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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 November 25th, 2013. 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 Agenda in Tdoc S4-AHM199R1 was approved. 
Four input documents were registered for the meeting.
3.
Reports and liaisons from other groups
The MTSI SWG Chairman explained that there are no new incoming LSs on MTSI QoS handling at the 3GPP website. He also pointed out that there are postponed MTSI QoS handling LSs from SA4#76 but since they are on requirements - which are not in the scope of the conference call (but are to be covered later) - they are not included into the Agenda of the conference call. 
There were no LSs or reports to be dealt in the conference call 

4. 
Improved end-to-end QoS handling of ‘SA4 part of End-to-end MTSI extensions’ (E2EMTSI-S4)  
Tdoc S4-AHM201 “TR 26.9de Study on Improved end-to-end QoS handling for MTSI v0.0.2” from Telefon AB LM Ericsson was presented by Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson Inc.). 

Thomas Belling (NSN) thanked Tomas Frankkila for the inclusion of the sentence into clause 4.2 that he had requested earlier. 

Thomas Belling asked if there is TR number allocated for the TR. Tomas Frankkila and MTSI SWG Chairman explained that TR number was not yet allocated. MTSI SWG Chairman suggested Tomas Frankkila to contact MCC to request TR number.

Tdoc S4-AHM201 was then agreed. 
4.1
Discuss use cases and gap analysis
Tdoc S4-AHM202 “Use cases for TR Improved end-to-end QoS handling, fixed-rate speech codecs, update 2” from Telefon AB LM Ericsson was presented by Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson Inc.). 

Jari Mutikainen (NOKIA Corporation) gave comments while referring to a revised version of Tdoc S4-AHM202 he had circulated over the SA4 reflector. First, Jari suggested that the editor’s note in clause 6.3 should refer also to Annex B of TS 24.229 for UTRAN and GPRS procedures and requirements. Second, for clause 6.3.2.4 he commented that he does not see what the VoIP client in UE-B, even if knowing the over-allocation in RAN-A, can do to resolve the over-allocation. Third, he explained that the current root-cause analysis covers only QoS-unaware MTSI clients but it should be extended to cover also QoS-aware MTSI clients. Jari therefore suggested a new clause 6.3.2.7 on QoS-aware MTSI clients to be included while the existing clause 6.3.2.6 would stay but would be defined to cover QoS-unaware MTSI clients. Jari summarised that the main difference in the views is if the UE is expected to be QoS-aware or not. 

Tomas Frankkila explained that he needs to check what Annex B of TS 24.229 says before updating the editor’s note. On the text in Clause 6.3.2.4, Tomas Frankkila explained that the over-allocation in RAN-A could be resolved by a second SDP offer/answer negotiation. Jari Mutikainen and Thomas Belling were not sure if this would solve the issue. Tomas Frankkila agreed to clarify the sentence. For the suggested inclusion of a new clause on QoS-aware MTSI clients, Tomas Frankkila felt that even if the UE were QoS-aware this does not necessarily guarantee that the application is QoS-aware and receives the information. Thomas Belling commented that CT1 assumes that the MTSI client gets the information, and he further explained what Annex B and L of TS 24.229 says. Tomas Frankkila agreed to include both QoS-unaware and QoS-aware MTSI terminals in the root-cause analysis in some way. He explained that he intended to do this in another use case covering AMR and AMR-WB codecs. Jari Mutikainen pointed out that the text he had suggested is generic although there is one reference to “use AMR(-WB)” which can simply be removed. Therefore, Jari felt that the text can stay here. 
Thomas Belling requested more clarity for the gap analysis in Tdoc S4-AHM202, in particular to make sure that text is in the context of the proper gap analysis, as there are analyses separately for after the 1st and after the 2nd SDP offer/answer. Thomas Belling also explained - referring to a concern expressed earlier - that we are discussing fixed-line codecs. He asked how realistic it is to use them in mobile networks. He felt that this may not be the most realistic case. Thomas Belling suggested that there should be text in the general part explaining that the presented use cases are for discussion rather than being all realistic. Tomas Frankkila agreed that such note could be added.
Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm Incorporated) had a question on the over-allocation of GBR. He referred to the last paragraph of text suggested by Jari to the new clause 6.3.2.7. Nikolai asked how the over-allocation can be solved by configuration in RAN, and does this impact the number of calls that can be accepted? Jari confirmed that this impacts the number of calls. Jari explained that the point he wanted to make is that solving over-allocation is not all about GBR-values but also on proper configuration of RAN which is operator matter. Jari felt that SA4 should consult RAN WGs to understand how much they see this as a problem. Thomas Belling felt that this discussion could fit better to the explanation of the current system. He pointed out that it applies to several use cases and therefore would fit better in the general part of the TR. Jari commented that the last paragraph can even be removed, if seen controversial. He though felt that it is essential to consult the RAN WGs. Nikolai supported this. 
Thomas Belling requested UTRAN to be mentioned along with E-UTRAN in clause 6.3.2.7 and this was agreed. Thomas Belling also pointed out that Annex B and not only Annex L should be referred and that the reference to AMR(-WB) should be removed, as discussed earlier. 

Tomas Frankkila asked if the other options than Option 2 should be covered in the analysis for QoS-aware MTSI-clients. Jari felt that codec specific parameters are the most relevant for Option 2 and therefore that case is illustrated in the text. Tomas Frankkila felt unsure if he can agree on this. Tomas Frankkila also commented that if b=AS is totally ignored in the resource reservation, this could result into problems. Thomas Belling felt that both b=AS and codec specific parameters can be taken into account though the text is written so that only one is used. Jari explained that the analysis may be extended in further revisions. He said that the suggested text covers the case where the reservation is done based on codec specific parameters and text may be added later on other cases.
Nikolai Leung commented that the text suggested by Jari assumes that the client will use redundancy. He pointed out that the client can choose not to use redundancy and there is no way to indicate how much redundancy is needed. Jari responded that he agrees with this limitation; the resources are reserved to allow the redundancy even if the client won’t use it. 
Tdoc S4-AHM202 was then noted. 
Tdoc S4-AHM203 “Use cases for TR Improved end-to-end QoS handling, video codecs, update” from Telefon AB LM Ericsson was presented by Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson Inc.). 
Thomas Belling asked if the main point made in this document is that adaptation behaviour is impacted by the GBR value. Tomas Frankkila answered that this is correct and he added that the impact can be direct or indirect. Thomas Belling pointed out that GBR can be changed dynamically by the operator. Jari Mutikainen commented that GBR cannot guarantee bandwidth in poor radio conditions and that the client must be able to adapt in any case down to zero bandwidth. Jari asked how important it is for the client to know the GBR value in the remote side, and explained that he thinks it does not matter that much. Tomas Frankkila agreed that the client must be able to adapt below GBR but he wanted to highlight that the adaptation may be different if the bitrate used before the adaptation event is above GBR or below, for example faster back-off if the rate is above GBR and slower back-off if the rate is below GBR, as shown in the example for PLR or jitter triggered adaptation. Alternatively, as shown for the ECN-triggered adaptation example, the adaptation could choose to immediately fall-back to GBR if the rate used before the adaptation event was higher than GBR, and if the rate was already at GBR when ECN-CE is detected then the adaptation could choose to do no further back-off. Tomas added that for high packet losses one must adapt below GBR and a reasonable way to adapt is to go fast to GBR and then slower below it. 
Kyunghun Jung (Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.) felt that the GBR values used in the general description, 100 and 150 kbps, are too low. Tomas Frankkila explained that if the channel quality is bad adapting to low bit-rates would make sense because it is better to adapt down to low bitrates and no packet losses than to stay at a high bitrate and get lots of packet losses (or very large jitter). Kyunghun responded that even though such low values may be possible, customers would not want to pay for such a service, and it is therefore not good to use such in the use cases. Kyunghun requested more typical GBR values to be used instead of such low values. 

Thomas Belling reminded that it has already been requested in earlier discussions of predecessor versions of this document to consider the effects of the SDP "a=imageattr" attribute on the bandwidths. He explained that this attribute could give some indications about the expected bandwidth range.

Jari Mutikainen commented that the model used in the document is based on indicating the highest level and then reducing the bit-rate by setting the bandwidth modifier. Jari asked if it would make difference for the analysis if a different model is used which is based on indicating first the lowest level and then increasing the bit-rate, e.g. indicating the support of level 2.0 and then by using the maxbitrate-attribute indicating that the bit-rate can be increased up to 3 Mbps. Tomas Frankkila said that he is not sure if the model suggested by Jari works. He felt that adaptation may not be allowed to be done that way but will check the variant suggested by Jari.

Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) suggested to use GBR and MBR rather than the “authorized maximum”-parameters since GBR and MBR are well defined and understood. Tomas Frankkila explained that he started using these parameters since they are used in PCRF, but that it is OK to use GBR an MBR instead.  Stéphane felt using GBR and MBR makes the text more readable. Tomas Frankkila explained that if other parameters are used, then they will be explained in the system description. 
Tdoc S4-AHM203 was then noted. 
4.2
Discuss candidate solutions
(none)

4.3
Other issues

(none)

5. 
Review of the future work plan 

The MTSI SWG Chairman pointed out that the next SA4 meeting SA4#77 will take place on January 20-24, 2014, and the E2EMTSI-S4 work including the QoS handling part will continue there. He suggested to progress the QoS handling work by email correspondence until then e.g. for preparing input documents to SA4#77.  
Tomas Frankkila commented that CT WG and SA2 meetings are parallel in January during the same week as SA4, this making it difficult for CT WG and SA2 delegates to participate into MTSI SWG during SA4#77 even by phone. Thomas Belling suggested that to overcome this we should try to work as much as possible off-line.  

The MTSI SWG Chairman also reminded about the E2EMTSI-S4 Video Rate Adaptation conference call to take place on 16 December, 2013, at 15:00 - 17:00 hours CET.

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 meeting at about 16:45 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
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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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