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Report for MBS SWG ad-hoc #105 conference call
1. Opening of the session (16:00 CEST)
As agreed at SA4#98:

	FRASE Call #2

Host: Samsung


	19 June, 1600h to 1800h CEST

SD: 17 June, 23:59h
	· Discuss solution on ROHC over target MBMS delivery methods

· Discuss solution on FEC over target MBMS delivery methods


Participants: Frédéric Gabin (Ericsson LM, SA4 MBS chairman, secretary), Paolo Usai (MCC), Jean-Marc Guyot (Enensys), Imed Bouazizi (Samsung), Cédric Thiénot (Expway), Tuan Tran (Expway), Christophe Burdinat (Expway).
Tdoc list at

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1nbb9JJxWpIgolnIM1qnxTKXNG3tbZMRDlADzT0cRR_E/edit?usp=sharing 

2. Approval of the agenda and registration of documents

	S4-AHI802
	Proposed agenda for MBS SWG telco #105 on FRASE (19th June 2018)
	SA4 MBS SWG Chairman (Ericsson)
	#105
	2
	


Approved.

3. Reports and liaisons from other groups

4. FRASE (FEC and ROHC Activation for GCSE over MBMS)
	S4-AHI803
	FRASE - use cases and gaps with new xMB/MB2 extensions
	Expway
	#105
	4
	


Christophe Burdinat presented the document.

Frédéric: for MCVideo with FEC encoding at BM-SC, how is the signaling to the client performed ?

Christophe: CT1 defines the FEC signaling to the MCVideo client.

Frédéric: So declaration is not according to TS 26.346.

Christophe: The syntax is the same but it is not done by the BM-SC.
3.1
RoHC use case (MCPTT)
Question to the group: do we need the support of other kinds of RoHC profiles? Do we have other use cases ?

Imed: we propose to use only UDP/IP. In case of MCPTT which is one of the application you might have a point for RTP profile but we cannot exclude the case where the traffic is fully transparent and we don’t know what’s inside. So we need a third option with UDP/IP.

Frédéric: how long is the IR period ?

Imed: it’s signaled by the service provider.

Christophe: the typical repetition is 0.5s. The MCPTT KPI is <300ms.

Frédéric: we should set a requirement to fulfill the KPI.

Christophe: possibly. I have one identified gap on this (see below)

4.1.2
ROHC Issue #2: max CID
Jean-Marc: Where is the issue in “In the current extensions for MB2 and xMB, the full header periodicity is an integer given in seconds, while the late entry KPI shall be below 300 ms. The full header packet periodicity should be expressed in milliseconds, not in seconds.” Is it in 26.346 or CT3 specification?

Christophe: both for MB2 and xMB in CT3.

JM: what do you expect SA4 to do?

Christophe: I don’t know how to proceed with that.

4.1.2
ROHC Issue #2: max CID
Frédéric: Same question on  “The MAX_CID parameter should be added to the extensions.”

Christophe: CT3 specifications.

4.1.4
ROHC Issue #4: tunnel through the transparent delivery method ?
Christophe: Should we align xMB with MB2 and add a tunnel ingestion mode over xMB ?
JM: We do the same and forward whatever is on top of UDP/IP.

Imed: unclear what this is about. We have both proxy and transparent/forward mode.

Christophe: in my understanding there is no tunneling in BM-SC.

Imed: we support IP multicast over IP unicast and also BM-SC sourcing the IP multicast. Both modes are supported.

Christophe: I will check further the CT3 xMB specifications.

4.1.5
ROHC Issue #5: Diameter IPFilterRule AVP
Christophe:  Should we restrict the usage of this AVP to filter only on destination IP and port?
Imed: in our CRs on the delivery method part we only allow ROHC to be applied across all flows or not at all. This is more limiting compared to what you indicate here based on IP@ and port number. This is not et supported. Filtering is ok but then would require SA4 CR to xMB.

JM: I’m confused by all this. TS 26.346 we only introduced a filed for ROCH on the input flow all/or not. What CT3 have done is very different. Their table is disconnected.

Imed: we’re not responsible for MB2 stage 2. For xMB we said it’s too much to go beyond a global activation. CT3 didn’t follow the xMB restrictions.

JM: FEC may not be that useful for audio and may be more useful for video and ROHC is the other way around. We don’t need both activated at the same time.

Imed: only concern is that MB2 is perceived as superior to xMB. xMB should be a better alternative to MB2.

JM: I understand this. But SA6 may not go in that direction.

Christophe: Been trying to introduce xMB to SA6 for 2 years without success. Only MCData file distribution over xMB is considered. MB2 provides management for bearers, geographical areas and QoS. xMB doesn’t. Will propose extensions to xMB to let MC solutions to have more control about network resources.

JM: suggest this is discussed at SA4#99 prior to SA6 discussion.

4.2.1
FEC Issue #1: inconsistency between the extensions and MCVideo
Christophe: For a matter of consistency and simplicity, we could propose to remove the usage of RFC 6364 from the extension and replace it with the syntax from TS 26.346.
Christophe shows the corresponding CT1 CR.

JM: the issue is in CT3. The CT3 xMB specification is not inline with TS 26.346.

Fred: any disagreement with the proposal ?

JM: fine by me.

FEC Issue #2: incomplete extension specifications for MCVideo

Christophe: Should we suggest exchanging several SDPs? (One SDP per group of media to be protected by a separated repair flow)
JM: what happen if you have 20 different flows. In SA4 specifications what if the SDP is different than the one we have for FEC ? Our view was to do FEC on the overall flow.

Christophe: my concern is to use these extensions for MCVideo.

JM: initially we were told not to look into MB2 content. Can we have several flows and several FEC in xMB?

Christophe: yes.

JM: makes it far more complex to have potentially many video incoming flows. It’s a big change.

Christophe: the issue is present both with xMB and MB2.

4.2.3
FEC Issue #3: missing parameters for FEC encoding
Christophe: Should these parameters be included within the exchanged SDP, or added as new AvPs / json subelements ?
JM: we had discussions on latency. But nothing in xMB stage 2. Should the SDP describe everything we need ? I’d say yes.

Jm: regarding bearer size. MB2 requests a bearer with given capacity and use that to mux several services with different FEC. Who computes and check that the MBMS bearer has the right size eventually ?

Christophe: GCS-AS should provide the code-rate and latency budget. We could do it different for xMB.

Frédéric: xMB intention was initially to hide these controls. Would make sense to have these extensions to xMB even if not used by broadcasters/service providers.

JM: agree with both of you.

The document is noted.
5. Review of the future work plan


6. Any Other Business



7. Close of the session (18:00 CEST)
The chairman thanked the delegates and Expway for the contribution and closed the call (at 17:29 CEST).

_____________________
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