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1. Introduction

It was identified that some parts of MMCMH has impact on CT specifications and CT has defined Rel-14 Work Items to make necessary changes. This also requires that the corresponding parts of TS 26.114 that relies on such CT specifications are moved to Rel-14. However, some parts of MMCMH do not rely on such CT changes and can be kept in Rel-13.
2. Discussion
The below table lists existing Annex S clauses describing certain MMCMH functionalities and provides a motivation why that functionality could be kept in Rel-13 or needs to be moved to Rel-14.
	Clause
	Functionality
	Motivation
	Release

	S.2.1
	Video thumbnails
	Use of multiple video “m=” lines is allowed by SDP, allowed by current CT specifications, and has been used in examples in Annex A since before Rel-8. Existing SDP offer/answer rules mandates that an answerer that receives non-supported “m=” lines in an offer disables them in the answer. This enables an offer with video thumbnails cleanly fall back to use the maximum amount of video thumbnails that the both the offerer and answerer can support (including none).
	13

	S.2.1
	Thumbnail simulcast
	The use of simulcast to achieve transcoding-free thumbnail generation is signaled through “a=simulcast” in the SDP, which is currently not included in any CT specifications, does not have any major impact on IP transport usage (such as UDP ports), but may still need specification to avoid being removed by network nodes between the MSMTSI UE and the MSMTSI MRF (which would disable the functionality, but not have any other effects).
	14

	S.2.1
	Simulcast using different codec from main video
	The ability to use a different codec for the main video and the simulcast version could increase the probability of transcoding-free thumbnail generation in some cases. That however requires allowing multiple formats (RTP payload types) in the SDP answer, which is allowed by SDP offer/answer in IETF specifications (RFC 3264), but currently disallowed in CT specifications (TS 24.229).
	14

	S.2.2
	Screenshare video
	The same motivation as for video thumbnails in S.2.1, plus use of BFCP, which is allowed and specified by current CT specifications.
	13

	S.3.1
	Multiple audio streams
	Similar considerations as for video thumbnails in S.2.1, with same fallback behavior, only that it uses multiple audio instead of video “m=” lines.
	13

	S.3.1
	Audio simulcast
	Same considerations as thumbnail simulcast using different codecs in S.2.1.
	14

	S.3.2
	De-jitter buffer
	No impact on CT specifications.
	13

	S.4.1
	Conference events
	Already allowed by CT specifications; text in S.4.1 only further details its use by MSMTSI clients and MSMTSI MRF.
	13

	S.4.1
	“isFocus” tag
	Already allowed by CT specifications.
	13

	S.4.2
	“isFocus” tag
	Same considerations as “isFocus” tag in S.4.1.
	13

	S.5.1
	Multiple “m=” line handling
	Clarifications that are fully in line with already existing specifications, to avoid potentially harmful behavior.
	13

	S.5.2
	Main video identification
	“a=content” with different values (“main”, “slides”) in SDP is already allowed by existing CT specifications. Order of SDP “m=” lines (to increase chance of meaningful fallback) has no impact on CT specifications.
	13

	S.5.2
	Main video simulcast
	Same considerations as thumbnail simulcast in S.2.1.
	14

	S.5.3
	Thumbnail video identification
	Same considerations as main video identification in S.5.2.
	13

	S.5.3
	Thumbnail video rejection
	Details existing SDP offer/answer rejection rules for multiple “m=” lines, with same considerations as thumbnails in S.2.1.
	13

	S.5.4
	Screenshare video identification
	Same considerations as for main video identification in S.5.2.
	13

	S.5.5
	Multiple audio stream handling
	Same considerations as for general handling of multiple “m=” lines in S.5.1.
	13

	S.5.5
	Audio simulcast
	Same considerations as main video simulcast in S.5.2.
	14

	S.5.6
	BFCP for main and screenshare videos
	Use of BFCP is already allowed and partly specified by existing CT specifications.
	13

	S.6.1
	Use of multiple RTP streams
	A result of and thus having the same considerations as use of multiple “m=” lines in S.5.1.
	13

	S.6.1
	Use of RTP CSRC information
	Not explicitly used by CT specifications, but must either be cleanly removed or left untouched by any RTP compliant implementation. If CSRC information in RTP is for some reason removed by the network, it limits MSMTSI client and MRF end-user identification functionality, but is not otherwise harmful.
	13

	S.6.2
	RTCP target identification
	Has no impact on CT specifications.
	13

	S.6.2
	RTP-level pause and resume
	The use of RTP-level pause and resume functionality to optimize RTP bandwidth usage is enabled by “a=rtcp-fb:* pause” in the SDP, which is currently not included in any CT specifications, but has no other transport impact than reducing RTP bandwidth that is of no use to the MSMTSI client or MRF, but may still need specification to avoid being removed by network nodes between the MSMTSI UE and the MSMTSI MRF (which would disable the functionality, but not have any other effects).
	14

	S.7.1
	BFCP details
	Details use of BFCP specifically related to MSMTSI clients and MRF, fully in line with existing CT specifications.
	13

	S.7.2
	BFCP main video
	Same considerations as S.7.1
	13

	S.7.3
	BFCP screenshare video
	Same considerations as S.7.1
	13

	S.7.3
	Floor control of screenshare video without BFCP
	Same considerations as screenshare video, in S.2.2, and multiple “m=” lines, in S.5.1.
	13

	S.7.4
	Floor control of multiple audio without BFCP
	Same considerations as for multiple audio streams in S.5.5.
	13

	S.7.5
	Floor control using DTMF
	Uses DTMF, already specified by Annex G, and allowed by existing CT specifications.
	13

	S.8
	Rate adaptation of multiple streams
	Details how this is used, but has no impact on CT specifications.
	13

	T
	Existing attributes
	
	13

	T
	New attributes
	“a=simulcast” and “a=rtcp-fb:* pause” lines
	14


Note that the functionalities that are listed as Rel-14 above are performance optimizations of Rel-13. Simulcast allows for transcoding-free generation of video thumbnails or for transcoding-free use of multiple different codec formats in a conference, but both thumbnail generation and handling of multiple different codecs are still possible in Rel-13 by using transcoding. Use of RTP-level pause/resume enables bandwidth savings both when using simulcast and in conferences with many participants, but is not an essential part of the functionality it optimizes.
3. Proposal 

It is proposed to agree the parts of MMCMH to keep in Rel-13, and what parts to move to Rel-14 according to the table in clause 2 above.
4. Conclusion

Based on the output of the discussion on this contribution, it is expected to:

a) At SA4#88 agree the Rel-14 SA4 work needed to reinstate the MMCMH performance optimizations that rely on CT Rel-14 work.

b) At SA4#89 agree a correction CR to TS 26.114 Rel-13 that removes CT Rel-14 dependent parts of MMCMH. A draft of such CR is provided for information in a separate Tdoc.
c) At SA4#89 agree a feature CR to TS 26.114 Rel-14 that reinstates the performance optimizations that was removed from TS 26.114 Rel-13 in b) above.
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