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1
Introduction
During the MTSI SWG session on E-FLUS during SA4 #104, Sony was invited to submit their proposed appropriate consideration of the use case proposed for inclusion as clause 6.5 in TR 26.939 [1], pertaining to the extension of the “Uplink to SNS” use case (clause 6.1 of TR 26.939 [1]). 

The Sony concerns around this use case arise in two respects:

1.
The use case as currently described does not constitute a pure discourse on the real use case at hand, and

2.
One of the two variants put forward as a distinct use case constitutes an unrealistic architectural design for the facilitation of the true use case at hand, and it is rejected outright as a valid approach for its realization.

Clause 2 below contains the rationale for each of the proposed changes to the use case contained in contribution S4-190758 [2].

2
Rationale behind the concerns arising
2.1
Proper use case description
This is the underlying concern with the proposed use case description as proposed in contribution S4-190741 [3].

Sony understands a use case, in simple terms, to consist of stated actors stated performing stated actions to achieve stated results.

While there is probably no definitive specification of what a use case may or may not include, the established three-stage specification process in 3GPP should be understood to provide clear guidance in this respect. The “use case” belongs within stage 1, since it helps to define the requirements for stages 2 and 3.

In particular, architectural choices belong to stage 2 and should not be implied within a use case. Naturally the same holds for stage 3 issues, i.e. solution choices.

Unfortunately, the use case description put forward in contribution S4-190741 contains several aspects pertaining to both stages 2 and 3, hence should have no place in the use case description, since they are new stage 2 and 3 concepts not existing in the FLUS architecture. 

Even more tenuous is the assumption already made that these features – to be specific, the UCP and the Assistance Information reference point - have any substantiated presence in E-FLUS stage 2 and stage 3 specification text in TS 26.238 [4].
Document S4-190758 [2] contains what Sony considers to be the pristine description of the use case, based on which an analysis of stage 2 aspects should be based.

2.2
Analysis of contentious assertions in the use case description
“In this use case, it is assumed that the user associated with the FLUS source has a service subscription for which the Service Data Flows and QoS associated with the uplink streaming delivery can be dynamically switched between non-GBR and GBR bearers…”

This assumption is irrelevant for the use case. This might be something that is specified to enable realization of the use case, but should not infer additional stage 2 or stage 3 choices.
“The intelligent UE function can acquire different type of assistance information from the network, and makes use of that information to control the sending operation of the FLUS Source in supporting the interests of the FLUS sender/ end-user.”

This is an assumption about stage 2 and stage 3 approaches. The “acquisition of assistance information” as an action has no foundation in the use case.

“The UE is assumed to contain the intelligence to control the uplink streaming behavior of the FLUS Source to dynamically adapt to conditions in both the core network and the RAN, as well as other information such as the relative location of the UE in the serving cell…”.

The UE implementer has no need nor the will to be able to peek into network internals and make such judgements. The UE reacts to the conditions it experiences, not to any perception of what is going on in the RAN or core network. MNOs and infrastructures vendors will likely not welcome such open divulgence of network conditions.

“…the intelligent UE function, or control point, can acquire different type of assistance information from the network…”

This is an assumption about stage 2. There is no justification for this to be the preferred, or even acceptable mode of operation. As a UE manufacturer we prefer that the network judges for itself as to what is the best course of action to mitigate adverse network conditions. It is not the job of the UE to decide what to do based on such information and we reject any notion that the UE should be in a position to make such judgements in real-world applications. There have been no examples of assistance information presented thus far that convince of any value in defining the interface for the UE to receive it.
“Mechanisms exist for providing information on viewership, core network processing load, and access network configuration and conditions to an intelligent function in the UE, heneceforth referred to as a UE-based Control Point or UCP…”

Again, a stage 2 assumption that has no justification. We maintain that such intelligence should be located in the network.

“It ought to be possible for the SNS and/or MNO to influence the properties of the FLUS source and its streaming media content…”

The SNS and the MNO are the actors here. The UCP is an abstract concept, introduced here as part of the use case, that has no substantiation in the use case nor in the existing FLUS entities.

“-
The existing TR text does not describe or depict the sources of information and the suitable propagation of that information (application level, core network and/or access network related status/conditions) deemed relevant to the SNS for controlling or guiding uplink transmission behavior of the FLUS source.
”
It is to be determined whether these are gaps to be filled. Again, the use case should describe actions ascribed to valid use case actors, not new artificial entities like the UCP that seem to exist merely to justify the ability to transfer the foreseen assistance information to the UE. Again, the network and/or SNS server side should be in control and use common FLUS concepts to control the UE and the FLUS session.

In summary, no new UCP concept nor assistance info transfer to it, nor to the UE is needed in order to realize this use case.
3
Proposal
It is proposed to take into proper consideration the concerns listed in clause 2 above, in order to determine the appropriate use case text to describe the actual intended use case of an SNS and/or MNO service being able to influence and control the uplink streaming session according to audience size and/or network conditions that may otherwise adversely affect the provided QoS.

The proper use case description shall contain neither architectural nor solution approaches that are based on arbitrary assumptions that have no proven merit or basis apart from being mentioned in the use case description itself.

4
References
[1]
3GPP TR 26.939 V15.1.0; 3rd Generation Partnership Project; Technical Specification Group Services and System Aspects; Guidelines on the Framework for Live Uplink Streaming (FLUS) (Release 15).
[2]
S4-190758; DRAFT CR 26.939-xxxx Modifications to Use Cases under Clause 6.5 (Rel-16); Sony Europe B.V.
[3]
S4-190741; CR 26.939-0004 rev1 Modifications to Use Cases under Clause 6.5 (Rel-16); Qualcomm Incorporated.
[4]
3GPP TS 26.238 V16.1.0; 3rd Generation Partnership Project; Technical Specification Group Services and System Aspects; Uplink Streaming (Release 16).

