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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 15:05 hours CEST on June 24th, 2014. Kari volunteered to prepare a brief report of the conference call.
2.
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
The proposed Agenda in Tdoc S4-AHM214R1 was approved. 
In addition to the Agenda, one input document was registered for the meeting: Tdoc S4-AHM215. 
3.
Reports and liaisons from other groups
There were no relevant LSs. 
Kari reported that at SA#64 the E2EMTSI feature had been moved to Release 13 as a direct consequence of it having foreseen completion date beyond December 2014. Kari felt that there might still be some possibilities to get parts of E2EMTSI-S4 into Rel-12 if completed in time, but that this is something that should be investigated at SA4#80.

4. 
End-to-end video rate adaptation of ‘SA4 part of End-to-end MTSI extensions’ (E2EMTSI-S4)
4.1
Progress guidelines and performance requirements
Tdoc S4-AHM215 “Discussion on upswitch principles” from Ericsson was presented by Bo Burman (Ericsson). Bo explained that the document is not specific on discussing sender- and receiver-driven upswitch but he pointed out that the general principles proposed in the document are applicable to both. Bo felt that for sender-driven upswitch the requirements may need to be more relaxed than for receiver-driven upswitch.
Thomas Belling (NSN) asked about the difference in performance between sender- and receiver-driven upswitch. Bo felt that there likely is no significant difference. Thomas suggested that receiver-driven upswitch may be safer than sender-driven due to the available local knowledge at the receiver, and Bo agreed to that. Bo also felt that receiver-driven upswitch may be quicker.
Thomas asked clarification on how the receiver-driven upswitch would work, i.e. how the receiver would request the bit-rate. He asked if the assumption is that the receiver will send multiple TMMBR messages or only one TMMBR message with the desired final bandwidth - leaving in the latter case the gradual increase to be performed by the sender. Bo felt that the upswitch could be done either way. Bo also pointed out that upswitch may be done as a combination of receiver- and sender-driven ways.

Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm Incorporated) asked clarifications on the formula suggested to count the excess_delay.  First, he asked if the increase_rate is the delta in the bit-rate. Bo confirmed this. Second, Nikolai asked what is meant with the new_rate and if it should actually be original_rate. Bo confirmed that Nikolai is right and that there is mistake in the formula. 
Thomas pointed out that media bitrates should not be probed over short time intervals, i.e., the formula should not be applied over short time intervals. Bo agreed with this and he explained that the notion of media bitrate has to be taken as one that is filtered over some time. Thomas suggested that we should consider alternative ways for writing normative specification than using a specific formula; this would avoid the problem of defining the notion of media bit-rate. Thomas felt that instead of the formula the specification text might contain only recommendations. Bo welcomed other concrete proposals to be made.  
Nikolai explained that he can understand the logic behind the suggested approach with the two phases but that he is wondering if a different approach could be used where the increase would be larger first and then smaller. Nikolai explained that such approach would be based on converging the bit-rate rather than accelerating the increase at the end. Bo commented that also such approach could work. 
Nikolai suggested that we might consider making recommendation of whether to use receiver- or sender-driven upswitch. Nikolai pointed out that receiver-driven upswitch has more information available for accurate estimation of the situation and hence there will be less guessing involved. He added that there may also be less signalling needed. Bo agreed with this assessment and also he pointed out that the receiver may have more information in its use for driving the upswitch.
Nikolai felt that when receiver-driven upswitch is used, the upswitch could take the end-to-end delay budget into account. Bo wondered if the UE can know the end-to-end delay budget. Nikolai stated that it does not know it but it may look at the play-out time based on the audiovisual lip-sync and thereby estimate the delay margin. Nikolai then elaborated this further. He explained that receiver-based upswitch might be more accurate than sender-driven upswitch because the receiver has more information such as the amount of additional delay that could be introduced into the transmission path. Nikolai suggested that for receiver-based upswitch the excess_delay limit would not have to be static but could be calculated dynamically based on how much delay margin the receiver estimates to be available. As one example of how the receiver could estimate the delay margin, Nikolai pointed out that the receiver may look at the difference between the play-out time of the speech packets and video packets to determine whether the difference is within acceptable audiovisual lip-sync limit. If it is, then the receiver can determine how much more delay can be introduced for video without exceeding the limit. Bo responded that this is interesting idea and that we should continue discussing it. This further discussion was left for off-line by email correspondence.
Further discussion was felt needed to investigate the new ideas from the conference call before agreeing on the principles for the upswitch. Tdoc S4-AHM215 was noted.
4.2
Progress CR on guidelines and performance requirements
(No documents. No discussion.)
4.3
Other issues

(No documents. No discussion.)
5. 
Review of the future work plan 

The MTSI SWG Chairman pointed out that the next SA4 meeting SA4#80 will take place on 4-8 August. He encouraged participants to progress the video rate adaptation work by email correspondence until then e.g. for preparing input documents to SA4#80 
6. 
Any Other Business
 

(none)

7. 
Close of the conference call

The MTSI SWG Chairman thanked all the participants. The MTSI SWG Chairman then closed the conference call at about 16:05 hours CEST. 
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