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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 CEST on September 30th, 2014. He requested the participants to send him email (about them attending the call) so that he can prepare the list of participants. He also 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-AHM216R1 was approved. 
3.
Reports and liaisons from other groups
There were no relevant reports or LSs.

4. 
QoS End-to-end MTSI extensions (QOSE2EMTSI)
Tdoc S4-AHM217 “QOSE2EMTSI Project plan, v0.0.1” from QOSE2EMTSI rapporteur (Tomas Frankkila) was presented by Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson). 
Comments / Questions: Thomas Belling (NSN) requested to relax the schedule to take the impact of the new EVS codec into account and to consider also EVS use cases. He explained that the finalisation of the EVS codec, such as the RTP-payload format and work on network support is still ongoing for Rel-12. He felt that the schedule can now be relaxed a bit because the work is targeting for Rel-13. Thomas also pointed out that there are no potential solutions submitted for consideration for the call, as scheduled in the project plan, this also implying delay to the schedule. Kyunghun Jung (Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.) explained about the ongoing work to finalise the RTP-payload format for CT4 to consider in their EVS codec work on network support. Tomas Frankkila supported the suggestion from Thomas to include use cases for the EVS codec. 
Conclusion: The QOSE2EMTSI rapporteur, Tomas Frankkila, will update the project plan for SA4#81 taking the comments into account.
Tdoc S4-AHM217 was then noted.
Tdoc S4-AHM218 “TR 26.924, Study on improved end-to-end QoS handling for MTSI, v0.1.4” from Ericsson was presented by Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson). 
Comments / Questions: Thomas Belling (NSN) suggested to update the headers for use cases C and D to more precisely reflect the difference between these use cases. The MTSI SWG Chairman pointed out that the headers for use cases G and H are identical and he proposed to highlight the difference in these use cases also in the headers. 
Conclusion: The TR editor, Tomas Frankkila, will update the draft TR for SA4#81 taking the comments into account. The updates done for the TR in Tdoc S4-AHM218 were found agreeable. 

Tdoc S4-AHM218 was then agreed.
4.1
Working assumption on requirements
Tdoc S4-AHM219 “Proposed requirements for improved end-to-end QoS handling” from Ericsson was presented by Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson). 

Comments / Questions: 
As a general comment, Thomas Belling (NSN) proposed that, for defining the requirements in the TR, a similar structure as in the document should be adopted, i.e. the requirements should be explained use-case-by-use-case.

Comments and questions were then collected for each use case. 

Use Case A: There were no comments or questions.
Use Case B: Thomas Belling commented that the suggested requirements are partly on solutions rather than requirements; they already define the solution. He suggested that the requirements (for all use cases) should be made more general to avoid defining already the solution. Thomas proposed a requirement on making the network aware of the minimum and maximum bandwidth requirements. He also requested to be more specific about bitrates whether they are for the sending or receiving direction. Kyunghun Jung (Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.) pointed out that with the EVS codec we will for the first time negotiate the audio bandwidth of the codec and that the audio bandwidth and the bitrate are correlated. Thomas Belling commented that use case B is marked with an editor´s note as an unrealistic example in the TR, and requirements should thus also be justified by more realistic use cases.
Use Case C: Thomas Belling felt the additional considerations added in the discussion paper to this use case to be quite EVS codec specific. He commented that it is a bit redundant that both the bandwidth and codec bitrate are negotiated, as bandwidths could be derived in the network via a codec-specific algorithm from the bitrates, and explained that similar case exists also for the AMR codec with negotiating both the modeset and bandwidth. Tomas Frankkila pointed out that the codec parameters indicate only the range while b=AS defines the maximum bitrate. Tomas also explained that codecs may be used in different ways depending on the operator; the GBR settings can be different with Operator A and Operator B and the UE does not know the desired minimum bitrate in the remote network. Thomas Belling suggested that this may possibly be solved by using a second offer-answer negotiation, while Tomas Frankkila did not see how this can be solved by using the current SDP parameters.

Use Case D: Thomas Belling requested more care in referring to ‘sending’ and ‘receiving’ bitrates as they finally become the negotiated bitrate. Tomas Frankkila pointed out that if only one value is used, this would mean symmetric use case. Thomas Belling agreed that the used bitrate may be different in the different directions. Thomas Belling felt that RFC 3264 does not require the same codec to be used for the sending and receiving directions. Tomas Frankkila agreed that this is unclear in the RFC but he felt that the same codec is intended to be used for both directions.

Use Case E: There were no comments or questions. 
Use Case F: Thomas Belling asked if it is frequent that picture size is changed during the call. Bo Burman (Ericsson) explained that e.g. Skype adapts the picture resolution during the call so that this may happen and is a valid use case though may not be common in 3GPP.
Use Case G: Thomas Belling pointed out that the requirements are covered in other use cases. 

Use Case H: There were no comments or questions.

Use Case I: There were no comments or questions

Use Case J: Thomas Belling commented that the suggested requirement is related to RAN and that such requirement is not defined in the RAN at the moment. Thomas explained that solutions to the suggested requirement go beyond the remit of SA4. Thomas though pointed out that he is not saying that the proposed requirement as such is not reasonable. Tomas Frankkila agreed that common agreement within 3GPP is needed. Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm Incorporated) asked clarification if the entities that would be impacted are really in the RAN. This was confirmed by Thomas Belling and Tomas Frankkila. Also Nikolai agreed that setting requirements on this would require coordination across 3GPP WGs. Nikolai then asked if there are interfaces already in place that would allow signalling to the UE what data rate calculations are used by the policing functions in the network. Thomas Belling explained that there certainly is no SDP, PCC and GTP signalling for this and that a new signalling solution would be difficult to develop, especially as multiple protocols and 3GPP groups would need to be involved and also existing call flows would need to be modified. He added that this would become quite political and RAN is also touchy about RAN scheduler details. Tomas Frankkila shared the view. Then, discussion took place on how the allowed bitrate variation could be defined and how the average bitrate could be calculated. During the discussion, Nikolai felt that trying to agree on a single averaging window for all 3GPP services would not work because of the variety in applications (e.g., CS-like speech vs. packet-switched video).  Also, Nikolai clarified that the variation we are trying to quantify is not the variation between GBR and MBR, but the definition of MBR and GBR themselves. Thomas Belling pointed out that to stick with current GBR and MBR parameters and just clarifying their meaning is one way to go, whereas using a variable averaging window would need strong justification as this would require complicated signalling extensions in many groups. Bo felt that if GBR is not well defined this would lead into problems.
Conclusion: The following requirement (new requirement defined during the call) was agreed to be included into the next draft version of the TR: 
· It should be possible to make the network aware of the minimum and maximum bandwidth requirements negotiated between the UEs for each media direction.
Furthermore, the following suggested requirement was agreed to be included within square brackets (indicating no agreement on it) into the next draft version of the TR:

· [It should be known to the clients what bitrate variations that are allowed or how the bitrate average is calculated in the policing functions.]
Furthermore, the following suggested requirements for the design of any new SDP attributes were agreed to be included within square brackets into the next draft version of the TR:
· [New SDP attribute(s) should allow for future extensions.]
· [New SDP attribute(s) need to be backwards compatible with existing attributes and offer/answer negotiation process.]
· [Since legacy networks are expected to ignore any new SDP attributes then the UEs cannot assume that all networks in the path use the information included in the new SDP attributes.]
Tdoc S4-AHM219 was then noted.

4.2
Analyze potential solutions
(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#81 will take place in November. He encouraged the participants of the call to progress the work offline until then. 
6. 
Any Other Business
 

(None.)

7. 
Close of the conference call

The MTSI SWG Chairman thanked all the participants and then closed the conference call at about 17:05 hours CEST. 
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