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1. Opening of the PSM SWG meeting

The acting PSM SWG Chairman, Mr. R. Hakenberg welcomed the delegates to the SWG session and opened the meeting. 

2. Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
The draft meeting agenda contained in S4-010467 was approved and the documents allocated to the Agenda Items (s. Annex 1). The list of documents reviewed or prepared during this meeting is provided in Annex 2.

3. Reports/Liaisons from other groups/meetings 

3.1. 3GPP

TD S4-010443, Reply LS on “LS reply on Extended Streaming Service”(T2-010495) from SA1 was presented. Noted.

TD S4-010448, Reply to Liaison Statement “LS on Extended Streaming Service” and “LS regarding User Profile” from SA3 was presented. Noted.

TD S4-010444. LS on Distributed Speech Recognition (DSR) from S1 were presented. A very brief discussion followed. It was pointed out that there is no technical problem to include it into our specification. Another comment was that similar work is going on in many other standardisation bodies. Alcatel will draft a response. See TD S4-010513.

TD S4-010447. RAB negotiation and re-negotiation from SA2 was presented but the decision to answer was postponed.    

TD S4-010499. LS on stage 1 for Extended Streaming Service from S1,  Vodafone commented that the document described a mix of streaming and download. It was decided to have a joint meeting in the evening to draft a response to the LS. See TD S4-010518.

3.2. MPEG

TD S4-010451. Liaison Statement to 3GPP /SA 4 from MPEG4 was noted. It was decided that a response will not send back to MPEG. 

3.3. OTHER

TD S4-010486. Liaison Statement on requirements for DRM from WMF. Postponed, to be discussed together with other DRM documents.

4. Maintenance  of Release 4 

TD S4-010465R. CR for S4 PSS specification release 4 on 3GPP PSS SMIL Language Profile was presented by Nokia.  This is a correction to the specification that already was agreed on in Naantali. There have been some minor editorial changes since then except the linkage description that is updated.  NEC Technologies pointed out that Prefetch is not optional in the new text. There was also some discussion regarding the use of may and can in the informative part of the text.  An updated version will be presented at the plenary. 

TD S4-010479. CR for S4 PSS specification release 4 “Updates to references”, was presented by Ericsson. Accepted.

TS S4-010480. CR for S4 PSS specification release 4 “Corrections to Annex A”, was presented by Ericsson. Accepted.

TS S4-010481. CR for S4 PSS specification release 4 “Clarifications to chapter 7” was presented by Ericsson. Accepted.

TS S4-010501. CR to TS 26.234 on clarification of the use of XHTML Basic was presented by Matsushita. This presentation generated some discussion. Why was XHTML basic included? It was meant for rich text and not for presentation. But in order to have interoperability we should not make a subset of XHTML basic. However then there is a risk that content providers will use XHTML basic for a full presentation. Authoring instructions is needed.  The CR was accepted but the text needs some editorial updates. To be presented at the plenary.

5. Release 5 Work

5.1. Extended Transparent End-to-End Packet Switched Mobile Streaming  Applications (PSS-E)

TS S4-010475. Updated working draft of PSS-E General description - TS 26.233 Release 5, presented by Nokia. Siemens pointed out that the Stage 1 document also talks about “hand over”.  Should it be added to section 6? However the Stage 1 document is not fully agreed and understood yet. The document was accepted without any changes.

TS S4-010484. Changes to TSG-SA4 PSM SWG internal working draft. Presented by Ericsson. Accepted. 

TS S4-010472. Proposed Requirements for Subtitling Services, presented by Philips. The document should be presented to S1 before S4 start to work on it. There were some comments on the content such as: What does realtime mean in this context? Chapter 2.2.1 was also commented. Is it meant to handle downloading of new Glyph? Extensions of characters is really not needed since UNI-code exists and it covers “everything”.  The document might be useful when the Stage 1 document is to be updated. Noted.

TS S4-010473. Potentials of the simplified 2D BIFS profiles for 3GPP Services, presented by Philips. It was not clear what new features these two profiles can offer that cannot be handled by the currently used SMIL profiles.  However they have the potential to be streamed (which SMIL currently lacks). Does the proposal mandate system support? Is there any transport mechanism for BIFS? System support is not mandated but could offer some extra features if included. There are a number of transport formats currently under discussion in IETF.  France Telecom pointed out that MPEG is suitable for streaming of text and that the solution is much simpler then the current one. It also offers a possibility to add new features later. Are there any concrete benefits with BIFS instead of SMIL (Siemens)? Yes the scene description and media could be kept in the same file. Motivation for including the BIFS is needed. New input document asked for. Noted.

S4-010492. Proposition of XMT extensions to SMIL. Presented by France Telecom. There was some worries expressed that XMT is not fully SMIL compliant. It is not clear if all SMIL features are included and if the process model works in the same way. The benefits of changing to XMT were also not clear. XMT itself is easy to extend (but so is SMIL) and would give the possibility to stream text. But streamed text is only possible when XMT is used in its binary format (BIFS). The XMT proposed is a subset of the full XMT but as superset of the SMIL profile currently mandated. XMT is backward compatible, i.e. a Rel4 terminal can read XMT content if it only contains Rel4 features. XMT is very easy to extend and would give the possibility to stream text if the binary format is used (BIFS). If XMT will be an alternative depends a lot on which new features we are going to include in Rel5. The proposal adds nothing new as it stand but might be interesting in combination with other contributions. Noted.

S4-101493. Proposition for scene description compression, France Telecom. Siemens questioned if compression really is meaningful for scene descriptions. Nokia replied that for XHTML content the markup language use only a few percentages of the bandwidth. It should be even less in a SMIL presentation. In order to have backward compatibility a Rel5 terminal must have dual stacks. France Telecom pointed out that the gain for 2D might be small but the potential for 3D is very large. Pure text compression seems not to be very important since streamed text would need very small bandwidth (a few 100 bit/s). The main difference between the current model and the proposed one is that today all codecs are “outside” the scene description but with the new proposed one they would be integrated “inside” the scene description. One problem that needs further investigation is how to handle streaming of BIFS in an error prone environment. No error robustness is built into BIFS but must be handled some other way. 

Conclusion, we will take this proposal into account for the next (AHG) meeting. The proposal is not really useful today BUT if we add new functionality this might be interesting. A clearer view is needed from S1 regarding requirements before we continue to handle this proposal. Noted. 

France Telcom et al was asked to resubmit the two proposals (S4-010492 and S4-010493) to the AHG meeting in October.

S4-101466. Packet Switched Streaming charging Data Record (PSS-CDR), was presented by Emblaze system. Billing is outside of S4 competence area and should be handled by S5. We could initiate the discussion and send LS to S5 and S2. The later since including billing/CDR generation in streaming will have impact on the architecture. There might also be less need for this solution since there already are methods to handle billing inside the operator’s domain.

A LS will be drafted by Emblaze System and send to S5 and S2.

S4-010476. Changes and additions to the supported bitmap image codecs, presented by Ericsson. Siemens wanted to keep the number of mandated features as low as possible and proposed to have GIF as mandated and PNG as optional. NEC Technologies proposed that we should add PNG as optional (and keep GIF optional as well). The proposal was accepted. PNG will be added as optional (SHOULD) in the working draft.

S4-101477. Improved Session Setup and Bandwidth Adaptation, presented by Ericsson. The parameters describing packet statistics are not always available since the server does the packing “on the fly” and are able to adapt to the channel. There is a way to group content in SDP already today but the “semantic” (i.e. how does the terminal know that it is the same content that are described) is not defined. The proposal has a new syntax/semantic that makes this grouping clear. SDP itself is not our responsibility but it is possible to register new attributes by IANA. The proposed solution can thus be handled by 3GPP alone. There is already an adaptation scheme for AMR but it uses MIME types and would need a definition of how adaptation is handled on a codec by codec basis. Apple commented that SDP grouping and RTSP switching is probably not included today but IETF will surely do the work if we ask them

There was some discussion about the feasibility to use the Play command for switching between bitrates. Play might not work as described in the proposal. It was recommended to use the SET param method instead of overloading Play. 

It was questioned whether the proposal is this really useful since it will not be able to handle fast bandwidth changes on the channel (due to delay in feedback/commands and limited number of “I-frames” in the media)? Slow changes (in the order of 10th of seconds) will be handled. Faster changes could be handled if they are averaged out through a buffer. Nortel pointed out that the radio interface might have constant bitrate anyway. There might not be any changes in bandwidth since RAN/CN is not able do change bandwidth dynamically without setting up new bearers (resulting in a break of the service).  Noted.

S4-010485. Device Capability Descriptors for PSS and their Interchange, presented by Ericsson. Is this proposal aligned with the SA1 user profile work? User profile has a much wider scoop; the idea is to store the information somewhere in the network. The proposed format and protocol can be used for easy access of the centrally stored information. UAProf and CC/PP are already used in 3GPP (in MEXE) so an interface has to be defined anyway. Siemens asked if it is possible to describe dependences between codecs. It is not possible at the moment but nothing stops it from being done. It is possible to handle both the case where the PSS client is inside the terminal and the case where it resides in an external PC.  It is up to the terminal/client to send a URL that point to the correct description. 

The proposal was accepted and added as a working assumption in the working draft of TS 26.234.. 

S4-010497. PSS Buffering Requirements for Continuous Media, presented by Nokia. Matsushita expressed concerns about H.263 compliance. There is a risk that compressed media where the encoder has used the knowledge about the pre-decoder buffer will result in a stream that is not H.263 compliant. This was acknowledged by Nokia but it is not necessarily so. Furthermore, such a non-compliant stream will not break the decoder but only result in a frame skip in the decoded sequence (due to buffer overflow). This is a PSS specific optimisation. It also mandates a PSS specific behaviour at the server side. During the discussion it was pointed out that the jitter buffer probably would be much larger. The pre-decoder buffer and the jitter buffer should conceptually be handled as separate entities (however they might be combined in an implementation). The proposed size of the pre-decoder buffer is 20k which probably is less then any jitter buffer. 

Siemens wanted to keep the number of mandatory features as low as possible and proposed to make the pre-decoder buffer optional (SHOULD). The capability exchange mechanism can be used to signal if the terminal supports the feature or not. The meeting accepted this proposal and it will be added to the working draft.

S4-010498. Proposal to define an "RTP usage model for multimedia streaming in 3G mobile networks" 3GPP recommendation, presented by Nokia. It was agreed that here is a definite need for this kind of document. However as all the required competence in S4? We need to liaison to (at least) S3, S2 and Ran. Some of the work might even be outside of 3GPP (QoS mapping to external network).  But even PLMN internal servers need this. RTP awareness in the network might break transparency for streaming services. There is already a streaming QoS, a transparency might cost too much so we might want to look into network support. The transparency question might have more to do with streaming in Rel4. 

It was decided to start a new annex in TS 26.234 covering the proposal. We could turn it into a TR later if needed. 

S4-010500. Enhanced Transport in the E-PSS Service, presented by Matsushita. What is an external network? Is it Internet or an operator-controlled network? The response was, that the user expects to be able to access the Internet and operators want it. Ericsson stated ‘external IP network’ could be virtually anything and it is therefore very difficult to make any assumptions on the provided QoS. It is more of a S1/S2 question. Microsoft pointed out that there are a number of solutions to guarantee QoS on the open Internet (e.g. Cache servers etc) and that the PLMN probably is the error prone environment where solutions are expensive. Microsoft proposes therefore to concentrate on solution in the wireless network. Handling of bearers might be a part of the users guide (see discussions on S4-010498). Vodaphone commented that streaming would be implemented in a R99 environment and not a R4/R5 network. Our solutions should also work in a network with handover between GPRS and UMTS. Error resilience, error robustness and scalability are very important form an operator’s perspective. Noted. 

S4-010474. Requirements for Digital Rights Management, presented by Emblaze system. This document should be presented to S1 and should be forwarded to them. Noted.

S4-010482. DRM Requirements for PSS Release 5, presented by Ericsson. Apple wanted to add the possibility to have information element/meta information transported together with the protection information.  The system should not be incompatible with MMS, the set of rules should be the same, but signalling and protection mechanism might be different. What does it mean that a Rel5 player MUST support DRM? If a Rel5 player supports DRM it must follow the rules given. Why are hooks not interoperable? Hooks make different DRM system possible for a given media standard (like MPEG). However since different operator use different DRM system it makes content delivered from different places non-interoperable. MPEG extensions might be the future (downloadable code) but it is far from ready yet. Downloadable/upgradeable protection is so far the only successful method in set-top boxes. However this is also dependent on the security level we want to have. The document should be resubmitted to S1.

S4-010483. Digital Rights Management (DRM) for PSS Release 5, presented by Ericsson. Proposed a solution for a restricted DRM system. Emblaze questioned if this is the first part of a DRM architecture to start with. It would be very easy to change the rules. There is a difference between protection of the rules and protection of the content. Even for a limited solution the rules should have a strong protection. Simple rules are probably important to get end user acceptance. We must check with content owner if such a simple system is acceptable. It is not certain that a simple system is better then no system at all! Apple pointed out that small numbers should not be used for expressing complex rule but some digital right management language should be used. The key question is what operators want to do and if content providers accept the solution.  Delay the discussion until after the joint S1/S4 requirements meeting. Noted

S1-010486. Liaison Statement on requirements for DRM from WMF, presented by PacketVideo. It was decided to forward this LS o S1. An LS answer back to WMF should also be written.  See plenary report.

S4-010491. Proposition of File Format extensions to improve interoperability with MPEG. Presented by France Telecom.  How is backward compatibility guaranteed? This will in practice give two-file format one for Rel4 features useable for Rel4 and Rel5 terminals, one for Rel5 features useable only for Rel5. Apple pointed out that more things needs to be added as stated in the proposal. This is not a problem but must be done in MPEG. Transformation on the fly between the formats is easy. The way 3GPP uses the MPEG file format is not unique, JPEG2000 branch of in the same place. If 3GPP chose to use IPMP system from MPEG for DRM this would be the way to go. However there seems to be very little to gain by changing format today. Backward compatibility is also very important. Noted. 

S4-010495. Revised Proposal on AMR Storage Format, presented by Packet video. This is a proposed change to Rel5. It would be nice to have it in Rel4 but it is not possible (since it is not a bug fix but a new feature). The proposal will make it much easier for server to stream directly from a file when the “normal” RTP format is used. It also solves the problem of signalling of AMR WB and AMR NB in the file. The proposed method of storing the Q-bit in the file is also very elegant.  However the solution is not backward compatible. It solves the problem of RTP packetisation in 1 case out of 3 (interleaved and bit packed RTP payload format does not gain from the proposal) and might result in inefficient storage if the mode change rate is high. Furthermore, there is really no need to handle AMR WB and AMR NB in the same way since they are completely different codecs. The use of hint track would also help in packetization and can be used for all three payload format. There are (almost) MMS products based on Rel4 so it is not possible to change Rel4 without extremely strong reasons and it s felt that the advantages the proposal gave was to little. Noted.

S4-010496. File Format for PSS-E, presented by DoCoMo. Why is Quicktime text is proposed? Quicktime exist on the Internet and the proposal use the same technology. With this proposal we get two different text decoders in the terminal. Why not try to use XHTML for streaming? This is shown to highlight the possibility to have a very easy way to include subtitling into MP4. The main focus of this contribution is to include text together with other media objects in one single file, targeting the MMS service. Regarding SMIL and XHTML, SMIL is outside the binary file structure but this is inside and could be made streamable quite easily. However it needs a RTP payload format in order to be streamable.  Microsoft expressed some concerns regarding alignment with the Internet (industry standard), Quicktime text cannot be considered to be THE industry standard for subtitling/streamed text.   No this is an example for discussion and gives an example implementation.  Conclusion: there some good technologies in this document for inclusion in later stages of the file format when we feel ready to do so.  Noted

New Item: Should we send a LS to W3C and MPEG, about streamed text (France Telecom).  Decision, let us wait until after the joint S1/S4 meeting has had a chance to define the requirements. 

5.2. Multimedia Codecs and Protocols for Conversational Packet-Switched Services 

S4-010489. Protocol specification for PS Conversational Multimeda, presented by Nokia. Siemens: pointed out that A.1 should be more concrete. The number of speech frames per packet will be updated according to a proposal from Comsat on the S4 reflector (one recommended two as a maximum). The title should be changed and something about transport protocol should be added. The definition of a 3GPP multimedia terminal is somewhat unclear.   Numbering in chapter seven is strange (7.1, 7.3, and 7.4. Where is 7.2). Why should CRC not be used? It is possible to signal so we should keep the possibility. The CRC is not used due to the requirement of minimal delay, and bandwidth efficiency. The intention is to get an efficient operation, that’s why we mandate it. The CRC might be useful when (and if) we get an functional UDP lite.  Is the limitation applicable for the sender and the receiver or only one of them? It must be clarified that the limitation is a “lower bound” on the receiver and an “upper bound” on the sender.  The packet size in 5.2 needs to be better specified (including RTP header ?)

The document was basically accepted but will be presented with updates at the plenary. 

5.3. Other issues

S4-010478. Updated PSS project plan, presented by Ericsson. Noted.

6. Postponed issues

S4-010513. Answer to LS on Distributed Speech Recognition (DSR), presented by Alcatel.  The document gives an impression that S4 has accepted the work and will start to implement DSR. However it was pointed out that DSR is not the only one way to do speech recognition. We need to see the full requirements in order to understand if we can implement DSR in our protocols. We also need to understand why DSR is chosen, why not some other speech recognition technology. DSR will furthermore only be included in 26.235 (and maybe 26.xyz see S4-010489 above) and not in any of the PSS specifications. 

A new revised liaison statement will be presented at the S4 plenary.

S4-010447. RAB negotiation and re-negotiation from Ran3. Nortel might have additional comments on the document. The decisions on a LS back is psotponed until the plenary. 

S4-010451. Liaison Statement to 3GPP /SA 4 from MPEG. It was decided not to send any response back to MPEG. 

S4-010518. Answer to LS on stage 1 for Extended Streaming Service from S1, presented by Vodaphone. Clear up some references to PSS-E.  Clarify the third bullet, random access,  not VCR like FF and RW. Clarify how the answer should be send. Updated version to be presented at the plenary. 

7. Review of the future work plan (next meeting dates, hosts)

A PSM ad-hoc is tentatively scheduled for the week of the 15th of October. As SA1 has decided to have their ad-hoc meetings in the same week and joint SA1/SA4 ad-hoc on streaming was proposed by SA1, it is currently under discussion to co-locate the ad-hoc of both groups. Further information will be announced at the S4 plenary.

8. A.O.B. / Close of the meeting

The acting chairman of the PSM SWG thanked the group for the fruitful and efficient meeting and closed the meeting.
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