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MBS SWG ad-hoc #28 conference call on MI_EMO Topic: FLUTE enhancements
REPORT

1. Opening of the session (15:00 CET 5th December 2013)
The MBS SWG chairman, M. Frédéric Gabin (Ericsson), welcomed the delegates to the conference call.

Charles Lo (Qualcomm) volunteered to take notes of the conference call.
2. Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
419a, 419R1a
Agenda was approved.

Allocation of documents was agreed.

3. Reports and liaisons from other groups
None


4. MI_EMO (only topic: FLUTE enhancements)


Flute enhancements

420n, 421pp, 422n, 424pp

Imed presented Tdoc S4-AHI420 which is a re-submission of a previous document.
Assuming LCT as BB for FLUTE – what portions are useable for FLUTE+ ?
Does slide 3 represent the original or new RFC?  Imed: this is the new one since PSI field did not exist in old version although his intention was to show the experimental RFC

Propose to remove CCI field, since otherwise would need to be carried in every packet;

Thorsten: if remove this field can the protocol still be called LCT?  Imed: no – since spec requires at least 4 bytes CCI to be present; let's discuss the document without BC in mind, or consider as new version (2) of LCT; otherwise can keep CCI but use it for a different purpose to preserve BC; not clear why allocated up to 128 bits for this purpose in IETF (cannot conceive 2 exp 28 different CC mechanisms)

Purpose of TSI is to identify the multiple channels from same sender for CC purpose; since 26.346 fixes single channel per FLUTE session, the meaning of channels is N/A; but allow TSI to indentify object flows is fine.

Charles mentioned that we have agreement in EMO to support multiple FLUTE sessions per service.  Disagrees that purpose of TSI is only for supporting multiple channels for CC, but even for single channel per FLUTE session can be used to identify the separate FLUTE sessons per service.  Imed: yes, but this would require multiple FLUTE receivers, one per session.  In any case whether thes FLUTE+ object flows are carried on separate FLUTE sessions or single FLUTE session is separate issue.  Proposal is not to remove this field – but change its meaning from identifying channels to object flows. For example different DASH Representations carried on different object flows in same FLUTE+ session, can use TSI to distinguish these for possible UE filtering purposes

Propose change in use of PSI for identifying sub-flows

Propose to remove A and B fields, but not a big deal to keep them

Although possible usage of Codepoint is to identify different FEC schemes, since source protocol is decoupled from FEC, that usage is not meaningful; suggest to remove it

TOI still scoped by TSI, but TSI has new meaning of object flow identifier

Current sender time for more thn just clock synch – also support jitter measurement and Segment availability time; Thorsten: are we referring to new LCT or old about the time?  Imed: in new LCT, the SCT is contained in EXT_TIME LCT header; Thorten indicated that the old LCT indicates that SCT and ERT should be set to 0.  Imed: we should understand the reason for that.

Thorsten: we have no agreement to move to new RFCs as baseline for MBMS; Thomas; whether we issue maintenance CRs to reference new RFCs for all releases of MBMS or to Rel-12 only has different implication on backward compatibility (BC).  Imed: doing so for all versions does not seem acceptable given there are existing implementations

Version numbers: RFC 3451 : LCT version is 1 and same version is relfected in RFC 5651

Certain LCT header fields are different between old and new versions - 

Thorsten: We need to study the differences of old and new LCT versions and impacts on backward compatibility, and how that affects the principle of BC they espouse

Imed: Samsung is not stickler about maintaining backward compatibility
Document was noted.
Eric presented Tdoc S4-AHI422.

Key points are :

1)
Maintaining backward compatibility (BC) for the FLUTE+ is a key requirement that shall be strictly complied with.

2)
FLUTE+ protocol shall be applicable to both, segment streaming and file delivery, to avoid having FLUTE and FLUTE+ to be supported as 2 separate & independent protocol stacks in the BM-SC and the UE

3)
It should be demonstrated (e.g. by simulations), or at least stated, what would be the gains and/or benefits for particular FLUTE enhancements, so that each of them can be justified.  For example, belief is that less bits in e.g. LCT protocol, at the cost of breaking backward compatibility with existing protocols such as IETF LCT, ALC, etc.  The estimated gains for this do not warrant a break of backward compatibility.

Discussion:

Imed: please clarify what BC really means here: must FLUTE receiver handle both FLUTE and FLUTE+ protocols?  Why should pre-Rel-12 UE be able to handle FLUTE+?

Eric: backward compatibility is principle of WI, but may need better definition what it means

Patrice: in general, BC means previous release devices should be able to handle FLUTE+ delivery; does it impose sending both old and new protocol streams?  Need to demonstrate that achievable gain is significant to justify abandoning BC requirement.  Objective of WI on the word "consideration for BC" means BC need not be ensured if significant gains can be demonstrated for non-BC solution.

Imed: there are different ways to achieve BC: e.g. both streams sent; although agree that benefits have to shown to include a feature, it should be not be binary decision on whether to preserve BC

Thorsten: suggest consider BC on per feature basis by considering benefits/gain; one means for BC is that new receivers perform better given ability to interpret additional info

Imed: disagree there should be a fixed rule that BC must be preserved regardless; does not agree that all the benefits for avoiding FDT delivery are described in Sec. 2.3

Patrice: agree should consider looking at each aspect of gain, as well as overall benefit

Frederic thinks possible way forward is to consider BC in totality as well as in parts; and that add BC consideration to each of the enhancement areas: e.g. whether BC is broken, or maitained under certain conditions.

Imed: On Sec. 2.2 does not think FLUTE+ was exclusive to streaming; that it should also apply to file delivery; as long as enhancement are considered to include both streaming and file delivery it would be OK with statements in Sec. 2.2

On Sec. 2.3, proposal to show achievable gains seems appropriate.

Imed: consider whatever is distributed over MBMS also available over unicast; BM-SC may not be always be able to modify MPD, e.g. in MooD case where the content omes from outside of operator domain

Segment availability time could be achieved by modifying MPD, or via other methods

Imed: LCT protocol is starting point; key is not whether to BC is broken, but how that BB is being used

Charles asked about intention of BC is to which version of RFCs on LCT and ALC?  Original Experimental RFCs or latest Standards Track ones from IETF? Imed thinks it should be to the older versions.  Thomas: RFCs indicated that old versions are obsoleted – this means 3GPP need to also consider this and adopt new versions – perhaps ask about impact on implementations

Agreed resolution/way forward:

•
Sec. 2.2 is agreeable for inclusion in TR

•
On Sec. 2.1, agreed to add note on impacts/meaning of BC for each enhancement

•
Sec. 2.3: it's agreeable that wording should be added to TR on demonstrable gains and/or benefits for particular FLUTE enhancements, so that each of them can be justified, although actual points in Sec. 2.3 are not yet agreeable

Documents was noted, with above agreements taken into account.

Use Cases

423pp

5. Review of the future work plan

The group agreed to schedule another telco 16th December 2200 CET for 2 hours.

6. Any Other Business
None



7. Close of the session (17:00 CET 5 December 2013)
The chairman thanked the delegates and closed the meeting.
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