3GPP TSG-S4#16 meeting
Tdoc S4 (01)0258R  

February 26 – March 2, 2001, Sophia Antipolis, France 

3GPP TSG-S4#16 meeting
Tdoc S4 (01)0258R  

February 26 – March 2, 2001, Sophia Antipolis, France 
Source:
TSG-S4 PSM SWG Chairman

Title:
Draft Report of the PSM Sub-Group Meeting during TSG-S4#16
Document for:
Information & Approval

1. Opening of the PSM SWG meeting

The PSM SWG Chairman, Rolf Hakenberg, welcomed the delegates to Sophia Antipolis, and opened the PSM meeting. 

2. Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
The draft meeting agenda contained in S4-010189 was approved and the documents allocated to the Agenda items. The list of documents reviewed or prepared in this session is provided in Annex 1.

3. Reports/liaisons from/to other groups

S4-010245 Response to LS (S4-000652) on RAN handling of bit erroneous SDUs within packet switched domain radio bearers, was presented by the Chair. Noted.

4. WI on PS MM Streaming 

S4-010166 TS 26.233 v 1.2.0 was presented by the editor, Mr. H. Honko. All changes have been accepted with following comments:  A reference needs to be updated, WAP should be mentioned in section 8.2, section 8.3 should not be deleted and new text added, section 9 should not be deleted and new text added, and section 10 should not be deleted and new text added. 

S4-010192 TS 26.234 v.1.3.0 was presented by the editor, Mr. A. Nohlgren. All changes have been accepted with the following comments: Change in the title 2000 --> 2001, Is the capitalisation the same as 26.233, in chapter 1 add scene description, change reference [20] to pdam, change reference  [20] 1999 --> 2000, update reference [10], update 5.2 since no explicit capability exchange is defined in Rel4, the description of H.263 mime type needs to be updated to handle the case when profile and levels are not send, in 8.1 change smaler/larger to subset/superset, in 8.2 use both a reference to the latest SMIL 2.0 basic plus additions and a full list of included modules, there is some strange chapter numbering in 9 that needs to be fixed, TBD in 9.2.3 needs to be updated, change 9.2.5  according to the proposal from NTT DoCoMo, the table in Annex A to be updated and fmtp/rtpmap to be mandated, in annex B.2 the customdevice testing needs to be updated to reflect the decisions in the group, in annex B.3 the description of  “fit” is not in line with SMIL, more text needs to be added for eventhandling in annex B and, Annex C will be removed (PrefetchControl  moved to other parts of the document, mediaparam to be removed).

4.1. Scene Description

Bofore the contributions for this agenda item were presented, Mr. G. Grassel from Nokia gave an overview of the current status of SMIL discussions in W3C:

Referencing the SMIL spec, Resolution of a SYMM phone conference call: SYMM will publish another working draft of SMIL 2.0. W3C needs to publish an updated version anyhow because of their specification process requires to publish an update at least every 3 months. SYMM WG does not anticipate that this working draft will be significantly different from the forthcoming SMIL 2.0 candidate recommendation (CR). SYMM will publish the working draft during week 26.2. - 2.3. They can not do it still this week. SYMM can not, yet, publish the candidate recommendation for non technical reasons. The PSM SWG accepted that the 3GPP S4 spec will reference to the SMIL 2.0 working draft that will be published during the week 26.Feb - 2.Mar. 

Identification of 3GPP SMIL profile in documents: In SMIL, the used profile (correct term module collection) is identified with a URI (Universal Resource Identifier) in the header part of the document. Such URI could look like the following: www.3gpp.org/smil/mandatory-profile-release-5. 3GPP profile is SMIL 2.0 host language conforming. Especially, it is indeed a clean super-set of SMIL 2.0 Basic. However, we have added a few mandatory modules. Therefore, 3GPP should define its own URI to identify the 3GPP profile and this should be added to the 3GPP spec. The prosposal was accepted. 

The chairman gave a verbal report of the status on establishing  liaison and communication with W3C. A liaison with W3C was approved by MCC, hence SA4 is able to send LS to W3C. Additionally a liaison person could be established. This person has no mandate to speak in the name of SA4, but could monitor and report the activities to both groups. Having this person was seen as very useful and Mr. G. Grassel was accepted to take this role.

S4-010163  Usage of SMIL 2.0 modules from Matsushita was presented by Mr. D. Ido. The proposal about the EventTiming module generated some discussions. The outcome was to make focusinEvent, focusoutEvent, activateEvent and BeginEvent mandatory. The other events endEvent, repeatEvent, inBoundsEvent and outOfBoundsEvent would not be mandatory, but some text in the guideline describing the potential problems  with them will be added. For endEvent and repeatEvent there is a risk that the event never will happen due to lost information. The inBoundsEvent and outOfBoundsEvent is depending on a pointer device and all terminals might not support pointing device. After some discussion it was decided to keep the text regarding prefetch control as is, but move it from annex C to the normative part of the TS. Custom TestAttributes and MediaParam were also discussed. It was felt that there is some use for Custom TestAttributes but, on the other hand, MediaParam should not be mandatory.  Together with the decision on Prefetch control attribute annex C could then be deleted.

S4-010169 SMIL Custom test attributes proposal from Vodaphone was presented by Mr D. Pollington. Nokia pointed out that this would only work if we can agree on a suitable set of test attributes. There was some discussion about the meaning of the different proposed test attributes as well as a short explanation on how the test attributes are used. It was agreed that there is some overlap between test attributes and a future capability exchange procedure. The former is handled in the terminal while capability exchange put the burden on the server to shape the presentation. It was decided that test attributes would be handled together with capability exchange in Rel5 (and to be discussed at the upcoming PSM AHG meeting in April.

4.2. Codec

S4-010161 Audio codec for PSS: Workplan for AAC error robustness test from Philips, Fraunhofer, STMicroelectronics and was presented by Ralf Funken. There was very little discussion on this document since it has been presented before. Microsoft has some questions regarding the bit patters and the correctness of them. The response was that the ITU bit pattern was used, they are slightly old but have been used a number of times before. Two newer  bit patterns was supplied by Ericsson with higher bit error rate than the old ITU patterns. Mr. B. Grill gave a short description of the use of headers etc.

S4-010162 Audio codec for PSS: Report on AAC error robustness test from Philips, Fraunhofer, STMicroelectronics, Siemens and Matsushita was presented by Ralf Funken. Toshiba asked if it is possible to use only LC when scalable coding is used without LPT. The answer was that the decoder must support LPT but that the media stream can signal the use of only LC or full LPT. Luxxor proposed that we only mandated one codec and made all the others optional. Siemens replied that the chosen subset were  the three proposed. Ericsson pointed out that the only place where LC and LPT can be compared is in experiment B3 vs. B4, and that there is only a small difference between the two. Is this according to and consistent with experience? Fraunhofer replied that in the Philips test there is also a possibility to look at direct comparison between LC and LPT.

Microsoft commented on the test methodology, how has the result been put into numbers? Philips explained the test methodology according to the test description. Microsoft pointed out that the meaning of the numbers is unclear. It’s still unclear what it means if a case is fair or good? Can you use it to stream music to a mobile? What is acceptable? Philips answered that we have chosen to use an absolute scale, and you can also compare to the reference signal. Chairman ended that track of the discussion with the comment that in Lund we agreed to use these test methodology, and there is no reason to start it all over again. Fraunhofer added that the method was also used for MPEG audio quality.

Ericsson commented that this is still a difficult issue. Microsoft point is very valid, and we need a stable ground in order to make a good recommendation. We should have a gradually increased understanding what these tests should do. Microsoft agreed and replayed that they do not want to redo the tests but we want to know how to interpret the results. Are the results good enough? Do we know that they will perform well enough in real conditions? Fraunhofer: We have chosen the most severe error patterns, from Ericsson and from the ITU-patterns. The decoder still functions quite acceptable. In Lund we wanted to know when the coder breaks down, and we don’t have a real break down now, it’s down to poor, but it’s not bad. Ericsson stated that this group is very experienced with tests. It has to be taken in account that this has been done in a very short time. But there is still some ground to travel here, as stated by Microsoft. It was clarified by the chairman that when video was tested for PS services, which was done by Nokia, only ITU-error patterns were used, and we accepted that. Fraunhofer: In Lund everybody felt good to use the ITU error patterns. Then Ericsson provided two new patterns with worse conditions. So if the decision should be to revoke the AAC due to the test method, we should also revoke the video decision as these were only made with ITU patterns.

Vodaphone stated  that they feel the results prove that the coder works fair under very bad conditions. The coder has no catastrophic failure and is quite robust. 

Nokia asked if  there has been any processing done in the coder considering the bad channel and if there is an open coder available? Fraunhofer clarified that a straight forward coder was used and there are different solutions for the encoder available There are also a number of companies making encoders. Furthermore there is an open source of the encoder, so there is a reference code. The AAC decoder is an ISO standard and is therefore an open standard. Mr. Ekudden stated that it is not nice to have an evolving encoder in the mobile world. We should have a more stable encoder.

Toshiba saw no reason to mandate both the LC and the LTP AAC. Only LC should be adopted, as there is no real difference between the LC and the LTP. Fraunhofer:LTP costs approx 30% more in the decoder. We should also look at the total complexity. The difference between AAC_LTP and just AAC is just about 4-5 MIPS.  The additional overhead to use AAC_Scalable when you have LTP is neglible.. 

Nokia acknowledged that the tests have shown that the coder is robust. The outcome should be that the text in the recommendation should stand, not mandating a codec but have a working assumption. Ericsson supported this view. Vodaphone suggested to mandate the LC object type. LTP and scalable baseline should only be recommended. Under R5 we then can have a better building block and there seem to be no technical reason not to mandate it. Fraunhofer and Siemens supported this view. We will have an incomplete standard if we mandate a video codec, but no audio codec. The minimum recommendation should be MPEG4 AAC_LC, and then in R5 introduce additional objects. 

After a long an very controversial discussion it was concluded that  AAC_LC should be supported and LTP may be supported. The current editors note in TS 26.234 shall be deleted and replaced by some new text reflecting this conclusion. The support of base layer decoding was left for further discussion in R5.
S4-010222 PSS video codec status from Motorola was presented by Mr. J. Walker. The proposal in the document was to mandate MPEG4 Simple profile level 0 for video in Rel4. The document generated a long discussion, some of it included here. Microsoft advocated delaying any decision to mandate a more complex codec then H.263 baseline since newer and more efficient codecs will be standardised in a short time (26L, a new MPEG codec). Vodaphone pointed out that a lot of content would be available in MPEG4 format since the content providers seem to prefer that format. For interoperability reason it would be good to have MPEG4 mandated. Ericsson commented that inside 3GPP there is interoperability already since H.263 baseline is mandatory, furthermore, it is questionable if content provider will use the same presentation for wireless as for the fix internet. If they will make a special wireless version there is very little extra burden to use H.263 baseline. Nokia also commented that if MPEG4 will be the preferred format for presentations, terminal manufactures most certainly will include an MPEG4 decoder in the terminals. There was no clear majority to change the status of the video codecs. The proposal was NOT accepted. However we should periodical look over which codecs to support. It was also decided to include text in the guidelines that reflects our current view on video codecs. 

S4-010231R Mandating MPEG4 Visual Simple Profile Level 0 for PSS, was presented by Emblaze Systems. Nokia pointed out that their simulation results showed a different behaviour than the theoretical numbers presented in the proposal. The reason being the different distribution used, in the theoretical calculation normal distribution of the errors was used but this is a very bad model of a WCDMA channel. The proposal contained in this document was not accepted

4.3. File Format

S4-010170 Proposal for a New Work Item on File Formats for New Packet-Switched Multimedia Services from Microsoft was presented by Mr. A. Gersho.  It was clarified during the presentation that the proposed WI was open to changes. Nokia commented that as presented the WI item description was too vague. It would also be good to identify an application to focus the work. Nokia also pointed out that a stage 1 document is needed (however S4 has started work items without stage 1 documents before). Maybe S1/S2 would be a more appropriate group to handle start of a new WI? Nokia also proposed that we inform SA before requesting a new WI. Vodaphone commented that 3GPP are trying to go away from bottom up approaches sometimes used in former times and instead use top down handling of new WI. The trade-off between different features to include in a new work item should be handled by S1 and not internally by S4. Nokia proposed that we have some inter group discussion (S4, S1, S2) before we make a proposal. Fraunhofer commented on the proposed text in the WI and did not want to tie DRM to the file format. Playback information should also be left out from the file format and some other aspects of the proposed WI description is in conflict with our current architecture. Microsoft pointed out that it is important to have a broad view on our work and not only solve immediate problems but try to define features that are enablers for new services even after next release.

It was agreed to move the discussion to the AHG meeting in April. Depending on the outcome of the discussion we would send an LS to S1. The PSM SWG needs a  S4 decision that gives the PSM AHG the right to draft such a LS and have electronic voting on it before it is send to S1.  

S4-010171 Advanced Systems Format (ASF) Specification from Microsoft was presented by Mr. A. Gersho. This document is almost identical to the one presented at the AHG in Lund. Presented for information to S4. The document was noted.

S4-010223 Clarification to 9.2.5 “MPEG-4 systems specific elements” in TS 26.234 was presented by NTT DoCoMo. The proposal in this document was accepted and TS 26.234 will be updated accordingly.

At the end of the discussions on file format Mr. R. Castagno from Nokia gave an report of the current status regarding the MPEG4 file format (no document). After consultation with MPEG delegates Mr. Castagno recommended that  3GPP members NOT send any documents to MPEG requiring them to do registration of H.263 and AMR. Such requests would start a lot of discussions inside MPEG and probably delay the work (as happened for motion JPEG). It would be better to ask the existing Liaison Officer between 3GPP and MPEG to contact the MPEG AHG that are handling registration authority directly. Roberto will also take part in such direct discussions. The recommendation was that 3GPP should go on with their work (i.e. not ask MPEG to do it) and present it for MPEG/”the new registration authority” when the work is ready. This would be in the same way as DVB handled interaction with MPEG.  NTT DoCoMo pointed out that there is some discrepancy between our proposed method and the one proposed to be used by MPEG. This was not  seen as a problem by the rest of the group.

4.4. Other issues

S4-010165 Pre-decoder buffer from Nokia and Ericsson was presented by Mr. H. Honko. The proposal generated some questions and discussions. Emblaze System pointed out that this can be seen as a part of the capability exchange. Toshiba asked if the proposal mandates the use of an extra buffer in the decoder and it was clarified that it does. Some questions about how jitter is handled were also raised and the answer was that jitter is not handled in this proposal. The proposal to use one unified buffer for all media was also questioned. It was pointed out that the proposal do not mandate the use of a unified buffer, but that it is a model, actual implementation is free to use separate buffers for each media if so desired.  Vodaphone asked if encoded material that use the pre-decoder buffer for streaming will break decoders that do not have a pre-decoder buffer implemented. If so it might be an interoperability issue (the same pre-stored material can not be used in 3GPP and outside 3GPP). The answer was that decoders without pre-decoder buffers probably will break (or at least have problems). Siemens commented that they were NOT willing to approve the use of pre-decoder at this stage. The time has been too short to do any simulation and they questioned the numbers in the proposal (20k buffer and 1-second delay before decoding). The decision was that we will NOT include a pre-decoder buffers in Rel4. It might be a feature in Rel5.

S4-010190 Proposal for changes to clause "5.3.4 MIME media types" in TS 26.234 from Ericsson was presented by Mr. A. Nohlgren. It was asked to clarify the situation if no profiles and level are specified. When no profile and level parameters are specified, Baseline Profile (Profile 0) level 10 are the default values. The proposal contained in S4-010190 togther with the former clarification was accepted and will be included in TS 26.234.

S4-010191 Proposal for changes to clause 5.1 “Session establishment” in TS 26.234 from Ericsson was presented by Mr A. Nohlgren. The text proposed in this contribution was accepted.
S4-010210 Clarifications on usage of SDP Bandwidth attribute from Motorola was presentation by Mr. J. Walker. There were some concerns regarding the exact definition of maximum bandwidth, but the meeting did not feel that there was a need for a more exact definition. Panasonic expressed some concern about the “double” description of maximum bitrate that exists in SDP and the new attribute. Motorola explained that the attribute would describe the specific media clip. If the attribute gives a higher bitrate than what is allowed in the profile/level combination the bitstream is obviously non-complaint and there is no guarantee that it will be decoded. It was also clarified that there is no mandated behaviour on reception of the bandwidth attribute. The meeting decided to accept the proposal and include the text into TS 26.234.

S4-010247 PSM and MMS transportation mechanisms from Siemens was presented by Mr. B. Wimmer. This paper proposes to have an alternative transport of streaming content in a WAP terminal. Ericsson pointed out a number of problems associated with this proposal, e.g. there is no handling of the mandatory RTSP part and the description in MMS how streaming will be handled is incomplete. Siemens had a different view and did not see any problem, if an alternative transport  would be allowed.  After some further discussions it was decided not to accept this proposal.  

S4-010252 Audio, Speech, and Video Codecs in Simultaneous Operation was presented by Luxxon. Concerns were raised hat the proposal would limit the content providers freedom. The answer was that it actually worked the other way around since the content provider would know what is supported or not and not have to guess as the specification is today. A comment was that this is partly a capability exchange problem, however since streamed information in many cases will be pre-assembled the content provider need to know something about the terminal. The meeting decided NOT to support this proposal. It was however recognised as an important problem and Luxxon was recommended to bring the input again to the upcoming PSM AHG meeting in April. 

5. WI on PS Conversational MM

S4-010187 TS 26.235 V1.1.4 was presented by the editor. The updates were accepted with the following comments: the version number is wrong, in 9.1 move the H.263 MIME description to an annex, in 9.1 update the profile level text, in 9.2 make an annex of the AMR-WB payload description with the intent to replace it with the RFC when ready and, add a NOTE in annex B about the intent to replace the annex with an RFC refernce when the RFC is ready.

5.1. Other issues

S4-010159 Proposal for additions for text conversation to TS 26.235 “Packet Switched Conversational Multimedia Applications; Default Codecs, was presented by Ericsson. This document was first presented in Munich. The current document is a slightly updated version. The main change of the proposal is from mandatory (shall) to optional (should). Siemens commented that we should look for other possibilities than T140. There are many other protocols available some more suited for point to point communication some aiming at chat-groups discussions. There are also (proprietary) solutions like ICQ for extended chat services. Ericsson pointed out that this is meant for end-to-end, character based, real time conversational service. Other types of chat services might very well be added later. T140 is compatible with H.323, H.324 and SIP and has been tested in error prone environment with RTP/UDP/IP. There is also an error robust scheme included but it is questionable if it really is meaningful to have one conversational service that is much more robust then the others. Ericsson could not give any estimation about how well spread T120 is but many bodies such as ITU and IETF has adopted the standard. The meeting decided to accept the proposal (as optional) and include the proposed text into TS 26.235

6. Postponed Issues, Rwview of draft specifications

S4-010249 TS 26.233 V1.2.1, S4-010250 TS 26.234 V1.4.0 and S4-010251 TS 26.235 V1.1.5 
These three draft specifications were reviewed at the end of the PSM session before submitting them to the SA4 plenary. Several comments were received for each specification. Most noticeable on TS 26.234 regarding the codec section. In this section mandatory and optional support for various media codecs was requested for the PSS client AND server. Toshiba, supported by Matsushita, raised the concern that mandating support of media codecs on the server should be outside the scope of this specification. Nokia argued that the scope of TS 26.234 is to define an end-to-end (PSS) service, including client and server. The decision was to remove explicit reference to the “server” in the codec chapter. However the meeting felt that it was appropriate to mandate server support for payload format in the payload section of the TS. The meeting decided that the editor should update the payload format chapter with explicit reference (“shall”) to payload format support. It was unclear if it is vise to have a 3GPP PSS SMIL profile or not. The meeting decided to change “SMIL profile” into “SMIL module collection”. It was also unclear if we needed a unique URI to describe this module collection. Nokia volunteered to give an update to the editor after contact with SMIL experts. The description of inbound and outbound in the SMIL part to be updated (the problem not being multiple windows but lack of pointing device).

Updates of the above specifications will be prepared by the editors for the SA4 plenary and are contained in documents S4-010259, S4-010260, S4-010261.

7. A.O.B. & Closing of the PSM sub-group meeting

Next PSM AHG meeting will be in Frankfurt, at the 9th and 10th of  April, hosted by Panasonic. This is a change from the earlier, preliminary, date. 

Annex 1: PSM SWG - Document List

TD Number
Title
Source

S4-010152R
Report ad-hoc TSG-S4 PSM meeting (Lund, 8-9 February, 2001)
TSG-S4 PSM SWG Chairman

S4-010159
Proposals for additions for text conversation to TS 26.235 "Packet Switched Conversational Multimedia Applications; Default Codecs"
Ericsson

S4-010161
Workplan for AAC error robustness test
Philips, Fraunhofer Gessellschaft, Siemens

S4-010162
Report on AAC error robustness test
Philips, Fraunhofer, STMicroelectronics, Siemens, Matsushita

S4-010163
Usage of SMIL 2.0 modules
Matsushita

S4-010165
Pre-decoder Buffer
Nokia

S4-010166
Updated editor's draft of 26.233 v.1.1.3
Nokia

S4-010169
SMIL Custom test attributes proposal
Vodafone

S4-010170
Proposal for a New Work Item on File Formats for New Packet-Switched Multimedia Services 
Microsoft Europe, Sharp

S4-010171
Advanced Systems Format (ASF) Specification 
Microsoft Europe

S4-010187
New version of specification 3GPP TS 26.235 V1.x.y Packet Switched Conversational Multimedia Applications; Default Codecs (Release 4)
Editor (Nokia)

S4-010189
Draft Meeting Agenda for PSM SWG during S4#16
TSG-S4 PSM SWG Chairman

S4-010190
Proposal for changes to clause "5.3.4 MIME media types" in TS 26.234
Ericsson

S4-010191
Proposal for changes to clause "5.1 Session establishment" in TS 26.234
Ericsson

S4-010192
3GPP TS 26.234 V1.3.0 - Transparent end-to-end Packet-switched Streaming Service; Protocols and codecs, (Release 4)"
Editor

S4-010210
Clarifications on usage of SDP Bandwidth attribute
Motorola

S4-010222
PSS video codec status
Motorola

S4-010223
Clarification to 9.2.5 "MPEG-4 systems specific elements" in TS 26.234
NTT DoCoMo

S4-010231R1
Mandating MPEG4 Visual Simple Profile Level 0 for PSS
Emblaze Systems

S4-010245
Response to LS (S4-000652) on RAN handling of bit erroneous SDUs within packet switched domain radio bearers
TSG-RAN WG2

S4-010247
PSM and MMS transportation mechanisms
Siemens

S4-010249
3GPP TS 26.233 V1.2.1 - Transparent end-to-end Packet-switched Streaming Service; General Description
Editor

S4-010250
3GPP TS 26.234 V1.4.0 - Transparent end-to-end Packet-switched Streaming Service; Protocols and codecs
Editor

S4-010251
3GPP TS 26.235 V1.1.5 - Packet Switched Conversational Multimedia Applications; Default Codecs
Editor

S4-010252
Audio, Speech, and Video Codecs in Simultaneous Operation
Luxxon
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