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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 February 27th, 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 Agenda in Tdoc S4-AHM205R1 was approved. 
In addition to the meeting Agenda, one input document (Tdoc S4-AHM206) was registered for the meeting.
3.
Reports and liaisons from other groups
There were no relevant LSs or reports.  

4. 
End-to-end video rate adaptation of ‘SA4 part of End-to-end MTSI extensions’ (E2EMTSI-S4)
4.1
Review simulation results 
Tdoc S4-AHM206 “Transmission components and effects on video frame delay” from Telefon AB LM Ericsson was presented by Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson Inc.). 
The MTSI SWG Chairman, referring to the framework agreed at SA4#77 for setting requirements for encoder response to a TMMBR message, asked clarification if the proposed method can be used with the agreed framework or if its use requires modifications to the framework. Tomas explained that the method extends requirement setting for all transmission components that impact the video frame delay, including the adaptation loop, and the proposed method is complementary to the framework.
Ozgur Oyman (Intel) asked if the proposed two parameters depend on the amount of loss in channel capacity, and if the delay requirement should be a function of the change in the capacity or be a fixed value. Tomas explained that the two satisfaction parameters are not related to channel capacity or capacity reduction but on service requirements; they do not depend on channel capacity and how it varies along time. Ozgur felt that the behaviour during the recovery period should then depend on the amount of capacity loss to compensate it, and asked if this is correct. Tomas explained that if the capacity loss is small, buffering it up takes only a short time. However, if a big drop in capacity takes place, lots of bytes are in the queue and more effort is needed to clear the backlog. Ozgur pointed out that the outage period and the delay recovery period seem complementary to the framework and are not included in it. Tomas felt that the framework is overall and contains all delays from when TMMBR is received to when the recovery period is over. 
Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm) asked if the sender can be expected to determine when the normal delay is reached and the delay recovery period is over. Tomas felt that the sender may get an estimate e.g. based on how long time it has been exceeding the channel capacity, but he felt that brainstorming is needed on this. Nikolai then asked clarifications on the use of the analysis parameters and how the simulations were done. Tomas explained that no network simulator was involved and the results are based on calculations using the input parameters. Tomas explained e.g. that the calculations assume channel capacity to be the same as the media bit-rate in the non-congested periods, and that buffering delay is included into the calculations, and explained further how the calculations were done by referring to the figures in the document.
Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked what are the settings and parameters used in the LTE bearers. Tomas explained that despite LTE access being mentioned in the overview Fig. 1, the analysis is not specific to LTE but generic and suitable for any system. Stéphane asked if no congestion was assumed in the RTCP-feedback channel and Tomas confirmed that there was no congestion there. Stéphane then asked about the RTCP reporting interval used in the analysis. Tomas explained that AVPF is used in the analysis meaning that one RTCP-feedback packet can be sent immediately and the next one during the next RTCP-period. Tomas added that in reality more than one TMMBR message would be sent per roundtrip time and the adaptation is not impacted by the RTPC bandwidth. Stéphane asked if there is any relation with this work to the ART_LTE-UED work ongoing in SQ SWG. Tomas explained that the target in the video rate adaptation work has so far been to set only generic requirements and nothing specific to LTE. Tomas felt that using specific profiles could be useful for the requirement setting but that this is something for brainstorming. Stéphane mentioned some companies in SA4 having been hesitant in the past to put requirements for adaptation. Tomas felt that requirements should be put for adaptation period and recovery period.   
Thomas Belling (NSN) expressed doubt if it is realistic to assume that the channel capacity is known, while Tomas Frankkila felt that sufficiently good estimate can be obtained. Tomas pointed out that TMMBR can be used to inform about access changes and not only for rate adaptation. Nikolai commented that the proposed method is relying on TMMBR message and setting requirements for the sender, and asked how the sender can derive from the RTCP-reports that the delay recovery period is over. Nikolai felt that the method should not rely on the capability of the sender to determine when the delay recovery period is over and emphasized that we cannot rely on heuristic methods. Tomas agreed with this and felt this needs to be looked at. Some brainstorming then took place on how the end of delay recovery period could be detected.
The attention then turned to what could be concluded on the proposal in the document. Ozgur felt that before going forward with the proposed method, we need to consider the impact to the SA4#77-agreed framework. Nikolai felt that the agreed framework could still be applied with the proposed method if the measurement window is extended to cover the delay recovery period and assuming excess bits can be negative.
As conclusion, the use of the method proposed in Tdoc S4-AHM206 was agreed in principle but the method has to be further analysed against the framework agreed at SA4#77, and this analysis may require modifications to the proposed method and/or to the framework. 

Tdoc S4-AHM206 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 early April, 2014, He suggested to progress the video rate adaption work by email correspondence until then e.g. for preparing input documents to SA4#78.  
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 17:00 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 
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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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