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REPORT

1. Opening of the session (22:00 CET 16th December 2013)
The MBS SWG chairman, M. Frédéric Gabin (Ericsson), welcomed the delegates to the conference call.
Ozgur Oyman (Intel) volunteered to take notes of the conference call.
2. Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
426a, 426R1a
The proposed agenda in 426 was approved.
The proposed allocation of documents was agreed.

3. Reports and liaisons from other groups
425a
The report in 425 was agreed.

4. MI_EMO (only topic: FLUTE enhancements)


Use Cases

423a
423 - presented by Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm)

Discussion on the first use case

Paul Szucs (Sony) - This is related to the mosaic use case from Sony that was already agreed into the TR. What is the new aspect here?

Thomas - Here the association is made not for joint presentation but also for joint delivery 

Imed Bouazizi (Samsung) / Ozgur Oyman (Intel) - Service bundling is already supported so what is the gap here? 

Thomas - I do not have a gap analysis now, but I do not think there's currently any use case for multi-program offering. It is possible that the existing technologies can be sufficient and our future gap analysis can show that, but we first need to agree on the use case to get to the next step. 

Patrice Hede (Huawei) – Expresses concerns that this is leading to an electronic service guide. Not sure about the usefulness of the use case as it is. While progressing on the gap analysis is important, but it would be good to see that before deciding in favor of adopting this use case

Frederic Gabin (Ericsson) - There are a number of use cases already in that category (i.e., not yet having a gap analysis) that we agreed into the TR, so I do not see any issues with agreeing to this use case - especially given that we are running out of time for new use cases (i.e., this is the last meeting for this). 

Use case 1 agreed

Discussion on the second use case

Paul - This seems to overlap with the fast zapping use case we already have in the TR

Thomas - This is covering a bit more aspects than that in the fast zapping use case. Highlights that this use case covers situations where end-to-end latency matters for the service provider, and also cases with unicast and with broadcast-only. Also it introduces the usage of AL-FEC which may help to increase the protection period. These could have been added to the existing use case, but it was more convenient to propose a new use case.

Paul - Looks good to us, just wanted to clarify

Imed - Is this only for DASH over MBMS or does it also cover RTP-based streaming?

Thomas - This is for DASH over MBMS

Patrice - Is there any evidence that we have a problem with these issues?

Thomas - With short segments and a very good link, you can achieve fast channel change. If link quality starts to degrade and content characteristics vary, some of these capabilities can help improve the user experience. 

Thorsten Lohmar (Ericsson) – The proposed fast channel change solution may cause significant load on unicast, which may not be appreciated by the operators

Thomas - Agrees, suitable requirements should be defined to meet operator expectations. We need to develop and enable the core technologies and how it is deployed is another matter.

Use case 2 agreed

423 agreed

Flute enhancements
421->428n, 424n, 427nwp
428 - presented by Imed Bouazizi (Samsung)

Thorsten Lohmar (Ericsson) – Expresses concerns on the proposal based on the following reasoning: In the past we (3GPP SA4) have kept up with the habit of reusing IETF protocols, so I think we should not break this rule. Renaming headers and/or turning on/off certain features seem to break compatibility with IETF.

Imed - This should not be a worry to us. Once we define the protocol and find that it deviates from IETF, this can be submitted as an informational RFC to IETF. We should be able to keep backwards compatibility. Keep in mind that we are operating in a closed environment. We can define our own protocols.

Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm)- We can do profiling on the sender side in a conformant way to the RFC, but not on receiver side

Imed – The proposal aims for building a new protocol using LCT building blocks. No FEC or congestion control building blocks are involved.

Eric Turcotte (Ericsson) - If you send a FLUTE packet to a receiver that has a previous version of LCT implemented, what do you think the expected behavior should be, ignore the packet? -> Imed - Yes

Charles Lo (Qualcomm) - TSI can serve in its current meaning in MBMS, can’t this also be used in FLUTE+?

Imed - The new TSI can enable one or more session flows. 

Thomas - Do not understand what the packet identifier is.

Imed - This is a placeholder and TBD after we decide on FEC.

Thomas - We have a requirement to make the packet protocol independent of FEC, so this seems to break that requirement.

Imed – The current FEC in MBMS combines packet identification with FEC, and we need to change it.

Thorsten – Expresses concerns on backwards compatibility, and moreover believes that the new protocol does not really make any major improvement or provide any savings, so backwards compatibility is broken in return for no real benefit

Imed - Backwards compatibility means with respect to the LCT building block, and not to the FEC or FLUTE building blocks

Thorsten - Our backwards compatibility definition is that Rel11 clients can receive and make use of the received content, while your definition seems different. You are also redefining LCT building block and I do not see the benefit here

Charles - Shares the same concerns as Thorsten. The other proposal (Qualcomm’s) just developed new specs out of underspecified aspects of FLUTE and LCT, and this seems to be a better approach than totally modifying the protocols 

Thorsten - You are not evolving of FLUTE, but replacing LCT and ALC with new aspects without any justification, these are not evolutionary but major/revolutionary changes to the protocols, but we need to the evidence for potential benefit, i.e., analysis of potential gains is not provided in the TR.

Imed - We've already developed a comprehensive set of requirements for the justification aligned with this proposal. It would be good to get Ericsson's view on whether they agree with these requirements or not.

Charles - About session description, you now introduce the means to indicate FLUTE+, is this the proposed mechanism to identify? -> Imed - Yes

Charles - IP source and destination addresses for multicast will be common but port numbers will be different (to identify different FLUTE sessions), is this the case? -> Imed - Yes

Charles - A port is usually used to identify a single media type, but here you are using it for multiple media types... normally you should have multiple media types running on a FLUTE session, but then using port to identify that seems contradictory

Thorsten - Since we are revolutionizing the whole protocol anyway, why are you using the plain old SDP? 

Imed - This is not meant to be a revolutionary protocol

Thorsten - You skip ALC, FLUTE, not sure how i can express this. Why should I re-implement FLUTE and ALC, do not see the benefit of this redesign.

Imed - We will quantify and demonstrate the benefits

Thomas - SDP is very well established in 3GPP, but to describe data models at a higher level, XML is the chosen format. SDP is not necessarily old fashioned in my opinion.

428 was noted.

424 - presented by Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm)

Imed Bouazizi (Samsung) - You mention backwards compatibility, is this to Rel-11 or some other notion of backwards compatibility?

Thomas – No new notion, backwards compatibility in the sense that some enhancements are possible in a backwards compatible way

Thorsten Lohmar (Ericsson)- We do have backwards compatibility constraints, so we need to understand how devices with old middlewares can make use of the stream with the new FLUTE protocols

Imed - So we need to be very clear what exactly each proposal means on backwards compatibility since none of the proposals are backwards compatible in the strongest sense

No time left to complete the discussion

424 was noted.

427 was noted without presentation due to lack of time.
5. Review of the future work plan

Next MBS SWG meeting is scheduled during 3GPP SA4#77

6. Any Other Business


None

7. Close of the session (23:59+1minute CET 16th December 2013)
The chairman thanked the delegates and closed the meeting.
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