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1. Opening of the session: Monday 11 October at 9.00

The Interim PSM SWG Chairman, Igor Curcio (Nokia), opened the meeting and welcomed all participants. The host Eddy Hall from Vodafone explained the meeting facilities and coffee break times.

The attention of the delegates to the meeting of this Technical Specification Group was drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of.
The delegates were asked to take note that they were thereby invited:

-to investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which were, or were likely to become Essential in respect of the work of 3GPP.

-to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs, e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/).   

The Chairman made a call for meeting secretary, and Olle Franceschi (Ericsson) offered kindly his help to be the meeting secretary. He was appointed secretary for the meeting.

2
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents

The Chairman thanked the delegates for the good volume of submissions to the meeting (32 input documents). One document (S4-AHP137) is still missing. 

S4-AHP131, “Draft Meeting Agenda for the PSM SWG #6 ad hoc meeting”, from PSM SWG Interim Chairman. Was presented by the Chairman. The draft meeting agenda was approved and the documents were allocated to the agenda items. The agenda was also updated during the meeting. A total of 58 documents were handled during the whole PSM meeting. A complete list of documents is in Annex 1 of this report. Agreed. 

3
Reports/Liaisons from other groups/meetings

There was a verbal report from the SA  #25 plenary meeting by the SA4 Chairman Kari Järvinen. We should finalize MBMS in December or there is a risk that MBMS will be moved to R7. 

S4-AHP147, “Draft (1) minutes of the joint RAN2-SA4 session during RAN2#43 and SA4#32”, from PSM SWG Interim Chairman. Was presented for comments. The formal approval will be at the next SA4 meeting. Agreed.
S4-AHP133, “Reply to LS on Optimisation of Voice over IMS”, from CN1. The problem pointed out in the LS should not be a real problem if the implementation is correctly done. An Answer is drafted in S4-AHP182. Noted. 

S4-AHP134, ”Reply LS on Optimisation of Voice over IMS”, from RAN2. Ericsson pointed out that the proposed method to use bit 9-15 is not safe. An answer is drafted in SA-AHP184. Noted. 

S4-AHP182, “Reply to LS on Optimization on VoIMS”, from SA4 to CN1; cc RAN2. Postponed to the next SA4 meeting. 

S4-AHP184, “Reply on LS on Optimization of VoIMS”, from SA4 to RAN2; cc SA2. Agreed with updates and replaced by S4-AHP-187.
S4-AHP187, “Reply on LS on Optimization of VoIMS”, from SA4 to RAN2; cc SA2. Will be approved over the SA4 reflector with a 2 weeks approval time. Agreed. 

S4-AHP132, “LS on the content of the session start message”, from GERAN2. S4 will have to make a design depending on the GERAN design. Noted.

S4-AHP135, “Reply to LS on Session Repetition”, from SA2. A session-id is transparent to RAN and user services but GERAN wants to have it as well as S2. Repeated sessions are not discussed yet (in SA4). Nokia pointed out that there is different levels/types of session such as user level sessions and transmission sessions. It was questioned if SA4 should be involved in this at all. Bamboo argued that there is a use case for repetition of the same data on the transmission layer. Furthermore one user service could have many transmission sessions-id. Even if we try to isolate the different layers from each other will there still be some interaction between the application and lower layers. It is not possible to use the TMGI to discriminate between different sessions since many sessions might use the same TMGI. Nokia pointed out that session-id in any case is an optimisation of MBMS. An answer will be drafted in S4-AHP183. Noted. 
S4-AHP136, “Reply to LS on Summary of Agreements on Frequency Layer Convergence Mechanism”, from SA2. Noted. 

S4-AHP175, “LS on MBMS security finalization”, from SA3. The meeting agreed that the proposed split between SA3, SA4 and CN1 was good. Noted.

S4-AHP180, “LS on GERAN assumptions and open issues for MBMS”, from GERAN2. Noted. 

S4-AHP177, “LS to SA2-3-5 on reception acknowledgement for MBMS”, from SA4 to SA2, SA3, SA5; cc SA1. Agreed with modifications. The new document is in SA-AHP185. 

S4-AHP183, “LS on Session repetition”, from SA4 to SA2 ; cc GERAN2, RAN2, RAN3.  The intention of the document was agreed but the document itself needs to be updated . Will be resubmitted at the next SA4 meeting. Noted. 
S4-AHP185, “LS to SA2-3-5 on reception acknowledgement for MBMS”, from SA4 to SA2, SA3, SA5; cc SA1. Will be approved over the SA4 reflector with a 2 weeks approval time. Agreed .

S4-AHP173, “LS to SA2 to inform them on the latest TS 26.346”, from SA4. Agreed with modifications. New version in SA-AHP188. 

S4-AHP188, “LS to SA2 to inform them on the latest TS 26.346”, from SA4. Will be approved over the SA4 reflector with a 2 weeks approval time. Agreed.

4 Release 6 work

4.1 Packet Switched Streaming Rel-6 (SA4)

4.2 Multimedia Messaging (MMS) enhancements (T2)

4.2.1 MMS formats and codecs (SA4)                                                              

4.3
IMS Messaging (SA1) and Support of Presence Capability (SA1)

4.3.1 Media Codecs and Formats for IMS Messaging and Presence (SA4)      


S4-AHP146, “Update of TS 26.141 (v. 0.0.3) on IMS Messaging and Presence. Media formats and codecs”, from Rapporteur (Nokia). Ericsson are willing to work together with Nokia and update and finalise the document before the next SA4 meeting. NEC pointed out that the document needs to be aligned with other documents. NEC also commented that since we where not supposed to discuss codecs at this meeting it is hard to do anything with the document. Postponed to next SA4 meeting. 

       4.4
Multimedia Broadcast and Multicast Service (SA1)

       4.4.1
Definition of MBMS user services, media codecs, formats and 

transport/application protocols using MBMS (SA4, SA1)

S4-AHP137, “Update of TS 26.346 (v. 1.0.1)”, from the Editor (NEC). An update can be found in SA-AHP176. 

S4-AHP176, “Update of TS 26.346”, from the Editor (NEC). Will be attached to correspondence to other groups. Agreed. 
S4-AHP153, “Delivery Method Definition”, from Bamboo Mediacasting.  Nokia: The definition of “delivery method” is very much a matter of taste. In any case the definition should not be too “wide”. Ericsson: A delivery method is a set of tools available for the BM-SC, not something that the MBMS bearers use. A delivery method includes both MBMS and PtP bearers.  Ericsson: it must be made clear that it is possible to add new delivery methods in the future. Nokia: How is combinational services handled? Bamboo: a combinational service will use two delivery methods, one for streaming and one for download. Vodafone: how is retransmission handled? What is an associated procedure? Where is it defined? It should be explicitly mentioned that a delivery method includes associated procedures. Bamboo: PtP and reporting is included at the moment, this can be updated. Nokia: we need to be careful if we change the definition of delivery methods. It was decided that the PtP repair should be removed, the description “opened up” for future extensions and the figure updated by adding associated procedures. This document will be updated into document S4-AHP172. Noted. 

S4-AHP172, “Updated Delivery Method Definition”, from Bamboo Mediacasting. Postponed to the next S4 meeting. 

S4-AHP160, “MBMS User Service Reference Architecture”, from Ericsson, 3, Bamboo, Vidiator, NEC and Nokia.  Nokia: It is not clear who is responsible for the TMGI generation. It is better to say that the TMGI exists and not mentioned that it is passed. Figure 2 is obsolete and should be updated or removed. NEC: the document contains an outdated description of the UE in chapter 4.6. The chapter should be updated or removed! Agreed with modifications. The TS 26.346 will be communicated to SA2 and other groups. An LS can be found in S4-AHP173.

S4-AHP156, “File repair redirection for MBMS download services”, from Nokia and Vodafone. Nokia: This document is about making our definitions re-usable in the future. Ericsson pointed out that it was decided at the Montreal S4 meeting the PtM was not a high priority feature. Bamboo: why do we need the PtM and how is it used? Nokia: the UE requests additional data PtP and the redirect will tell the terminal that the data will be available PtM. Ericsson: Is the PtM and PtP described in the same container? There must be some way to describe which method is preferred. Nokia: both methods MUST be available, which one to use is the operator’s choice. There was also a discussion where to put the description: in the SDP or in a XML meta information description “container”. Bamboo commented that the reception report could be used to trigger the repair function. The document was Agreed. A note will be placed in the TS and S4-AHP156 is the base for the new specification. 

S4-AHP152, “Delivery Confirmation Procedure”, from Bamboo Mediacasting. Bamboo: Delivery confirmation is a mechanism to confirm a complete and full delivery. Reception reporting is a statistical function and should be separate from delivery confirmation. Ericsson: the key delivery should not be combined with the reporting. Bamboo: something should be said about delivering the key after the session. Ericsson: we do not recommend that this be used for charging. Vodafone: it could be used to identify terminals that are totally off. Bamboo: SA4 should say something about delivery verification and charging. There is no particular reason why HTTP(get) is proposed instead of HTTP(post). Noted. An LS will be sent to SA2, SA3 and SA5 in S4-AHP177.

S4-AHP158, “Content delivery verification in MBMS”, from Nokia. Nokia: Delivery verification is the same as content reception reporting in the other documents. Ericsson: Which of the parameters are configurable and which are not? There might be a problem with overloading the file repair with content reception reporting. What is the reporting base and what to report? Bamboo: MSID is included and it is not a good idea to send it in the in clear in an HTTP request. Nokia: the idea is that all needed information should be included and it should be possible to collect it at one point and then ship it to somewhere else for offline processing. Bamboo: the reception point is already aware of the identity of the sender through other means. Noted. 

S4-AHP170, “MBMS Content Reception Reporting”, from Ericsson. Nokia: For download we can use the URI to identify which file to report on. In section 2.2. a unique user service identifier is mentioned. What is this?  Ericsson: this proposal is also for streaming. The identifier is already in the TS. Nokia: a better specification is needed. It is impossible to signal end of user service identifier. Ericsson: the entire start-up process needs to be specified so we can add what is needed. Nokia: a session identifier is needed, the file URL is already there, and it is probably Ok to add an optional user service identifier but a good description is needed! Bamboo: is it possible to combine this reporting with QoE reporting? Ericsson: the assumption so far is that we do not have any uplink traffic during the MBMS session. NEC: Should it be possible to ask for a report from a specific terminal ?: Ericsson and Nokia: then it is not a multicast/broadcast service anymore. It should be possible to specify a very low response rate but not to address a specific terminal . Noted.  A single contribution from the three proposals on reception reporting should be possible to make it. It will be found in S4-AHP174. 

S4-AHP164, “QoE metrics for MBMS”, from Nokia, Vidiator, Apple, Vodafone and 3. Nokia: the QoE reporting is not meant for reporting of the service. Ericsson we should not “adjust” the existing QoE but “select” which one to use instead. Some of the already defined QoE measurements are not meaningful for MBMS. Nokia: operators should state the use of QoE reporting. Vodafone: QoE reporting can be used to analyse the service and coverage like cell border crossings, fading etc. Bamboo: There is a difference between QoE and Content reception reporting. CRR is before and the QoE after the FEC. Ericsson: we need a much more detailed proposal in order to make a decision. This is too high level. Also some better described use cases would be good in order to design the QoE reporting correctly! Bamboo: yes we need to see the full package before we take any decision. Noted. There is an Agreement that some type of QoE reporting is needed. 
S4-AHP174, “Content reception reporting for MBMS”, from Nokia, Ericsson and Bamboo Mediacasting. Agreed. An editor’s note should be placed in the TS 26.346 and S4-AHP174 is the base for the new specification.  

S4-AHP154, “Service Discovery and Service Information Acquisition”, from Bamboo Mediacasting.  Proposal 1: Ericsson: The announcement channel is a user service that is defined outside SA4. Subscription is not a good word since it is used in another context on SA2. Caching is only for delivery information, why not for other parts? Nokia: we do not define a carousel in R6. Bamboo: the temporal validity of the information is already included in the TS. Agreed (but some problems with the names). Proposal 2: This is already included in the TS but better text is needed. Bamboo: in order to be transport agnostic we need a MIME type. Agreed. Proposal 3: Bamboo: this is not a service description for the user but a fragment that the service needs in order to function. Nokia: everything is already in place except the “algorithm”. Half of the proposal is already included, half is not. Noted. Proposal 4: If the UE does not have the necessary information when the service is activated then it should get it! Agreed. Overall: Agreed with modifications. 

S4-AHP161, “MBMS User Service Description file”, from Ericsson. Nokia: multiple languages should be allowed. A service description language tag with the possibility to have multiple instances for each service is a possible solution. Human readable things might also be added. Is there any benefit in making a difference between “download” and “download with repair”? Ericsson: yes it is easier to introduce new delivery methods in the future. Bamboo: a delivery method might span multiple bearers and multiple ports. Is the launch of an application based on the delivery method? Nokia: no this is done based on the service type. Nokia: TMGI is optional why? Ericsson: it is not needed for broadcasting but this needs to be confirmed from RAN and GERAN.  The semantics, not the syntax, of the explicit delivery method in the SDP section 5.1 is Agreed. In section 5.3, the requirement to define a MIME type is Agreed but not the proposed syntax. In section 5.2.3.2 the semantics of everything is Agreed except the bullet starting with “method”. Security is ffs. Overall, Agreed with modifications. 

S4-AHP165, “MBMS descriptions and metadata fragmentation”, from Nokia. Digital Fountain: is the proposal to take the SDP to IETF? Nokia: yes we agreed in Lund to inform IETF of the 3GPP work. Ericsson: how is the user service description encoded? Nokia: in XML, the session identifier identifies the session, NOT the delivery method. Ericsson: it is cleaner to have only download and streaming in the SDP and everything else described in an external XML description. Nokia: the only difference is a URL in the SDP, everything else is in the XML description. Ericsson: the main difference between our and the Nokia proposal is the relation between the SDP and the XML description. Section three is agreed. Section 4.1 is agreed except the second bullet point. Section 4.2 is Agreed. Section 4.3 is agreed except the fourth bullet that is ffs. Agreed with modifications. 

S4-AHP163, “Further aspects for MBMS completion”, from Nokia. Nokia: the purpose with this proposal is to prioritise and focus our work in R6. It does not exclude other proposals. The idea is to make placeholders in the TS 26.346 for the four bullets. Ericsson: bullet three is not relevant. Agreed with modifications (section three of the document removed). 

S4-AHP148, “Introduction of security functionality in BMSC”, from Lucent Technologies.  Ericsson: security is not mandated.  We need to define a message that set security on/off. The need for security needs to be coordinated with S1 and S3. Bamboo: there is always an authentication to the BM-SC according to the S2 architecture. Nokia: this is an overview but it goes into details that belong to S3. Ericsson: the level of detail is too high. We could add some architecture supporting security and update the overview figure. Nokia: but the architecture belongs to S2. If S2 will not do it, we must include S3 in the work. An overview in the TS is OK but the details should be handled by S3. Noted. An updated version can be found in SA-AHP178. 

S4-AHP149, “Security related interactions on MBMS User Service Procedures”, from Lucent Technologies. Ericsson: there are too many details and also some mistakes. Noted. An updated version can be found in SA-AHP178. 

S4-AHP178, “Introduction of security functionality in BMSC”, from Lucent Technologies. Postponed to the next SA4 meeting. 

S4-AHP159, “Framework for FEC for MBMS streaming”, from Ericsson and Digital Fountain.  Nokia : this framework offers flexibility and the possibility to add different FEC. The proposal seems to violate the end-to-end signalling, i.e. does not touch the head until it reaches the recipient. Ericsson: one alterative way is to add a byte in the wrapper, but the same method as the proposed one is used in the RTCP reporting. Nokia: If we patch then we could patch the sequence numbers as well. A single stream might be better than the proposed double streams. Each FEC scheme needs to be able to send specific information. Would as an example a RS scheme with hybrid padding fit into this scheme? Ericsson: yes to our understanding. Important things should be in the start and not in the end, i.e. add the extra byte in the start and not at the end. Ericsson: It is possible to do this it will add some extra complexity (a couple of “memcopies”) but it is not a real issue. Siemens: the number of bits for a certain field could be reduced to a smaller number. Agreed with modifications.

S4-AHP138, “FEC packet architecture for MBMS streaming”, from Digital Fountain. Nokia: this is very close to the Nokia proposal. The RFC 3453 is not that spread. The N,K values are they in-band or out-of-band? Digital Fountain: they are not included in-band today but can be added. Nokia also commented on an amendment on the SBL. Agreed with modifications.

S4-AHP166, “Proposals for RTP FEC payload format in MBMS”, from Nokia. Digital fountain: this is very much the same as the other proposals. Agreed with modifications. A new joint document can be found in S4-AHP181 that is a combination of S4-AHP159, S4-AHP138 and S4-AHP166. 

S4-AHP181, “Joint contribution on FEC framework and payload specification”, from Digital Fountain, Ericsson, Nokia, NEC and Siemens. Bamboo: the right way is to choose the envelope after the FEC and not the other way around. This shall not be used as an argument against any FEC scheme, but updated if needed. It is acceptable to have this as a working assumption. Agreed with minor modifications. An update can be found in S4-AHP186. 

S4-AHP186, “Joint contribution on FEC framework and payload specification”, from Digital Fountain, Ericsson, Nokia, NEC and Siemens. Agreed.

S4-AHP139, “Raptor encoder specification”, from Digital Fountain. NEC: This is only a non-systematic code. Is it only for download then? Digital Fountain: all the documents interact and this part of all. Noted.

S4-AHP140, “Raptor decoder specification”, from Digital Fountain. Nokia: Is this the same as in the documents presented in earlier meetings? Digital Fountain: this is in principle the same. Everything is included so this is what is needed in order to implement Raptor codes. Vodafone: this is a description about non-systematic codes, is everything the same for systematic codes? Digital Fountain: the next document will describe what is done for systematic codes. Noted.

S4-AHP141, “Raptor systematic specification”, from Digital Fountain. Vodafone: according to the description both the encoder and decoder will run in parallel in the terminal is this correct? Digital Fountain: not in parallel, there is only one systematic decoder, but elements of both the non-systematic encoder and decoder are involved in systematic decoding.. Once more: this gives the complete description, nothing is missing. The decoder failure rate is the same for systematic as for non-systematic. The complexity is higher than for non-systematic; it increases as the number of missing source symbols increases, but it’s bounded. The triplets are possible to be pre-stored in the terminal or it is also possible to calculate them on the fly. Siemens: for a symbol length of 512 bytes, what is the overhead per symbol? Digital Fountain: there is no overhead. The symbol length could be anything from 1 bit to very long. It is possible to adjust the symbol length to fit any system at wish. Noted.

S4-AHP142, “Raptor MBMS file download specification”, from Digital Fountain. Nokia:  is there a theoretical ceiling on the reception overhead? Digital Fountain: the trade-off between the reception overhead and decoding failure probability is the same as for non-systematic codes: first do the normal decoding and then recode the symbols to get the source symbols. If decoding is not yet possible, it is possible to just to generate more encoded packets. Section 7 in the document should be removed. Nokia: are all references public? Vodafone: do you have a software implementation of the systematic part? Digital Fountain: all references are publicly available. Some are only available through Digital Fountain but everybody will get a copy. We have an implementation of the systematic code running but it is a prototype at the moment (and it follows the description). It runs on a PC type of machine. Other very similar types of codes are commercially used on smaller machines. Noted. 

S4-AHP144, “Raptor MBMS file download simulations”, from Digital Fountain. Siemens: shortened RS codes are also possible. Digital Fountain: but there is no suggestion for shortened RS codes yet and we need a full description in order to compare the codes to each other! Nokia: regarding the discussion around the repair server. Punctured codes could also be used for the repair session. Digital Fountain: true but there is a lack of full description! Nokia: it is a pretty high download speed on the channel. The simulation recommends 64 kbit/s and 128 kbit/s. Vodafone: S2 talks about higher speed up to 384. Non-linear charging models are probably used for the download speed  (given as an answer on a question from Nokia on the charging model). Nokia: better simulation guidelines are needed. The number of cycles to get the decoding done is much lower than for RS. New simulation models where 50% of the complexity and the platform used for FEC decoding should be added. There is no delay defined for download. The delay figures in the document is based on 384 kbit/s, but that speed is probably much too high, and results in Figure 2 shows ratios based on this bit rate. Digital Fountain: the results can be projected to other download speeds by stretching the download time to lower rates but all other times are still correct. The ratios given will of course change. Vodafone: is the code behavior dependent on the error pattern? Digital fountain: no, but neither is a correctly defined interleaved RS code. Siemens: the complexity number of RS seems to be linear with the length but shouldn’t it be squared? Digital Fountain: correct but depending on how the breakdown into source block is done it will look as in the figure.  NEC: PtM requirement is not in the guideline since it is added at this meeting. The user experience for download is interesting. Is it possible to come up with some guidelines? Digital Fountain: there is a guideline for audio decoding complexity to be around 10% of the CPU, and the complexity used for FEC should be less. Nokia: the CPU load is maybe not that important.  Vodafone: it is possible to schedule download over night but we should not mandate it. Acceptable delay for a download of “Goals repeat” is at most 5 minutes; so complexity is something to care about. Digital Fountain: high quality content at 384 kbit/s is still possible if we have only 64 kbit/s. Nokia: it is possible stream a 384 kbit/s over 64 kbit/s and let the buffer handle it. Nokia: we should use a H.264 codec stream with “modern rate” control. Digital Fountain: that would be only for streaming, are there other streams that could be used besides the Nokia streams. Three: Common agreed assumptions for simulations are needed. If a very CPU intensive FEC is used it might be better to just cut off the service. Is everything included core-net, radio-net etc. in the example? Digital Fountain: variability (in size) of the source packet is really important. Noted.
S4-AHP143, “Raptor MBMS streaming specification”, from Digital Fountain. Nokia: The complexity of the media decoding is an order of magnitude larger then the FEC decoding. Of course lighter FEC is better then heavier but the Nokia view is that FEC complexity is not a major issue. Digital Fountain: we disagree, for some FEC parameters, bit rates and error conditions most of the complexity will be on the FEC.  Nokia: The signal processor will handle the media decoder and the general processor will be almost free and can be used for FEC decoding. The extra cost in battery will be maybe 20%. Digital Fountain: so no games during video streaming. It is somewhat unpredictable what will happen in the general processor and low load is important. Nokia: 50% load on the general processor is probably OK. Noted.
S4-AHP145, “Raptor MBMS streaming simulations”, from Digital Fountain. Siemens: PDU loss rate 10% is always chosen in the document, normally it is around 1%. Vodafone: the 10% is close the cell border, but not fading or anything else. Siemens: Soft combining will improve the result. Vodafone: yes but not that much. Siemens: Are we designing for the worst case or some mean value?  Nokia: cell changes will not result in any loss due to soft combining. Vodafone: true, but we are talking about random errors as well. And the 10% area is quite large in the cells. Siemens: the gain for Raptor compared to RS is lower for lower error rates! Digital Fountain: true, but this is an interesting working point. Nokia: wireline is not using FEC and that works well for 1-3% due to the error resilience nature of the codecs. How desirable is the error free case? 384 kbit/s and 5 second protection period results in 10% more overhead for RS than for Raptor. This is the worst case, and in general the protection level should be lower. Digital Fountain: true, but the Raptor code is still better, just give me a figure to make the simulations. Nokia. For many “real world” applications the gain with Raptor codes is around 10% (and lower complexity) that would be good but not a killer! The rate control is wrong for a non-real-time encoder and a “correct” packet distribution looks different. A better description of the figures should be included, what type of video packetization was used? Digital Fountain: this will be updated but it does not change the simulations. Siemens for (almost) constant packet length, the RS is optimal. Digital Fountain: as long as RS codes are able to encode over the full protection period. Siemens: the rate is lower than what we decided recently. What will happen for small blocks? Digital Fountain: then RS should be used. For really small blocks even repetition codes could be used! Nokia: what about audio on 16kbit/s and 5 seconds protection? Digital Fountain: it is Ok to use Raptor codes down to when the number of symbols is 1000-2000). Nokia: a shorter protection period is probably OK. Digital Fountain: fine but a shorter protection period will result in higher FEC values. Ericsson: we do not have the service requirements to decide the protection time. Nokia: everything over 5 sec is not acceptable. Digital Fountain: we should keep it flexible because we do not know about it. NEC: at 256 kbit/s we can not do soft combining, it is possible to do that at 128 kbit/s. Cell measurement will also introduce errors. A 10% error rate is a valid assumption. Bamboo: the high bit rates will take away too much capacity . Digital Fountain: the design should be for the worst case. Vodafone: the services described in the stage 2 are aiming at 48-384 kbit/s a majority is around 128-256 kbit/s. Bamboo: 256 kbit/s is not commercially feasible; lower rates should be used for design. NEC: Please tell other groups about this, they are designing for this. Nokia: even 60-70 kbit/s should be OK! Digital Fountain: we should have the codec discussion when the codec people are here. Vodafone: we should not design for any specific service. Nokia: what is the reception overhead for K values smaller than 100? Digital Fountain: I do not know the value for these K values; the information will be supplied later. Nokia: is the 384 kbit/s used for the complexity discussion? Digital Fountain: yes, but it is simple to rescale to lower rates! Noted.
 

S4-AHP150, “MBMS FEC: LDPC Copper codes description”, from NEC. Nokia: Is this implemented? NEC: yes it is.. Siemens: is the 3MB file encoded at once or in segments? NEC: so far we have only done it by segmentation. Siemens: for a large file there will be a large set of linear equations to solve, what about complexity, memory and computational load? NEC: computational load is the same independently of segmented file or not. Noted. 

S4-AHP151, “MBMS FEC: LDPC Copper codes performances”, from NEC. Nokia: this is comparable to known technology but in the complexity area where this is better. Digital Fountain: a better description for download and streaming with parameters is needed in order to make a decision! Bamboo: RS is supposed to be ideal for small size and less for large size. The result is not showing this. NEC: in fig 1 it is NOT the probability to decode a file but just for one SDU. Nokia: more description of the code needed. Lets take this over the reflector. NEC: good idea, we would not like to be asked for more information at the next meeting. Bamboo: what is the minimum expected information that we need. Lot of simulation are needed and complexity analyses. Digital Fountain: concrete description of the packing and parameters for download and streaming are needed in order to evaluate the different proposal. Vodafone:  We need a series of use cases before the Helsinki meeting and allow each company to solve the problem as well as they can. Digital Fountain: a general description is needed as well and not only a few use cases. Nokia: a guideline exists but it does not help since nobody is following it. Simulations outside the guideline are Ok but they actually slow down the process. Digital Fountain: the algorithm needs to be well described first in order for all companies to be able to evaluate the proposals.  Nokia: to nail thing down is not needed for all codecs. In the end the companies will decide independently of the simulation result. Ericsson: what is wrong with the simulation guidelines? Nokia: companies are not following the guidelines. Digital Fountain: there is the guideline but companies are allowed to do more. Noted.

S4-AHP169, “FEC for MBMS download services”, from Nokia. Digital fountain:  does this specify the N, K for every block size, and how to generalize it? Nokia: it is the same shortcoming as for the other codecs. It is not clear that this is needed for the specification. How later on this is applied is to be defined. Digital Fountain: Raptor code is older than RS for our application. Evaluation will be very hard if the parameters that are supposed to be used are not described. Siemens: PtP repair is much easier when having systematic codes. Digital Fountain: the repair server could also just send more non-systematic codes as well. Siemens: All data does not necessary need to be received correctly. Vodafone: why not systematic? Digital Fountain: one of the codecs are slightly better as non-systematic code. Noted. 
S4-AHP155, “Multidimensional FEC protection for MBMS download and streaming services”, from Siemens. Updated in S4-AHP179. Noted. 

S4-AHP179, “Multidimensional FEC protection for MBMS download and streaming services”, from Siemens. Digital Fountain: in the document it is possible to use GF(64). How are the symbols represented in this case? Siemens: protection is not over a byte but over 6 bit symbols.  Nokia: it is quite efficient to do bit oriented processing on 16 bit processor. Digital Fountain: what is the iteration talked about in the document? Siemens: going through each dimension. Digital Fountain: do you have some general idea on how to set the parameters in the cuboid? It would be nice to have data in order to compare. In order to evaluate this in relation to other codes we need some parameters. Siemens: for smaller file sizes we recommend two dimensions and square. Digital Fountain: the read in and out of the slow memory twice, how expensive is this? Maybe it is better with smaller cuboids? Any code that can be decoded in “advance” is really not optimal.  If the code is not fully interleaved it risks to be very hard hit by some error patterns. Noted. 

S4-AHP157, “An efficient puncturing scheme for 2D RS codes”, from Bamboo Mediacasting. Postponed to the next SA4 meeting.

S4-AHP171, “Reed-Solomon FEC for MBMS”, from Nokia. Postponed to the next SA4 meeting.

S4-AHP167, “Additional FEC simulation results for MBMS”, from Nokia. Postponed to the next SA4 meeting. 

4.5 Other issues


5 Postponed issues

6
Review of the future work plan (next meeting dates, hosts)

The Chairman made a call for hosts for future SA4 meetings.

7
Any Other Business


Close of the session: 

The PSM SWG Interim Chairman, Mr. Igor Curcio thanked the delegates for their fruitful work at the SA4 PSM SWG #6. The meeting was then closed.
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