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MBS SWG Minutes during ad-hoc #86 conference call
1. Opening of the session (16:00 CEST)
Mr. Frederic Gabin (Ericsson, Chairman of MBS SWG) opens the session on July 26, 2017 at 1600 CEST.  John Lambrou (Motorola Solutions) volunteered as scribe.
As agreed during SA4#94:

	FS_FEC_MCS Telco1 - (26 July 2017, 1600-1800 CEST, Host: Motorola)
	· Progress work.
· Continue collecting and agree contributions to FS_FEC_MCS TR 26.881.  Telco has authority to generate LSs to SA6 if necessary.
· Deadline for submitting documents: July 24th, 23:59 CEST


MBS SWG Tdoc list available at: 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1WBODjEem-X9DzohlzV3CuPTfnXlUPKl8We3gRrVkOIs/edit?usp=sharing 

Attendance:

Frédéric Gabin (Ericsson, Chairman)
Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm)

Peter Sanders (one2many)

Christophe Burdinat (Expway)

Val Oprescu (Motorola Solutions)

Dom Lazara (Motorola Solutions)

John Lambrou (Motorola Solutions)

Charles Lo (Qualcomm) 
Ed O’Leary (Rogers)
2. Approval of the agenda and registration of documents

	S4-AHI726
	Proposed agenda for MBS SWG ad-hoc #86 on FS_FEC_MCS (26 July 2017, 1600-1800 CEST, Host: Motorola)
	SA4 MBS SWG Chairman (Ericsson)
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Agenda was approved; two registered documents, S4-AHI730 and S4-AHI734, to be presented.
3. Reports and liaisons from other groups
None to report.

4. FS_FEC_MCS (FEC for MC Services)
Christophe Burdinat presents:
	S4-AHI730
	Pseudo-CR on Evaluation procedure for MCVideo
	Expway
 
	#86
	4


No issue with the document heading which refers to the Belgrade meeting.

Discussion:

Frédéric: in Annex XX, “…according to the access technology.”  This is LTE based?  

Christophe: yes.

Frédéric: Does the simulation assume a fixed RTP packet size?
Christophe: yes.

Val: The traffic will be normally encrypted, SRTP.  Thus, header may be larger than what you have.

Frédéric: Does a typical MCVideo stream have a fixed RTP payload size?  Is this a correct assumption for MCVideo?  

Val: Agree with Christophe; you can consider fixed size for simulation purposes.  The codec is capable of limiting the packet size.

Re: statement “Source+repair is matched to bearer rate” – bearers can be shared between services in Mission critical.  You can allocate a large bearer to accommodate multiple services.  Not sure how that will be simulated.  Suggest you decide on basic rate and expanded rate with repair packets instead of bearer allocation.
Christophe agrees to fix media rate instead of bearer rate.

Val: Table 2.2.1 – RLC-PDU every 10ms . . . does this match with H.264 and its specific modes?  
Christophe agrees to check.

Val:  MCVideo relies mostly on short transfers, e.g., a body camera, as opposed to lengthy (IPTV) style video. 
Christophe: The 24hr duration does not intend to reflect average MCVideo communication duration, just to derive adequate simulation results to study the improvement.

Val: latency: 10sec does not make a lot of sense.  1 sec is more realistic. (again body cam example).  Add one more latency budget, 960ms (in addition to 240ms and 480ms)
Thomas: Comments on the Markov model - Assuming you have 10 ms RLC-PDU. Is this true? Seem to be using it differently than the original design.
Christophe: The model was developed by several companies, incorporates an average of low and high MCS.  The RAN explicitly stated that model only depends on average BLER and speed, MCS independent.  Step duration was 10ms corresponding to one frame.  Do not see any reason not to reuse.
Val: you can send every 40 or 80 ms too (more realistic) instead of 10ms.
Thomas: MCS 9 sounds very low.  OK if we all agree, as long as we are aware that the configuration is suitable.
Val: MCS 9 or 10 probably OK.  Especially when you have to address areas of poor coverage.

Thomas: Two questions on latency budget - this is FEC budget only, excludes encoding etc.?

Christophe: yes.

Thomas: So that implies a 24 or 48 packet distance; a source packet can expand over 24 packets . . .

Val reiterates including 960ms also.

Thomas: Also believes adding higher latencies makes sense.  
Val: add 1 sec and if you want 10 sec that is fine.  Still issue with 10ms.  Realistically you send every 40 or 80ms.  Vary the codec so it can generate packets every 80ms or so.
Christophe: from SA1, we can have up to 10 sec, a high value for video.
Frédéric: this is QCI 2?
Dom:  From an SA6 perspective, SA2 has sent a liaison to SA6 about QCIs needed for MC services (Video and Data).  SA6 just met last week and has not yet responded, this will most probably happen by the next regular meeting (October).

Val: Streaming is the key issue; MCVideo is live streaming, unless you have a video clip already recorded which would be transferred as a file.  The MCVideo service is real time video and thus need to decode the FEC in real time.
Frédéric: Several remarks on this contribution, expect a revision at the next call.
Christophe: Agree.
Thomas: Going forward, please use SA4-wide reflector instead of MBS only.
S4-AHI730 was noted.
Thomas Stockhammer presents:

	S4-AHI734
	FS_FEC_MCS: MBMS Streaming Framework - Overview and Configuration
	Qualcomm Incorporated
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Discussion:

Frédéric: same comment as with Christophe’s contribution – UTRAN simulation conditions are probably not needed.
Thomas: OK with reusing the type of configuration in Christophe’s contribution, apply to LTE based MBMS.

Christophe: Should any other solution be compared to FEC frame before agreement?

Thomas: not suggesting this; my concern is that we understand something exists which has parameters and configuration aspects that are well defined.  The framework should be chosen to have a certain amount of flexibility, e.g., multiple protected flows should be taken into account.  

Christophe:  Agrees.
Val: Need to look at characteristics of MCVideo, i.e., short videos that are generated now and then.  Understand there is a chance that multiple videos may be transmitted simultaneously, but this will not occur often in practice; thus, short videos are the predominant use case and we should not focus on optimizing for several flows at the same time.

Thomas: This is not about multiple videos in parallel; referring to different RTP/RTCP flows that are running, which are multiplexed.  Audio will have its own flow, so there are four flows that need to be taken into account , so you are protecting the full set of flows in your session.
Val:  when you look at H.264, does it send two separate flows, one audio, video, 

Thomas: yes, audio is a separate flow.

Val: how are these coordinated, how is lip-sync achieved?

Thomas: SDP covers this, the session includes both flows, port number for RTCP messages controls that.
Audio comes along with the video.
Val: Does RTP contain both audio and video?

Thomas: UDP flows separate the audio/video, run on different UDP ports.

Frédéric: SDP describes this RTP flow (video) is synced with that RTP flow (audio) and RTCP helps associate these.  This should have minor impact on FEC work. The key is that the FEC should be handling multiple RTP flows and how does the FEC perform in these scenarios.  We have jumped into simulation conditions, how do you generate your source?  Assumptions on the source are vague.  Simulate FEC with one big RTP flow or specify multiple flows?  
Val: keep it simple, one flow should suffice.  Working assumption, if you have three flows, you should have three FECs.
Thomas: Do not think so; we know this is sub-optimal.  The bearer is not a limitation, what is preferable is that the same SSRC for one session (e.g. audio/video session) are protected by one FEC since you want to keep these synchronized.  Different FECs over one bearer for different sessions.  One session will typically contain multiple flows, like audio, video, RTCP, etc.  Document single flow clearly.

Dom:  Agree, endpoints of that session may be managed by one MCVideo server; on the same bearer you may have a MCData and MCPTT session which may have different FEC characteristics.  Need to understand the flexibility of the 26.346 FEC framework for multiple flows.
Val: understand the use case, how likely it will happen, 
Dom:  Extensive use cases have been generated for MCPTT, fewer exist for MCVideo since it has not been deployed as widely as MCPTT.  Could put together some characteristics but not as many use cases available.
Frédéric: That would be useful input for next call.

Thomas: Agree with simple simulation proposed by Christophe; it will give you an idea of the overall applicability of FEC.  Make sure the configuration is based in reality. E.g. Bearer config, the items listed in 3.2 Config Parameters.  Get input on these aspects, very useful.
Christophe: feel free to review what is in TR too, Clause 5 especially.
Thomas: Agree, adding a set of derived requirements to the TR would be appropriate.  For example, to include protecting several UDP streams at the same time, ability to protect streams with variable packet size, etc.

Proposal is to take 734 into account, use FEC framework as a prime candidate.

Dom:  Likes text Thomas has included, “use existing FEC framework as prime candidate.”  Judge with other candidates.  Need to show it can handle the architecture defined in MCVideo and MCData that includes applying FEC at the application server also.  Algorithms could be applied to parts of a session and not the whole, as is done in the BM-SC.  
Thomas: Understood, will extract (derived) requirements out of this and add more detail to the config aspects.
S4-AHI734 was noted.
5. Review of the future work plan
Next call 9 August, deadline for contributions is 6 August.  John will chair the call.

Expected contributions include a revision of S4-AHI730, derived requirements, and an updated TR draft.  The goal remains to prepare a Draft TR ready for information to SA#77 after the second call.
6. Any Other Business
Val: can we discuss Christophe liaison from SA6 to SA4; it is a reply to CT3, but SA4 has an action.  It is available on the 3GPP LS page; agreement to add to agenda of next call.

John acknowledged this was the first time Google Meet was used; he asked the attendance if the tool met their needs or should we use a different tool.  There was agreement to try Google Meet again.

7. Close of the session (18:00 CEST)
The session was closed at 1750 CEST.
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