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Executive summary

The 3GPP SA4 MTSI SWG met for nine sessions and held three offline sessions during SA4#95.  Four of the sessions (and three of the offline sessions) were joint MTSI-MBS slots to focus on FLUS matters.

A total of 4 incoming liaisons where handled and 4 outgoing liaisons were prepared.

A total of 77 Tdocs were treated with SWG-status defined for 70 Tdocs. 
A total of 24 delegates participated.

For Framework for Live Uplink Streaming (FLUS):

· Two joint MTSI/MBS SWG teleconferences were scheduled to discuss FLUS on October 24 and November 2.  Submission deadlines for these teleconferences will be at 23:59 Central European Summer Time on October 21 and October 30, respectively, 

New Study and Work item proposals:

· New Study Item on “Media Handling Aspects of RAN Delay Budget Reporting in MTSI”
Output documents agreed by the MTSI SWG:
	
	
	

	S4-170823
	Proposed Timeplan for FS_5G_MEDIA_MTSI (v.0.1.0)
	Intel

	S4-170779
	Time Plan for SI FS_mV2X
	Samsung Electronics GmbH

	S4-170953
	Time Plan for WI FLUS
	Samsung Electronics GmbH

	S4-170963
	New Study Item on “Media Handling Aspects of RAN Delay Budget Reporting in MTSI”
	Intel, China Mobile Com. Corporation, Huawei Technologies Co Ltd, HiSilicon Technologies Co. Ltd. Qualcomm Incorporated, Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd.

	S4-170964
	CR: Transport of DTMF events
	Ericsson LM

	S4-170965
	Draft LS to SA1, SA2, CT1 on FLUS
	Ericsson LM

	S4-170966
	eVoLP: Time Plan
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Other output documents from the MTSI SWG for SA4 Plenary:

	S4-171051
	Reply to LS on Seeking clarification on telephone-event
	TSG SA WG4

	S4-170969
	Reply LS to LS on QCI values for MC Video
	TSG SA WG4

	S4-170951
	CR 26.114 QoE Control Plane Enhancements (Rel-15)
	Ericsson LM

	S4-170952
	Draft LS to RAN2, RAN3, SA5 about adding new service type in QMC reporting
	Ericsson LM

	S4-170957
	TS 26.238 v0.1.0
	Rapporteur (Samsung)

	S4-171052
	TR 26.919 v.0.1.0
	Intel

	S4-171053
	TR 26.959 v0.1.0
	Qualcomm Incorporated


11.1
Opening of the session

The MTSI SWG Chairman, Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm Incorporated), opened the MTSI SWG meeting at Monday Oct 9, 12:00 and welcomed the delegates.
Bo Burman (Ericsson), supported by Charles Lo (Qualcomm Incorporated), was appointed as secretary for the meeting.
11.2
Registration of documents

The registration of documents was reviewed and agreed.
11.3
Reports and liaisons from other groups

#923 Reply LS to SA2 on progress of eVoLP (from RAN2)
Document was noted.
#926 LS on progress of enhanced VoLTE performance (from SA2)
Document was noted.
#927 LS on QCI values for MC Video (from SA2)
Nik presented. Kyunghun: Believe streaming class QCI would be more appropriate when a little more latency is allowable, but this depends on MCVideo usage. For low latency usage, QCI 2 loss rate target of 0.1% will likely be enough, even for high bitrate video. Kyunghun will draft a reply LS in #969, which will be presented directly to the plenary.
11.4
CRs to Features in Release 14 and earlier
None received.

11.5
EQoE_MTSI (Enhanced QoE Reporting for MTSI)
#870 Draft CR 26.114 QoE Control Plane Enhancements (Rel-15)
Gunnar Heikkilä presented. The proposal would require a new RAN capability, which will also require a liaison to RAN. Atti: What does it mean that the container is uncompressed? Gunnar: That the UE shall uncompress it, not that it is uncompressed on transmission. Should be re-worded. Atti: Where is this forwarded from? Gunnar: It is not specified, but conceptually called “QMC Handler”. Atti: How to transfer between QMC Handler and MTSI Client? Gunnar: Within the UE, not specified. Atti: What is it used for? Gunnar: Not for adaptation, but for monitoring purposes. Kyunhun: What part of the tree does this data go into? Gunnar: It is re-using an existing clause in TS 26.114, so there’s no difference in how it is reported. The report goes over the control channel rather than the user channel. Kyunghun: This is rather complex. Why not add into existing OMA-DM MOs? Gunnar: That would be possible, but out of scope for the work item. QoE reporting can be pretty complex. Atti: There’s a size restriction on 1K and 8K specified. Will provide more comments for clarification offline. Kyunghun: What kind of physical channel is used? Gunnar: The radio control channel, also used for handover signaling and similar, which restricts what can be sent. Nothing is currently specified, but left to the operator. Lily: What about if the configuration changes? Gunnar: Configuration is taken into account only in the beginning of the session. This should be clarified. Revised into #951, which will be presented directly to the plenary.
#871 Draft LS to RAN2, RAN3, SA5 about adding new service type in QMC reporting
Gunnar presented. Nik: Attach the CR, when agreed. Revised into #952, which will be presented directly to the plenary.
11.6
FLUS (Framework for Live Uplink Streaming)
#773 Time Plan for WI FLUS
Stanley presented. Charles: Can Oct 24 be changed. Can we set up a Doodle? Stanley: Yes. Charles: Second telco is in CET timezone. Nik: Updated to #953.
#953 Time Plan for WI FLUS v0.6
Kyungmo presented the updated timeplan. A first telco is on 24th October. A second call on 2nd November. Charles has a conflict with the first date. Change CST to CET. 
Agreed.
#874 Framework for Live Uplink Streaming Permanent Document (v0.4)
Thorsten presented. This is for agreement, to work as new working draft. Suggest that authors of included contributions check that it is properly included. Charles: Have a (late) companion document in #731 with alternative architecture. Nik: Discuss offline. Thomas S: Tdoc #35 was presented in ad-hoc but not included here. Nik: Only agreed documents are included here. Agreed as v0.4 baseline.
#774 Proposed Terminal Architecture of FLUS
Stanley presented. Hope that functional architecture can be updated during this meeting. Thorsten: Don’t understand what media controller is. It is mentioned that not all functions are mandatory, but it is unclear what parts that are. Also want terminology to be aligned with what was agreed at the ad-hoc in Seoul. Kyunghun: MTSI spec after which this is modeled after also doesn’t specify which functions are mandatory or not. Thomas: Was text an agreed component? Rendering text is complex and confusing. Kyunghun: TS 26.114 has similar structures. Thomas: Synchronization is not sufficient, but you also need spatial alignment. Nik: We need offline discussion. Revised into #954.
#954 Proposed Terminal Architecture of FLUS
Kyunghun presented the revised terminal architecture. 
Thorsten: we should not talk about SIP signaling and SDP as this applies to non-IMS as well. This should be generic. Mentioning MTSI should be removed. 
Thorsten: In clause 4, there is text specific to MTSI. Would prefer more generic language there, moving the specific text to an instantiation clause. Is 4.1 and 4.2 included in the proposal? Exclude 4.1 as it is covered by contribution from Ericsson. 
Kyunghun:  will move the MTSI-based parts to another section.
Thorsten: move Terminal to section 2.3, remove System section.
Discussed and edited on-screen. Revised into #1054.
#1054 Proposed Terminal Architecture of FLUS
Agreed without presentation. Will be integrated into #957.
#776 Proposed Coordinate System for FLUS Terminal
Kyunghun presented. 3GPP can either follow other specifications or specify a coordinate system here. Bo: what is intended SA4 usage for such metadata signaling? Kyunghun: focus on certain head-tracking info; static or dynamic metadata signaling to indicate such info. Thorsten: is this viewport specific? Or FLUS Source to inform Sink what is sent? Kyunghun: Both. Nik: Continue discussion offline. Revised into #955.
#955 Proposed Coordinate System for FLUS Terminal
Kyunghun presented. Discussed and edited on-screen. Thorsten: Is this MTSI FLUS sink requesting the viewport from the FLUS source? Would prefer that FLUS source announces what it is showing. Stanley: This is common, describing the coordinate system. Proposal to keep this and add that it is a coordinate system that is common to FLUS source and sink. Thorsten: Believe that text is written under the assumption that the source requests what is to be shown. Kyunghun: No. Revised into #1055.
#1055 Proposed Coordinate System for FLUS Terminal
Agreed. Will be integrated into #957.
#777 Proposed Text for Immersive Media Parameters for FLUS
Kyunghun presented. Bo: please clarify semantics for separate send and receive sides for SDP offer/answer? Which sides takes precedence? Kyunghun: not intended to providing specifcs, but basic information to be supported; there will be negotiation rules. In 2nd phase to define more sophisticated nego rules. Bo: meaning fixed positions for call? Kyunghun: minimum semantics <?> Thomas: lot’s of assumptions here; should avoid defining things multiple times; is separate SDP definitions needed or can make use of existing definitions. Kyunghun: metadata in MPEG associated with coordinate system. Thomas: fixed coordinate system to ensure these are aligned. Kyunghun: this is very basic and independent of specific metadata.
#819 FLUS: Content Model and Metadata
Thomas S presented. Sejin: current model only considers A and V - need support for timed text. Thomas: TT is not clear at this time - suggests deferring to Ph. 2. Thorsten: meaning of 2D? Non-projected/planar video? Thomas: yes. Stanley: proposal is specific to SEI message? Thomas: SEI is the target approach; it is root for OMAF signaling. Doesn’t see why not follow MPEG JCVT approach - not sure why needed at system level. Thorsten: should check what level is metadata needed. Imed: some metadata needed at transport layer, not supported by inband signaling. Thomas: agree, but only do so when needed; don’t want FLUS to be creating new immersive system. Nik: more offline discussion needed. To be merged into #956 along with 777 and 891.
#956 FLUS: Content Model and Metadata
Thomas S presented. Not sure if stereo (3D) video is yet discussed. It could be described as an aspect of encoding - frame packing. (Document is incomplete need to be fixed). Do we say that 3D stereo video is proprietary or not? Not sure we want to describe what “orientation” of the video source is. Suggest keeping it in the proprietary part for now. Imed: This is all sensory data; why don’t you put it there? Thomas S: Would like to focus on a spherical system that can have a restricted coverage. Don’t know what to do with audio. It can be 2D (planar, like stereo) and 3D. In 3D, we’re out of our current codec space. Kyunghun: Also channel-based, like 5.1 is possible. Thomas S: Think we should predominantly make how this is done proprietary today. We could also need a bit of sensor data for audio. We need to simplify the audio. There is metadata that comes with the entire system. Don’t think we should expose details for video packing. In phase 1, static metadata parameters can be defined, but don’t think dynamic metadata is in phase 1. When talking of fMP4, is audio and video tracks always aligned, or do they have to be correlated on a system level? Imed: Don’t know. Bo: We need to discuss what must be supported by all FLUS sources and sinks, and where they can differ. When capability differs, you need some type of negotiation. Thomas S: I can, for example, give you on a high level that I can do fisheye. Imed: Yes. Thomas S: Do we need to use defined codecs in IMS instantiation? Bo: Yes, but could be enough to match on the codec tag, like “H265”, sometimes also match on codec “profile”. Thomas S: For audio, and if using separate audio streams, and if for example encoding with EVS, phase could be lost, and that would break spatial audio. Bo: Yes, we then need to deal with this in FLUS to make it work. Don’t know how 5.3 maps to Imed’s suggested XML structures. Imed: Don’t know. They were supposed to be used as some global structure. Bo: Would 5.3 apply to usage of RESTful implementation of F-C? Imed: Maybe. Thomas S: In 5.2, there is information about what is needed in SDP for MTSI instantiation. Kyunghun: Will this be moved to the P-doc? Thomas S: No. Can maybe do something tonight to present tomorrow. Nik: Would you like to make an update for the plenary? Or, update it for the call? Thomas: Don’t have to present it in the plenary. Kyunghun: Agree with Nik’s proposal. Don’t present too early. Most likely the FLUS terminal will not be in one piece. There may be technical issues that we did not discover yet. Thomas S: Terminology will have to be aligned as well. Send me an email, if you want to be involved in offline discussion. Nik: Noted. 
#835 TS 26.238 v0.1.0
Stanley presented. Charles: has some suggested wording changes. Revised into #957.
#957 TS 26.238 v0.1.0
Presented directly to plenary.
#846 FLUS: Work Phasing
Presented by Nik. Document was presented, but parked until Wed. In the Wed session, it was discussed and edited on-screen.
Carriage of basic (what is “basic” is TBD) metadata was included in phase 1. It was clarified that post-upload processing occurs in the server.
What we can include of stage 2 and stage 3 RESTful functionality in phase 1 was discussed: It could e.g. include how to achieve forward-extensibility for proprietary and standards-based extensions, media session management, indication for support of media adaptation, simple distribution like immediate forwarding into xMB, and basic network stitching. An example of advanced stage 3 could be any type of processing. Basic security, like HTTPS or re-using parts of xMB, should be in phase 1.
Device APIs, network APIs, and network assistance were added as phase 2. Basic metadata specification could be in phase 1.
Rate adaptation by dropping/pausing media streams for F-U with RESTful F-C was discussed, but no conclusion was reached to include it in phase 1. 
There was discussion on what metadata related to coordinate systems will have to be included into phase 1. Document revised into #968, which will be put as a draft into the SA4 Drafts folder. Discussion will continue in FLUS session Thursday after lunch.
Discussion continued on Thursday afternoon:
Do we think data channel for MTSI instantiation is in phase 1? Imed: Likely. Nik: RESTful-based basic rate adaptation can be in phase 1. This will not go into the P-doc, but is just a working document we can reference. Agreed.
#867 FLUS MTSI Instantiation
Presented by Bo. How to describe metadata will progress during this meeting and will have to be revised. Merged into #961.
#875 pCR to TS 26.238 on FLUS Architecture
Presented by Thorsten. Would like to have a stage 2 description that we can send for information to SA2.  Nik: expect offline based on for example related document from Charles. Imed: there may be aspects here beyond Ph.1 spec - OK to remind there is future work to be done. Thorsten: Ph.1 may not specify all the functionality - from architecture perspective, it should support both Ph. 1 and 2 functionality. Revised to #958.
#958 pCR to TS 26.238 on FLUS Architecture
Thorsten presented. Would like to avoid the term “media session”, because there is no session needed for HTTP-based media streams. Document was discussed and edited on-screen. Stanley: For network-based stitching, some parameters may be needed; will they come from the capture device? Thorsten: Selection of network-stitching or not and the parameters for it, will be done by F-C. Charles: How correlate Rendering box with coloring of FLUS ctrl, and the text that says also Rendering can be controlled by FLUS ctrl. Thorsten: Take away that relation in the text. Also change coloring of FLUS media boxes to white, because media affects all boxes to the right that would otherwise have to be green too. More text specific to MTSI can be added to 4.2.2. Bo: In 4.4.1, if removing “media session”, would it then instead say media stream establishment? Thorsten: Yes. In some cases you use an optional media session signaling to establish media streams, Imed: How can you have multiple media sessions in a FLUS session? Thorsten: Suggest to say you can have zero or more active media sessions. Bo: Could you say that whether or not a media session is needed to handle media streams is instantiation-specific and out of scope for FLUS? FLUS is only concerned with media streams, not media session. Thorsten: Yes. Stanley: Add wording around FLUS session termination? Thorsten: Yes, discussed that. Stanley: Can change the FLUS session figure, extending the orange part to the right to allow for F-C termination, when editing the TR. Thorsten: Need then to sort out all kinds of alignment in the text by no longer explicitly referring to media sessions. Imed: Rename heading “FLUS specific media session procedures” to “FLUS F-U procedures”. Revised into #1056.
#1056 pCR to TS 26.238 on FLUS Architecture
Agreed without presentation. Will be integrated into #957.
#876 FLUS Non-IMS Instantiation
Thorsten presented. Propose to add an HTTP / DASH FLUS instantiation to Ph.1. Imed: fragmented ISOBMFF is just one of the potential instantiations but not only one - prefer this to be kept informative. Paul: Entirely informative doesn’t work - something must be normative. Imed: Conditional normative is also OK, such as if you support this instantiation, then you shall... Charles: Clarify how the two options work. Thorsten: There is already clarification in the PD around use of segments and fragments (of a single segment). Nik: I see general agreement. Take offline. Thorsten: Yes. Can choose options on F-C and go into conditional mandatory things. Nik: Revised into #959.
#959 FLUS Non-IMS Instantiation
Thorsten presented. Imed: Have a general problem to call this DASH. Using PUSH and PUT to upload content. Think we should use the same terminology as in other parts, FLUS source and sink, not “sender”. Thorsten: Should work without any manifest. We’re talking about fMP4 format. Imed: We can use CMAF. Thorsten: That is one possibility, yes. Can update. Nik: Should we add to permanent document? Thorsten: Can take this to the MTSI telco on FLUS. Is anybody objecting to using CMAF terminology? Imed: CMAF has some profiles. We need to think about it. CMAF data model is exactly what you need, but probably not the media profiles. Thorsten: I thought about it previously and decided then we should not do this. Imed: Media instantiation in the proposal should be F-U instantiation. Nik: Should we remove mentioning of DASH in PD? Imed: Think so. Thorsten: Can do update, or update PD, removing any mentioning of DASH. “Media segment” can be understood also outside DASH. Nik: Both proposals are agreed, with the addition to take out DASH when editing it into the PD. Revised into #1057.
#1057 FLUS Non-IMS Instantiation
Agreed without presentation.
#877 Network based stitching for FLUS
Presented by Thorsten. Ozgur: No projection or processing in the network for case 0? Thorsten: Maybe processing, but no stitching or projection. Don’t dive into details of metadata from cameras. How much do we want to expose and enable via F-C? Ozgur: So no work along those lines will be done in phase 0? Imed: Have a problem with excluding 1a, but don’t see use for 1b. 1a and 3 are very close. Thorsten: Want exactly this discussion before we start describing details on metadata. Nik: More discussion needed. Revised into #960.
#889 IMS-based FLUS Control Plane
Presented by Imed. Charles: We may be a bit early specifying stage 3 already. Nik: Do we need align with #867? Imed: Yes. Bo: is entire metadata set represented here? Imed: there is negotiation and there is then the routing aspect; this is subset of the static metadata. Nik: Merge with #867 into #961.
#890 IMS-based FLUS User Plane
Presented by Imed. Bo: this document might need also to be integrated into 961. Nik/Imed: agree. Imed: SCTP over UDP is one instantiation but may also use TCP. Bo: For complete compatibility with WebRTC datachannel, it should be SCTP over UDP. Merged with #961.
#961 IMS-based FLUS Solution
Imed presented. Targeted for PD as a first stage, not TS. 2.2.2 should maybe be moved under 2.3. Timo: Is offer/answer a complete example. Imed: No, need amendment. Charles: In 2.1.1, do we consider media plane FLUS sink configuration in scope of F-C? Imed: Yes. Charles: DNS discovery or network-selected discovery of FLUS sink seems good to get input on from CT groups (1, 2, and 3). Imed: Yes. Charles: Discovery is not part of F-C in #958 FLUS architecture. Imed: Capability discovery is in 4.4.4 of #958. Charles: Is that F-C or F-U? Imed: Think it is F-C; comment for clarification was provided to #958. Imed: Add a clear editor’s note to the updated document that we investigate the options for discovery (in 2.1). Editorial updates will be put into #1058.
#1058 IMS-based FLUS Solution
Agreed without presentation (provided to the editor of the P-doc).
#891 FLUS Metadata
Presented by Imed. Thomas: Concerned about interop across device and systems being complicated; abstracting sources to be described to sink is complicated. Should assume network already knows type of source device to perform, for example stitching. Nik: Need offline discussion. Also important to consider phasing. Will be merged with #956.
#892 FLUS RESTful Control Plane
Presented by Imed. Thorsten: suggest following xMB approach - identify parameter before diving into stage 3 text. But bigger question whether F-C is RESTful; allow also IMS-based implementation? Imed: generic solution maps to both RESTful and IMS-based - this one covers just the former. For IMS, doesn’t see need for another control plane but reuse SIP and IMS framework.. Nik: F-C may be needed in IMS to define additionally required post-processing. Imed: that has not been cast in stone. Suggest reusing SIP unless we identify what is insufficient. Thorsten: suggests common procedure using MTSI; but could also consider two separate profiles based on MTSI and none. Nik: Noted.
#893 FLUS User Plane
Presented by Imed. Nik: Offline discussion. Noted.
#905 FLUS Network Assistance
Paul presented. Thorsten: Support network assistance in general. SAND is designed for downlink, so we would need new messages and new ways of signaling, to get information down to the source. Paul: Yes. Ozgur: SAND as defined right now would not be usable for this mode of communication, but would have to be defined from scratch from this environment. Nik: Discuss offline. Maybe consider for Ph.2. Noted. 
#965 Draft LS on Uplink Streaming Framework
Thorsten presented. A few editorial comments were provided. Agreed.
#936 (late) QoE Metrics for FLUS
Withdrawn.
#1031 Alternative Reference Architecture and Definitions for FLUS
Merged with #958.
11.7
FS_5G_MEDIA_MTSI (Media Handling Aspects of Conversational Services in 5G Systems)
#824 Skeleton TR 26.919 v.0.0.2
Ozgur presented. Next revision should upgrade to 0.1.0 when agreed. Agreed.
#823 Proposed Timeplan for FS_5G_MEDIA_MTSI (v.0.1.0)
Ozgur presented. Agreed.
#825 Proposed Scope for TR 26.919
Ozgur presented. Agreed.
#826 Overview of 5G Stage-1 Requirements
Ozgur presented. Bo: Does it make sense to copy requirements text into the TR? Ozgur: Not sure how to document. Maybe copy text for requirements where we identify gap in MTSI. Atti: You could, per objective in the SI, list which requirements that apply. Ozgur: That would fit in clause 5. Atti: This is the background section. Nik: IT might be confusing to list both the study work in the 22.8xx TRs and the normative requirements from TS 22.261. Nik: Revised into #962.
#962 Overview of 5G Stage-1 Requirements
Ozgur presented. Agreed.
#868 5G MTSI Media Considerations
Bo presented. Ozgur: On 6.5 regarding user plane efficiency, is there a particular requirement that justifies mandating HEVC? Bo: No. The document was found to be useful and further work is expected to develop concrete text proposals for the TR. The document was noted.  
#827 (late) Overview of 5G Stage-2 Architecture
Ozgur presented. Agreed.
#828 (late) Mapping of Conversational Services to 5G System
Ozgur presented. Agreed.
#1052 TR 26.919 v.0.1.0
This includes agreed text from #824, #825, #962, #827, and #828. The document was presented directly to the plenary. 
11.8
FS_mV2X (V2X Media Handling and Interaction)
#779 Time Plan for SI FS_mV2X
Kyunghun presented. Agreed.
#782 V2X activities in 3GPP
Hyunkoo presented. Ozgur: Is BM-SC always needed, as indicated in Figure 2? Kyunghun: This is the only architecture described by SA2, mainly considering short messages. We may have to amend it. Kyunghun: Could include an update of this information as background into the TR. Noted.
#781 Use of media in vehicular applications
Kyunghun presented. Noted.
#780 TR 26.985v0.0.1
Kyunghun presented. Nik: What is “6.4 Procedures” in “6. System architecture”? Kyunghun: Just describe what can be done to meet V2X needs with current architecture, how to map use cases. Agreed.
11.9
FS_eVoLP (enhanced VoLTE performance)
#848 eVoLP: Time Plan
Atti presented. Note: Mar-2018 SA#79 should receive TR 26.959 for approval. Stephane Ragot: We should, as said in second objective, also study impact of adaptation as part of the study, which does not seem to be reflected. Atti: Supposed to be reflected in “PRogress work on codec mode adaptation procedures. Maybe add “(including evaluation of performance results)”. Stephane: Editorial Add Fukuoka as location for SA4#97. Revised into #966. Agreed without presentation.
#847 Update of TR 26.959
Atti presented. Stephane: In 6.2.1, the proposed text for C.1.3.6 should reflect that RTCP-APP is not currently allowed, because only AVP is allowed for audio m= lines in the currently deployed GSMA IR.92. Nik: Would not like to change text in TS 26.114 due to GSMA profiling. Bo: would not the “adapt” parameter have to be payload-specific, listing which payload types it applies to?. Atti: No, supposed to reflect that adaptation is possible across all codecs listed on the m= line as well as within codecs. Bo: This need clarification. Nik: Also need clarification for simulcast and MSMTSI. Bo: Yes. Revised into #967. Agreed without presentation.
#941 Possible options to signal adaptation requests.
Stephane Ragot presented. Bo: What are the reasons to use CMR to align with RTCP-APP functionality, given that implementations would have to change regardless if updating CMR or implementing RTCP-APP? Stephane: RTCP and the use of AVPF has some implementation issues. There would be less SIP/SDP signaling impact if we go with CMR. Ozgur: Do we need to study, could we not just map RTCP-APP into CMR? S: We could investigate multiple adaptation options, e.g. adjusting b=AS to allow for different usages of redundancy. Ozgur: Could you use bullet 2a for changing modes and 2b (RTP padding) or 2c (RTP header extension) for other aspects of adaptation? Stephane: yes. Atti: Would rather like a generic solution than codec-specific. Agreed to include the proposed aspects into the study.
#771 eVoLP: Network-based and UE-based Architectures
Ozgur presented. Agreed.
#772 eVoLP: Impact of JBM and PLC on Handover Thresholds
Ozgur presented. Bo: QoE is today often sent at end of session, so using QoE would need to use it during the session. Ozgur: Yes, this is a possible source of input. Nik: Don’t see that QoE include use of Packet Loss Concealment and Jitter Buffer. Ozgur: Agree. The second approach with a recommended MaxPLR makes more sense. Nik: Suggest that QoE metric is FFS, because the listed QoE metrics in the document are not sufficient. Nik: In the UE-based solution, no MaxPLR from the network is needed. Ozgur: We suggest that there are two sources, both network and UE, because eNB may want to know both standardized robustness and UE value. Nik: We will not have a standardized, but based on operator policy/configuration. Ozgur: This will risk causing inconsistency. Every UE (brand) may report different MaxPLR value, even if they really have the same PLC and JB implementation. Timo: How can you then compare the network-provided and UE-provided recommended MaxPLR? Ozgur: Text need refinement. Nik: UE-provided can be either static (most robust mode), and dynamic (corresponding to the currently used mode). Merged with #849 (see below).
#850 eVoLP: PLR operating points for speech codecs
Atti presented. Stephane: In table, you have listed AMR, but there is no discussion on AMR performance. Atti: This was assumed similar to AMR-WB, but can be removed. Stephane: PLC performance is informative for AMR and AMR-WB, so there may be better performing implementations than this. Including figures that are in the existing TRs may not be needed. Application level redundancy was not included for EVS, which could be good to include. Atti: Then have to do the evaluation. Stephane: Have already results with application-level redundancy for EVS that could be put it into a document. Atti: Would like to keep figures also here. Ozgur: There’s a risk of diverging if duplicating figures, if characterization test TR is updated. Stephane: While summary is OK, but the proposed table does not take application level redundancy into account. Noted.
#849 eVoLP: The Impact of JBM and PLC on PLR-based Handover Thresholds
Nik presented. Ozgur: Why would you want to make a static allocation between UL and DL? Nik: SA2 defined the static solution. Ozgur: Our proposal addresses both static and dynamic. Could we indicate that also dynamic solution is possible. Nik: Parked. Will be brought up again in the MTSI washup session. Merged with #772 into #970, which was discussed as a draft and edited on-screen. Bo: Is there an intentional difference between “target” PLR and “max PLR”? Nik: No, need clarification. Bo: How to agree on the fixed UL:DL ratio between operators? Nik: The static ratio would have to be agreed between different parties. Ozgur: Can also have dynamic allocation between UL and DL (as suggested by #772). Bo: Are there aspects of avoiding mis-use of this dynamic allocation, such that we can ensure the two parts can get a fair share of loss rate allocation?
Bo: The solution in 8.2.3.5 assumes on-path modification of the SDP, which is possible but not generally available. An AS acting as a B2BUA can do this, but that would require an “eVOLP AS”.
Timo: What if the network modifies the SDP, e.g. removing EVS-CAM, how would that work with a provided MaxPLR that assumed use of EVS-CAM? Nik: The MaxPLR would be tied to the payload type. Timo: OK if payload type removed, but not if it is modified. Nik: Need to think of that. Ozgur: Would we not have to standardize what MaxPLR to use for a certain UE performance or codec/mode? Nik: This will be very hard. 
Ozgur: Suggest sharing this with RAN2 and SA2 at some point.
Document was merged with #772 into #970.
#970 eVoLP: Handling Variations in PLC and JBM Terminal Implementations
Agreed without presentation.
#1053 TR 26.959v0.1.0
Presented directly to the plenary.
11.10
Others including TEI
#921 LS on Seeking clarification on telephone-event (CT1)
No impact on TS 24.229 is foreseen, but changes would be to TS 26.114, if needed. An answer will be prepared in #1051 by Bo, presented directly to the plenary.
#879 CR26.114-0413 Transport of DTMF events
Timo presented. Nik provided an editorial comment and some comments for further clarification. Revised into #964.
#964 CR26.114-0413rev1 Transport of DTMF events
Timo presented. Agreed.
11.11
New Work / New Work Items and Study Items

#759 On Media Handling Aspects of RAN Delay Budget Reporting in MTSI
Ozgur presented. Noted.
#758 New Work Item on 'Media Handling Aspects of RAN Delay Budget Reporting in MTSI’
Bo asked whether the resolution of the RTT and jitter estimates in the RTCP RR and SR are sufficient to determine whether the UE should and how to send the UEAssistanceInformation message.
Ozgur responded that it can be a driver/dictator for the message.
Bo commented that there are intricacies and complex relationships between aspects, and it would require a more basic study of the different aspects.  It is not so simple that we can already specify the implementation of a message.
Ozgur: will need to study and agree that there is a need for the end-to-end signalling in the third objective before specifying this.
Atti: have similar concerns as Ericsson on intricacies and complexities vs. benefit of specifying these procedures.  In Figure 1, it is not clear that the end-to-end adjustment will bring an immediate end-to-end benefit.  RAN did the work but had a different motivation than what was done in SA4.
Ozgur: RAN had the same motivation -- end-to-end delay and jitter (they referenced the SA4 jitter buffer procedures).
Ozgur: On the preference to study as suggested by Qualcomm and Ericsson, is OK as long as we are committed to providing more analysis results to understand how to this will work.  Then provide the normative aspects after the studies.
Ozgur: OK to start with a Study Item first to assess value, then consider normative work in a Work Item.  Would this be agreeable to Qualcomm and Ericsson?
Bo: work could also result in guidelines, not normative text.
Revised into #963.
#963 New Study Item on 'Media Handling Aspects of RAN Delay Budget Reporting in MTSI’
Ozgur presented. The work item in #758 was changed to a study item, adjusting the wording and taking received comments into events. Qualcomm and Samsung were added as supporting companies. Agreed.
11.12
Any Other Business

None

11.13
Close of the session

The chairman thanked the delegates and closed the meeting at 17:40 on Thursday, October 12, 2017.
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