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Executive Summary
An MTSI SWG teleconference on FLUS was held on 20 March, 2018. One contribution was reviewed and noted.
1.
Opening of the conference call 
	FLUS Call #2
Host: Samsung

	20th March 2018
4pm-6pm CET
(submission deadline: Monday 19th, 23:59)
	· Discuss proposals on instantiations
· Discuss guidelines on use case realization


The SA4 MTSI SWG chairman, Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm), opened the conference call at about 16:06 hours CET on March 20, 2018.
Charles, Bo, and Nikolai volunteered to take minutes and prepare a brief report of the conference call. Nikolai also requested the participants to add their names to the attendance list at the end of the on-line minutes located here: 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1uEYC3GCAZALgb5H4fYihX9D3vWth9JqR5J_LVcA4puE/edit?usp=sharing
2.
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
	S4-AHM396
	Proposed agenda for SA4 MTSI SWG AH on FLUS conf. call on 20 March 2018
	MTSI SWG Chair
(Nikolai Leung)
	2


The MTSI SWG chairman Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm) presented the agenda.
S4-AHM396R1 was agreed.
3.
Reports and liaisons
None received. 
4.
Framework for Live Uplink Streaming (FLUS)
	S4-AHM400
	Potential realization for breaking news reporting use case
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
	4


S4-AHM400 was withdrawn.
	S4-AHM401
	fMP4-based instantiation description
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
	4


Imed presented the document:
· Summary: there is an SKT implementation of MPU-based fMP4 over MMTP. AT last meeting agreement use of CMAF chunks as basis of F-U
· Discussion:
· Where to specify Instantiation Identifier?
· Thorsten: on formatting in jumping from Sec. 7 to 8
· Imed: some material to go into each section
· Thorsten: asking clarification on MP Tables
· Imed: will provide example at next meeting; it is binary table similar to MPEG TS signaling tables; describes Asset and associated with id of sub-flow; each audio stream and some metadata, external ID of the audio stream
· Imed: per CMAF, cannot multiplex media tracks - each media flow goes into its own CMAF track; each CMAF track is mapped to a sub-flow; he will provide more description on this section
· Thorsten: asks about relationship in timestamps with respect to decoding, composition times
· Imed: delivery timestamp generated at time of packet creation - this is independent from presentation timestamp;
· Thorsten: understands TS in track derived from same clock; composition and decoding time from same source is clear enough; if coming from different clocks need to better understand
· Thorsten: would like to better understand usage of MMT timestamps
· Imed: can be used for sync if coming from single source; can be skew if multiple sources; can help measure delay and delay jitter
· Bo: same issues as reference clock in RTP; when send from same source, MMT may not carry wallclock time; no guarantee timestamps of different source reflect wallclock time. If RTCP NTP field truly contains wallclock aligned with NTP server, it can also synchronize across devices.
· Imed: RTP represents capture time; for multi sources, to sync may need separate time source as common reference for all media sub-streams. For transmission, timestamp to deal with skew between capture and delivery; there is similar mechanism for this in RTP. MPT allows for this
· Min: have discussed NTP time - does device run NTP time?
· Imed: Devices should be sync’d by NTP wallclock
· Thorsten: as long as composition and decoding coming from same source, doesn’t matter whether they come from wallclock or not; if coming from different sources, then require all devices have common time reference
· Imed: for coming from different sources: three cases: 1) media coming directly from UE; 2) capture devices connected to UE, UE acts as source; 3) multiple UEs capturing same event - in this case, require NTP sync among these devices
· Thorsten: would like to better understand timing precision
· Imed: MMTP packet timestamp is at delivery level; not necessarily used for sync’ing ??
· Min: specify NTP as wallclock for both FLUS source and sink?
· Imed: do you mean this instantiation or in general?
· Thorsten: GPS could provide the necessary wallclock reference; what happens when source and sink are not synchronized?
· Imed: at source, if NTP time can be obtained from other than NTP server, such as GPS, that should be allowed. At sink side, if lose NTP time reference, may run into problems
· Thorsten: precise wallclock sync may be achieved other than NTP;
· Imed: agrees that may be able to relax source of reference time; but still relevant to talk about NTP timestamps
· Thorsten: why is NTP timestamp format so important? GPS and NTP use different start time - 1900 vs 1981
· Imed: want sub-sec accuracy; short form and long form to declare; some conversion may be required for conversion if wallclock time comes from GPS clock and not NTP server
· Thorsten: understands requires then that source and sink be time synchronized; MMT requires NTP timestamp usage as described in 7.1.2.2, is this correct? Unsure NTP is really necessary
· Imed: the MPU timestamp descriptor is only necessary when separate sources are used
· Thorsten: this might be clarified a bit more; still unclear why NTP is mandatory
· Imed: agrees that GPS could also be utilized; key is multiple sources need to be synchronized; for this case, MPU timestamp descriptor is used
· Thorsten: suggest clarification about requirements as imposed from use case vs.MMTP specific
· Imed:  it’s not really MMTP specific, but imposed by FLUS
· Thorsten: desires a bit more explanation, not a full-blown MMT implementation guideline
· Nik: this is all informative text; agree would be good to separate generic vs. MMTP specific requirements on synchronization.  Then we should consider making the generic synchronization requirements into normative text for Phase 2 of the TS -- to enable network-based processing and support of multiple sources.
· Imed: there are requirements on FLUS sync and those specific to MMTP; agrees in phase 2 the sync issue among multiple sources can be addressed in detail
· Thorsten: please clarify SDP - which direction does it go?
· Imed: provides entry point info; goes from sink to source - informs port to receive on
· Imed: source creates session with specific instantiation; sink provides entry point info for source to obtain
· Thorsten:  only MMTP and WebSockets are described; can there be surprises in SDP?
· Imed: if source wishes to use WebSocket; then wss method is used - no need for SDP
· Thorsten: how is SDP fetched? Is it always HTTP?
· Imed: it’s HTTP
· Imed: need to check F-C of main spec; thought it is just a URL; will check whether it’s possible to embed the SDP
· Thorsten: whether there is need for SDP parser and whether such is justified, or if the needed information should rather be encoded as JSON
· Charles: Previously you said the source could send an HTTP request for the SDP. What would it mean to instead embed it?
· Imed: Need to check TS 26.238 if it might get an entry point URL. <Checking TS 26.238>: It is an Entrypoint URL (e.g. SIP URL).
· Thorsten: not sure this is hard requirement; seems to be instantiation dependent; need further description of instantiation identifier
· Imed: also missing attributes of Entrypoint URL in 26.238; need CR to fix this
· Nik: earlier you mentioned FLUS identifier and tracking via external registry - would that be relevant
· Imed: each organization can define its URN, scoped by that org’s ID; in practice may be good to have maintenance via external registry for clarity
· Charles: What do you mean when you say SDP is not necessary for websocket?
· Imed: In that case it is simply a websocket URL. No need for SDP in that case.
· Stanley: TCP as well as UDP? 
· Imed: for TCP, WebSocket is proposed
· Imed: not proposed here: MMTP over UDP/DTLS, or MPU over WebSocket
· Stanley: MMTP over TCP - is that DTLS, or MMTP over WebSockets
· Stanley: for synchronization, are you only considering NTP, or other protocol as well?  Please specify which format in NTP you are considering (long format or short format)
· Imed: currently specified to use short format
· Nik: expect revision for Kista meeting?
· Paolo: This pCR is against the wrong version of the TR
· Imed: Will fix that.
5.
Review of the future work plan 
	SA4#98
	9-13 April, 2018
	· Finalize technical contributions to the TR on instantiations and guidelines
· Endorse Work Item Summary
· Agree TR 26.939 v1.0.0

	SA#80
	13-15 Jun, 2018
	· Present TR 26.939 v1.0.0 for approval
· Approve Work Item Summary


6.
Any Other Business
None identified.
 
7.

Close of the conference call
The MTSI SWG Chairman, Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm), closed the call at 17:15 CET and reminded participants to add their names to the attendance list at the end of the on-line minutes. He then thanked all the participants and then closed the conference call.
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