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1.
Opening of the conference call 

The SA4 MTSI SWG Chairman, Kari Järvinen (NOKIA Corporation), opened the conference call at about 15:00 hours CET on April 28th, 2014. Kari volunteered to prepare a brief report of the conference call. 
Kari requested all participants to send him e-mail 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 proposed Agenda in Tdoc S4-AHM210R1 was approved. 
In addition to the Agenda, two input documents (Tdocs S4-AHM211 and S4-AHM212) were registered for the meeting.
3.
Reports and liaisons from other groups
There were no relevant LSs or reports.  

4. 
End-to-end QoS handling of ‘SA4 part of End-to-end MTSI extensions’ (E2EMTSI-S4)
4.1
Finalize use cases and gap analysis
Tdoc S4-AHM211 “TR 26.924 Study on Improved end-to-end QoS handling, v0.0.8” from Ericsson was presented by Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson). Tomas explained the suggested updates that correct errors in some SDP examples. 
CONCLUSION: The updated TR was found agreeable to be used as basis for further work. Tdoc S4-AHM211 was agreed.
Tdoc S4-AHM212 “Use case for TR Improved end-to-end QoS handling, bitrate variations” from Ericsson was presented by Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson). Tomas pointed out that a line for 2 seconds averaging window length is missing in Table 6.x.1-4 for “File 1”. The line exists for “File 2”. 
Thomas Belling (NSN) agreed that SDP does not support indicating averaging periods for bandwidths but he pointed out that protocols on other relevant interfaces in the 3GPP architecture have a similar restriction; queues that enforce bandwidth limitations reside in the PCEF and the RAN and would need to obtain the information via such interfaces. He felt that fixing the gap would go beyond the scope of the SA4 study and would impact other protocols a lot. Tomas Frankkila agreed that fixing the gap has impact beyond SDP e.g. to PCC and Rx protocols. Thomas Belling mentioned that also RAN and the scheduler are impacted. Tomas Frankkila said that the gap could be addressed by either defining new signalling or, as a lightweight solution, by defining rules for the length of the averaging window – the latter having no impact to signalling. Thomas Belling felt that at least a recommendation on how the averaging is done could be considered in the study. Tomas Frankkila felt that when discussing solutions then all types of solutions should be listed, including both those defining new signalling should and also those that involve defining the averaging window for the bitrate calculation. Thomas Belling suggested not to consider solutions beyond SA4 mandate, such as new signalling, as this would extend the scope of study and would not be easy to agree. He therefore felt it is better to consider setting recommendations instead. Thomas Belling suggested that for the TR it could be enough to mention that the gap is not only in the SDP. Tomas Frankkila felt that reference to TS 23.401 should be added. Thomas Belling felt other new references should also be included.
Ozgur Oyman (Intel) asked for clarification on what the other gaps there are apart from the gap in SDP. Thomas Belling explained that signalling would solve the issue but this would propagate the work to network nodes impacting PCC and likely also RAN nodes and protocols. Ozgur asked if there is a time window defined how to calculate MBR and GBR. Thomas Belling and Tomas Frankkila explained that such definition does not exist and therefore this is currently implementation dependent. They also confirmed that no signalling currently exist to force a particular time window for the averaging. Thomas Belling pointed out that if signalling is to be discussed then other WGs in particular SA2 and those from RAN should be involved, and he felt unlikely that defining new signalling will succeed. Tomas Frankkila agreed that it may be hard to get agreement for specific signalling. 
Tomas Frankkila suggested to add an editor’s note on the impact beyond SDP into the gap analysis section to discuss the potential ways how to solve it. He felt this explanation would be useful when sending the TR to other WGs for review - planned at SA4#79 - to explain that SA4 is aware of the issues and is not intending to change the signalling. Thomas Belling felt that description that there are gaps beyond SDP would be enough for the gap analysis, and that the discussion on potential solutions would go rather into the solutions section. 
Thomas Belling added that it would be worth investigating how the clients set the MBR and GBR values with respect to the peaks in bit-rates and that it would therefore be good to get real-life figures from the field. Tomas Frankkila pointed out that in the past SA4 meetings some UE developers have indicated sending I-frames on regular intervals, e.g., every other second, while some send one I-frame only at the start of the session. Tomas Frankkila also felt that we may end up setting recommendations both for the networks and clients. Bo Burman (Ericsson) stated that alignment between networks and clients is crucial on how MBR and GBR are calculated and that it is important to define how the averaging is to be done.
Min Wang (Qualcomm) asked about Fig. 6.x.1.2 if “15 fps” is a typo and should rather be “30 fps”. Tomas Frankkila confirmed that this is a typo. Min then asked clarifications on how the I-frames are set in the calculation of statistics and in particular if I-frame is used at the beginning on the files. Tomas checked this during the call and explained that no I-frames are added to the beginning of the files. Min also asked how the averaging is done in the network e.g. if moving average is used. Tomas explained that the averaging assumes that video frames are generated at 30 fps at constant frequency, and every time a new frame arrives the average is calculated. Min suggested to use percentages for the two rightmost columns of Table 6.x.1-4 instead of the absolute numbers. Tomas commented that the percentage can be easily calculated by dividing the given numbers by the number of frames given in the third rightmost column. Min also asked about the impact of jitter. Bo explained that network jitter can be separated from the codec generated bit-rate variation by using the Time Stamp information in the RTP packet headers.  
Ozgur pointed out that this is a very complex problem which involves client and network, adaptation, and also understanding about what happens at lower layers - and hence requires careful investigation. Bo felt that there is not much dependency on adaptation because that has a different time scale. Ozgur emphasized that impact to lower levels must be understood and SA2 be involved.
MTSI SWG Chairman suggested to clarify the first sentence in section 6.x.1, to define what “normal conditions” refer to and be more precise with the statement of having “no need for bit-rate variations”, and also consider in section 6.x.2 if discussion of Token Buckets and averaging window definition should be part of analysis of the solutions rather than of the gap analysis. Tomas clarified that there was a typo in section 6.x.1 where “bit-rate variations” should be “bit-rate adaptation”.  
CONCLUSION: It was left for Tomas to produce a proposed update of TR 26.924 to SA4#79 taking the comments from the conference call into account. Further comments on the TR, if any, should be given off-line directly to Tomas. Tdoc S4-AHM212 was then noted. 
4.2
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 2 weeks. He suggested to progress the QoS handling work by email correspondence until then e.g. for preparing input documents to SA4#79. 
6. 
Any Other Business
 

(none)

7. 
Close of the conference call

The MTSI SWG Chairman thanked all the participants. He reminded all participants to send him e-mail so that he may collect the list of participants from the mails.
The MTSI SWG Chairman then closed the conference call at about 16:10 CET. 
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Tdoc “colour code”: 
black = submitted for the meeting 


blue = postponed from an earlier SA4 meeting 


red = covered during this meeting


strikethrough = withdrawn

Conclusion codes:
a
= agreed


app = approved 


n
= noted

u
= updated 

r = rejected 


pp = postponed
Note: These conclusion codes appearing in the agenda are only informative. 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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