only little delay though no numerical values are available 
Nikolai pointed out that QoS-based schedulers are used in real life. He felt that the benefits of rate adaptation may be exaggerated when not using QoS-based schedulers. Tomas responded that the use of different schedulers would impact the results and further simulations could be run by using more advanced schedulers. He explained that Round-robin was chosen for basis since its operation is easy to understand. Nikolai felt that the results show a general trend but that values to be recommended depend on the scheduler, and therefore when setting values we need to be careful. Ozgur agreed with Nikolai and pointed out that Proportional-fair scheduler would work better than Round-robin. Ozgur emphasized that using QoS-based scheduler is important when investigating the impact of rate adaptation. Tomas explained that more advanced schedulers will be taken into account in further simulations. 
Nikolai asked how the delay values were found out e.g. if timestamps were used. Tomas explained that the simulation knows exactly when the packets are sent and when the packets arrive. Nikolai asked if there is occasional increase in delay due to sending larger size pictures such as intra pictures i.e. delay not due to congestion that could trigger unnecessary rate adaptation, and Tomas responded that this should be checked. Kemal asked how often intra frames are sent during the call in MTSI. He assumed there were no intra or IDR pictures transmitted except for the first picture. Kyunghun responded that intra frames may be sent during the call and this may happen once about every 2-3 seconds. Kemal noted that sending frequent intra pictures in an MTSI session is usually not a good practice. 
Before discussion was opened on the proposal (in Section 5 of Tdoc S4-AHM185), Tomas presented Tdoc S4-AHM186 “Draft CR 26.114 Video rate adaptation” from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA because this document contains an example of how the proposal could be implemented into TS 26.114. 
Frederic Gabin (Ericsson) felt that the proposal in Tdoc S4-AHM185 is good. Nikolai explained that he understands the need to define some requirements and that he likes the spirit of the proposal. He however pointed out that defining requirements for reaction times is not straightforward because the reaction time depends on the method used for measuring performance degradations and on what is considered to be degradation. Nikolai explained that there are various methods to measure performance degradations and how a requirement for reaction time would be tested is not clear. Nikolai felt that any requirements must accommodate the use of various performance metrics which may have different reaction times. Tomas responded that good metrics should be chosen to detect degradations. Tomas felt that delay profiles may need to be defined to set the requirements like has been done for JBM, and the allowed reaction time would then depend on the particular profile. Nikolai commented that recommending a numerical value for the requested rate is also tricky since performance degradation may be slight or big, and recommending one value regardless of the level of degradation is problematic. 

Kyunghun asked some clarifications on the requirements as suggested in the CR in Tdoc S4-AHM186 and he also explained that setting requirements for video is tricky since the frames can be of different sizes. Kyunghun also doubted if numerical values can be set as requirements. He felt that the unit for requirements should be seconds instead of milliseconds. Tomas responded that the values should not be high since this would increase the adaptation delay. Also Nikolai pointed out some unclear wordings such as the use of “applied”. Tomas explained that he will update the wordings to become clear. 
Discussion took place then on what could be agreeable from the proposal in Tdoc S4-AHM185 (in Section 5). Tomas suggested the group to agree that “It is mandatory to support rate adaptation”. Kyunghun pointed out that to do so we’d have to define what we mean by rate adaptation i.e. what precisely needs to be supported. There was no time in the conference call to elaborate the wording further, and hence no requirement was agreed. However, the aim to mandate the support of rate adaptation was agreed in principle.

Tdoc S4-AHM185 was then noted.
4.3 
Start preparation of draft CR
Tdoc S4-AHM186 “Draft CR 26.114 Video rate adaptation” from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA was discussed in the context of Tdoc S4-AHM185, as explained above, and was then noted.

4.4 
Any other issues

(none)
5. 
Review of the future work plan 

The MTSI SWG Chairman pointed out that the next SA4 meeting will take place in early July and the MTSI video rate adaptation work will continue there.
6. 
Any Other Business
 

The MTSI SWG Chairman reminded that all participants of the conference call should send e-mail to him with the person’s name and company so that he can to collect these to form the list of participants.  
7. 
Close of the conference call

The MTSI SWG Chairman thanked all the participants. He then closed the meeting at about 16:00 CEST. 
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Tdoc “colour code”: 
black = submitted for the meeting 


blue = postponed from an earlier SA4 meeting 


red  =  covered during this meeting

green = document to be produced off-line to SA4 plenary; not presented in MTSI SWG and no MTSI SWG status defined

strikethrough = withdrawn
Conclusion codes:
a
= agreed


app = approved 

n
= noted

u
= updated 

r
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Note: These conclusion codes appearing in the agenda are only informative and are given only for cases where such “simple conclusion” exists. Please refer always to the main body of the meeting report for precise and complete explanation of decisions for each document. 
Other notations:
* = allocated under more than one agenda item

-> = replaced by, [or] action follows 

"Noted": 
A document is "noted" to indicate that its content was made available to the meeting, but that the document itself was not agreed or endorsed by the meeting. Any agreements or actions resulting from discussion of the document are explicitly indicated in the meeting report.
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	S4-AHM184
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