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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 March 20th, 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 proposed Agenda in Tdoc S4-AHM207R1 was approved. 
In addition to the  Agenda, two input documents (Tdocs S4-AHM208 and S4-AHM209) were registered for the meeting.
3.
Reports and liaisons from other groups
There were no relevant LSs or reports.  

4. 
End-to-end QoS handling of ‘SA4 part of End-to-end MTSI extensions’ (E2EMTSI-S4)
4.1
Finalize use cases and gap analysis
Tdoc S4-AHM208 “TR 26.924 Study on Improved end-to-end QoS handling for MTSI, v0.0.5” from Telefon AB LM Ericsson was presented by Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson Inc.). 
Thomas Belling (NSN) proposed that instead of deleting the Editor’s notes they should be turned into statements in the normal text. Thomas Belling pointed out in particular the Editor’s note under Table 16 in clause 6.8.1, but he explained that the request is valid for some other Editor’s notes as well. Tomas Frankkila agreed with this suggestion, and it was left to Tomas to turn this and other relevant Editor’s notes into statements into the TR. 

Min Wang (Qualcomm) asked whether we should consider/emphasize the scenario that for voice call setup, the resource is allocated according to the SDP answer as this approach seems more realistic. Tomas Frankkila mentioned that this variation has already been captured in the TR. Tomas then illustrated the use of b=AS bandwidth modifier for resource reservation for uplink and downlink, highlighting the cases of symmetric and asymmetric resource reservation and pointing out that in most cases in the analysis the reservation is symmetric. 
Min explained that some years ago also b=TIAS was discussed in SA4 but it was felt then that some network entities may not recognize it and therefore SA4 decided to stick with b=AS. Tomas confirmed this and explained that b=TIAS was not included into TS 26.114 but it has been added by CT1 into TS 24.229 as an optional parameter. Tomas explained that TS 29.213 handles b=TIAS but the parameter itself is still optional. Min added that b=AS is to be looked at first and only then b=TIAS. Tomas said that the use of b=TIAS should be considered when starting discussing about potential solutions. 
Min asked about the calculation of the RTCP bandwidth. She felt that there seems discrepancy in how it is defined in TS 29.213 and in IETF. Min explained that she agrees with the SA4 interpretation. Tomas Frankkila pointed out that the TR does not deal with RTCP bandwidth and its definition does not impact the analysis. Thomas Belling pointed out that if correction is needed then bringing a CR to CT3 should be considered as this is CT3 issue. 

Some editorial issues were then pointed out e.g. Min pointed out a mistake in clause numbering where “6.2.2.3” should be “6.3.2.3” and the use of “my-law” in clause 6.3.1.1. Ozgur Oyman (Intel) pointed out misspelling of “SDP” as “SPD” in clause 6.3.1.2. Tomas spotted mistake in the TR version number in the change history. Min also asked if the use of “mandatory” for Option 1 described in clause 6.3.1.3 is really correct. Tomas explained that it depends on operator policy and codec specific procedures and therefore he felt it should be changed to “default”. This was supported by Min.
CONCLUSION: It was left for Tomas to produce a proposed update of TR 26.924 to SA4#78 taking the comments from the conference call into account. Further comments on the TR, if any, should be given off-line directly to Tomas. Tdoc S4-AHM208 was then noted. 
Tdoc S4-AHM209 “Use cases for TR Improved end-to-end QoS handling, multi-rate speech codecs, update” from Telefon AB LM Ericsson was presented by Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson Inc.). Comments and questions were taken separately for each suggested use case, starting with Use Case X.
Thomas Belling (NSN) was not convinced that GBR is a decisive factor for adaptation in the UE. He also pointed out that there is no signalling in general for the minimum bandwidth. Thomas Belling explained that UEs are smart enough to adapt the bitrate nevertheless by using the RTCP-mechanism. He did not see that RTCP-mechanism would be used to adapt based on the GBR-value and felt that assuming such is speculation. Thomas Belling also felt unrealistic that non-optimal network usage would continue for a long time, and he explained that asymmetric resource reservation is a waste of bitrate. Tomas Frankkila pointed out that, although there is no real statement on this in TS 26.114, it is reasonable that adaptation first reduces the bitrate fast down to GBR and then slower below it. Tomas Frankkila agreed that sooner or later the adaptation will adjust the bitrate appropriately in any case and the UE not knowing the GBR value is a temporary problem, and he will clarify this in the TR. 

David Furbeck (Research in Motion) pointed out that Note 2  in Table 6.x.1-2 refers to combinations that “are not allowed” though they are allowed when higher bandwidth is signalled by b=AS. Tomas agreed that the note is poorly written and he will improve it. Dave also wondered if the bitrate values may be different when ROCH is used. Tomas explained that b=AS is always set without ROCH since its use is not known for SDP signalling, and therefore the use of ROCH does not change the bandwidth values expressed in b=AS. Tomas added that ROCH is not considered in the study as explained  in the overview section of the TR.
Min Wang (Qualcomm) felt that the last sentence in clause 6.x.2 is unclear. Tomas will clarify it e.g. that it is on informing about the GBR value.

On Use Case X1, David asked about the reason for setting max-red to 220 and Tomas clarified this. On Use Case Y, Tomas noticed a mistake in the first reference in clause 6.x.2 which should be 6.3 instead i.e. Use Case B. 

CONCLUSION: It was left for Tomas to update the text on the three proposed use cases based on the comments received and to include it into a proposed update of TR 26.924 to SA4#78. Tomas asked if he could use revision marks only for the updates over Tdoc S4-AHM209 in the TR since this would make it clearer what the updates will be, and this was found agreeable. Tdoc S4-AHM209 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 about 2 weeks. He suggested to progress the QoS handling work by email correspondence until then e.g. for preparing input documents to SA4#78. 
Tomas Frankkila pointed out that the Rel-12 Stage 3 freezing was moved from June 2014 to September 2014 at the last SA plenary meeting. It was noted in the conference call that this will allow more time for the E2EMTSI work but that the impact is on other items than QoS handling since the foreseen completion of QoS handling is in December 2014.
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 conference call at about 16:30 CET. 
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