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Report for MBS SWG ad-hoc #10

Executive Summary

This meeting was a 2-hour conference call on the topic of EMM-EFEC (Enhancement to FEC for MBMS). There were 14 confirmed attendees.
The key objective of this meeting was to agree on the LTE simulation parameters, as proposed in a liaison statement received from RAN1 shortly after the most recent SA4 meeting. This objective was achieved and documented in the agreed document S4-AHI255.

There was also time to discuss a contribution on baseline simulation results for AL-FEC as specified in TR 26.946, however there was not enough time for conclusion.

There will be a further teleconference on March 8th, 16:00 – 18:00 CET to further progress this work item.
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Detailed Report

2.
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents

S4-AHI247 MBS SWG ad-hoc #10 agenda conference call on EMM-EFEC from MBS SWG Chairman was presented by Edward Hall.

Edward Hall asked the attendees of the meeting to kindly email him to confirm their attendance for the report.

It was noted during the call that some updates to TDoc numbers were incorrect in the agenda. This was agreed to be corrected in the final revision of the agenda.

It was proposed that the benchmark results for AL-FEC should be taken as second priority in the call. This was agreed.

S4-AHI247 was agreed.
3.
Reports/Liaisons from other groups/meetings

R1-120831 Reply LS on LS on MBMS FEC Evaluation Framework from RAN1 was presented by Edward Hall.

It was noted that the input contribution S4-AHI253 provides some concrete proposals to incorporate this feedback from RAN1 into the EFEC work.

Thomas Stockhammer noted that there was a discrepancy in the BLER values calculated for the 3kph case. This is also addressed in S4-AHI253.

During further conversation, Erik Stauffer proposed to liaise back to RAN1 to clarify the BLER issue. The chairman noted that the meeting does not have the power to send LS, and that the Kyoto meeting would be the first opportunity for this. There was other opinion that this was not necessary, and it was noted that this issue should not prevent a conclusion on the simulation parameters.

R1-120831 was noted.

4.
Issues for immediate consideration

None
5.

Enhancement to FEC for MBMS

S4-AHI253 Comments on Proposed Simulation conditions for LTE EMBMS from Qualcomm was presented by Thomas Stockhammer.

There was a question from Erik Stauffer about what is actually being proposed with regards to the PD. Thomas Stockhammer clarified that at this point, there was not proposal for text in the PD, only to agree on section 4.
There was a comment from Sunghee Hwang on how the agreement should reference the Markov parameters. The chairman proposed to modify section 4 to refer to the LS from RAN1, rather than to the section 3.2 in the proposing TDoc, with a comment regarding the BLER issue attached to the 3kph table.

Erik Stauffer proposed that the preamble to the simulation parameters should read: “It is proposed to select from the following list of available simulation conditions:”

Thomas Stockhammer and Patrice Hédé disagree on this as they believe that RAN1 has issued a recommendation and that SA4 should take this as a hard requirement to test these points.
Broadcom asked whether both iid and Markov model were to be tested for LTE. Thomas Stockhammer, Patrice Hédé and Frederic Gabin confirmed the agreement was that if RAN1 could provide a better LTE model then it would replace iid. Thomas added that iid and 120kph were equivalent.
Edward Hall proposed that we could split what RAN has recommended (MCS, speed, Markov parameters, BLER values) to be mandatory for all test cases, and the RLC-SDU distance to make RLC-SDU distance optional.
S4-AHI253 was updated into S4-AHI255 with the following modifications:
Incorporate reference to liaison statement tables with note on BLER issue in Annex B, Table 1.

Split what RAN has recommended (MCS, speed, Markov parameters, BLER values) to be mandatory for all test cases, and the RLC-SDU distance to make RLC-SDU distance optional. For the RLC-SDU distance list, use the following preamble: "It is proposed to select from the following list of available simulation conditions:"
S4-AHI255 Comments on Proposed Simulation conditions for LTE EMBMS from Qualcomm was agreed (specifically the proposal in section 4) without presentation.
S4-AHI254 Updated Simulation results for benchmark codes from Qualcomm was presented by Thomas Stockhammer.
There were several questions from Broadcom regarding table 1 in section 3.2.2 and as to how the overhead from TR 26.946 and the corrected overhead were calculated and to why they differed. Thomas Stockhammer commented that this is explained in the preceding text and is due to not being able to simulate the original circumstances exactly and that for error checking in the future and accuracy in the simulation, the corrected values are repeatable.
Broadcom questioned why Table 3 did not have values for FEC overhead yet. Thomas Stockhammer explained that the short time between the release of the RAN1 recommendations and this meeting prevented Qualcomm to run all the simulations. It was noted that this is extensive work and very important for the progress of the work item.

Erik Stauffer noted that there is a missing “by” in the first sentence of section 3.2.3: “computed by the Transmission overhead as described in Annex A.1 of this document”
Erik Stauffer noted that there are two Table 3’s in this document.

Due to lack of time, the discussion on this document had to be closed. Thomas Stockhammer proposed to start an MBS email reflector discussion to gather any remaining comments. Thomas Stockhammer will provide S4-AHI254r1 over the MBS reflector, incorporating the comments made during this meeting, with an invitation for further comments or clarification. This should hopefully streamline discussion during the subsequent conference call to a brief recap and approval.

S4-AHI254 was noted.
S4-AHI248 Proposed FEC Overhead Evaluation Procedure from Broadcom was noted without presentation
S4-AHI249 Proposed FEC Selection Criteria from Broadcom was noted without presentation.

Annex A – Agenda (S4-AHI247r3)
1.
Opening of the meeting: Wednesday February 22nd, at 16:00 CET

2.
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents

Agenda
247a
3.
Reports/Liaisons from other groups/meetings
MBMS FEC Evaluation Framework
R1-120831n
4.
Issues for immediate consideration

5.
Enhancement to FEC for MBMS

Agreement of channel models for LTE
251u->253u->255a
Benchmark results for AL-FEC
250u->252u->254n
Evaluation Criteria
248n
Selection Criteria
249n
6. 
New Work / New Work Items and Study Items
7.
Review of the future work plan (next meeting dates, hosts)
Next conference call: March 8th, 16:00 – 18:00 CET

Next face-to-face meeting: SA4#68, April 16th-20th, Kyoto, Japan
8.
Any Other Business
Report
256u->257
9. 
Close of meeting: Wednesday February 22nd, at 18:00 CET
_____________________
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