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MBS SWG Minutes during ad-hoc #88 conference call
1. Opening of the session (16:00 CEST)
As agreed during SA4#94:
	Telco2 - (9 August, 2017, 1600-1800 CEST, Host: Motorola) 
	· Progress work.

· Continue collecting and agree contributions to FS_FEC_MCS TR 26.881.  Telco has authority to generate LSs to SA6 if necessary.
· Baseline TR26.881 is ready for information at SA#77 (Telco has authority to agree to raise the TR to v. 1.0.0 for information).

· Deadline for submitting documents: August 6th, 23:59 CEST


MBS SWG Tdoc list available at: 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1WBODjEem-X9DzohlzV3CuPTfnXlUPKl8We3gRrVkOIs/edit?usp=sharing 

Attendance: 

Christophe Burdinat (Expway)

Cedric Thienot (Expway)

Jean Marc Guyot (ENESYS)

Bill Janky (FirstNet)
Val Oprescu (Motorola Solutions)

Dom Lazara (Motorola Solutions)

John Lambrou (Motorola Solutions)

Charles Lo (Qualcomm) 

Paolo Usai (ETSI)
John Lambrou (work item rapporteur) chaired the meeting and took the notes.
2. Approval of the agenda and registration of documents

	S4-AHI732
	Proposed agenda for MBS SWG ad-hoc #88 on FS_FEC_MCS (9 August, 2017, 1600-1800 CEST, Host: Motorola)
	SA4 MBS SWG Chairman (Ericsson)
	#88
	2
	


Agenda was approved; three registered documents, S4-AHI735, S4-AHI736 and S4-AHI737, to be presented.

3. Reports and liaisons from other groups
None to report.

4. FS_FEC_MCS (FEC for MC Services)
John Lambrou presents:
	S4-AHI735
	Meeting minutes for MBS SWG ad-hoc #86 on FS_FEC_MCS (26 July 2017, 1600-1800 CEST, Host: Motorola)
	SA4 MBS SWG Chairman (Ericsson)
	#88
	4
	


S4-AHI735 was agreed.
Christophe Burdinat presents:
	S4-AHI736
	Pseudo-CR on FEC requirements for MCVideo
	Expway
	#88
	4
	


Discussion:

Christophe (CB) started discussion focusing on derived requirement numbered 3, which states “The set of UDP streams to protect…”, and possibly adding source IP to the statement.
Val pointed out the possibility that multiple MC service servers could use the same destination IP, so include source IP.  

Val:  Another case of multiple service servers; one server may not want to use FEC while the other may need to use it.  Even on the same server, you may have multiple video streams, may want to apply FEC to some, while some streams just go directly.  The BM-SC looks at the source address, then decides to do FEC (or not).  Suggest rephrasing as “identified by their source and destination,” keep it general.

CB: Repair stream = repair packets only.

Charles (CL): agrees with Christophe, repair packets/flow only contain repair packets.  Agree that there is no reason why one could not use same destination IP and port.

Val: if standard allows to send to same or two different ports, let the configuration and SDP decide, especially if there is no reason to force a solution.  Focus on FEC and not UDP ports, the port will be determined based on the SDP.
CB proposing additionally – “FEC source packet may be forwarded on the same destination IP and ports”
Val: Do you mean source packet containing the trailer or the ADU?  
CB: The source packet with the trailer.

Val: Leave as is.  Just the edit on point 3 stays.

CL: A couple of comments.  Are you inferring there could be multiple videos and FEC would be applied to some and not others?

Dom:  From an SA6 perspective, the bearer may carry multiple MCvideo services or different services such as MCPTT, some may require FEC, and some may not.  

CL: So different sessions can exist within the same service.

Dom – The 26.346 paradigm is that BM-SC has complete control of bearer; control changes in the MC case: if MC service server controls bearer, FEC may or may not be encoded across all sessions.

CL: Main comment – we are in the study phase; do not use normative language, such as “should” becomes “could”, etc.  Modify these statements accordingly.

Jean Marc (JMG): The BM-SC will get this already multiplexed into some kind of IP/UDP, the BM-SC will not see all of the individual sessions.  Where is the FEC being done?

CB: Two possibilities; FEC can be done by either the BM-SC or the MC service server.  In the latter, the BM-SC does not need to do anything.  If the FEC is done in the BM-SC, the new FEC requests over MB2-C are used (per the SA6 agreements).  
JMG: So there is a possibility that BM-SC will do introspection on sub-UDP streams.

Dom: This would be an extension of the current MB2 

JMG: Thought it would be totally transparent.  Now clear in the case of BM-SC encoding.

Val: Spelling issue, CB will fix.
CL: In the first derived recommended requirement: say “up to the full set of”  CB agrees.
The group agreed that additional work is necessary and the TR is not ready for presentation to SA#77 for information. 

S4-AHI736 was to be revised to 743.
Christophe Burdinat presents:
	S4-AHI737
	Pseudo-CR on Evaluation procedure for MCVideo
	Expway

	#88
	4
	revision of S4-AHI730


Discussion:

Val:  Fix last sentence before the Table.  CB agrees.
JMG: Typo in row 2, and third from bottom (kb/s), CB agrees
CL: Is the reference to 7.3 part of already agreed text? 
CB: yes, it is in agreed text from current TR.  
CL: Are there applications where video can delay over 1 sec?  Or is it always less than 1sec?
CB: SA1 requirements state that latency may be up to ten seconds for non-urgent video.  For urgent video 1 sec max.

Val: Remember this is streaming.  You can always transfer the video file clip as a file, but that would not be considered MCVideo service.  However, the times you quote are correct; these are in the SA1 requirements
JMG: What does latency include? The FEC scheme is only a part of the total delay, for example, of the total 1 sec for urgent video.
CB: Suggest changing table entry to “FEC latency budget.” 
JMG: This is clearer; it is what the FEC introduces itself.  All agree.

Annex XX discussion -
Val: Assume codec outputs packets every 20 ms.  Is that packet immediately put into an SRTP UDP packet and sent to the BMSC?  Or do they group four packets to make 80ms bundle and then put that in one SRTP and send to BMSC?  What will the arrival rate be at the BM-SC?  What is your assumption?
CB: Assumptions are reused from the previous SA4 study: 1 PDU per SDU or 2 PDUs per SDU.    
Val: The codec may have the option to bundle 20ms packets.  BM-SC will most likely send at 80ms, probably as low as every 40ms; it would be a good idea to keep the arrival rate closer to BM-SC departure rate.  Thus may consider bundling every 2 or every 4 PDUs.  Not suggesting a change to the document, just making a comment.

S4-AHI737 was to be revised to 744.
5. Review of the future work plan
The consensus today is that the study needs more work, and thus we are not ready to send this on to the next SA Plenary for information.  John will modify the timeplan for review.
6. Any Other Business
Christophe asked about the liaison from SA6 to SA4 (it is a reply to CT3).  There was agreement this could be discussed at a later meeting even though no SA4 action is anticipated.
7. Close of the session (18:00 CEST)
The session was closed at 1725 CEST.
_____________________
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