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1
Opening of the meeting 

The acting PSM SWG Chairman, Rolf Hakenberg, opened the SA4 PSM SWG ad-hoc #5 meeting. Mr. Olle Franceschi, on behalf of Ericsson, illustrated the meeting facilities.
2
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents 

The draft meeting agenda contained in S4-040104 was approved and the documents allocated to the agenda items, s. Annex 1 of this report. A list of documents handled during the PSM meeting is in Annex 2 of this report.

3
Reports/Liaisons from other groups/meetings 

3.1
3GPP working groups


S4-AHP128 LS on MBMS parameters, from RAN1. Noted


3.2 Other groups

4
Release 6 work 

4.1
Multimedia Broadcast and Multicast Service (SA1)

4.1.1
Definition of MBMS user services, media codecs, formats and 
transport/application rotocols using MBMS (SA4, SA1)

S4-AHP114 Proposed "MBMS Protocols and codecs TS 26.346 V0.0.1", from NEC.  Nortel commented that the MBMS bearer service might be used by many MBMS user services not only download, streaming and “carousel”. The one included could be called “delivery methods” and not services. Nokia commented that the included figures need to be updated (there are inputs to this meeting that can be used). NEC pointed out that application layer FEC is not included since there is no agreement to include it. A section about security will be added. The terminology is somewhat unclear:  session establishment is not a well-defined term. Session announcement should be separated from session establishment. Section 5.1 should be split into three:  session announcement,  session establishment, session start/stop. Out of band signaling is also included as a part of the specification. The security solution will not be defined in S4 but references to other documents (S3, CN1, …) will be included. Noted.

4.1.1.1
Application system architecture

S4-AHP122 MBMS Functional Architecture and Scope, from Bamboo MediaCasting presented by the PSM Chairman. Three commented that the MBMS discussion should focus on the work in S4. Nokia commented that the document did not describe any broadcast mode but only the multicast mode (the use of the word “mode” was also discussed, maybe “method” is a better word). The use of FEC for MBMS was also included in the document (but no decision in S4 on the use of FEC). The discussion moved from the technical content and started to discuss if S4 should start a MBMS TR (in addition the MBMS TS). Some views were raced: Three was supporting a TR if and only if it did not delay the work and it should not have any impact on interoperability, Nokia was not supporting a TR as they claimed that the risk to delay the TS is much to large, Nokia also stated that the TS should capture all MBMS capabilities, Ericsson was strongly supporting the start of a TR. NEC and most other companies were more or less supporting the idea to start an overview TR. Noted.


S4-AHP125 MBMS System Overview, from Ericsson. There was many comments on the presentation. Nokia pointed out that the figure is misleading as in FLUTE the FDT is the header and is able to cover more than one file. The figure will be updated.  The use of the term session is problematic, bearer level sessions are short lived but user service sessions might be very long. The meaning of “announcement” is also unclear maybe “user service announcement” is better? The service announcement is an application that runs on top of the MBMS user service. S4 do not necessary need to define how this is transported but the minimal necessary information to be included should be defined by S4. There might be more information included but that depends on each application and is thus not a S4 responsibility. Ericsson pointed out that the broadcasting of service announcement is an S4 issue but other means of transport should also be available (compare to the way SDP is transported in PSS). Three and Vodafone supported inclusion of the “upper part” of the picture but also pointed out that S4 should not take over S2 responsibilities. There where comments on the split of the BM-SC into different “boxes”, this was supported by some companies (Three, Vodafone) but as described in the document it does not mean definition of any new BM-SC “internal interfaces”.  It was made clear that the security should be handled by S3. The TS should be “compact” i.e. only contain a minimum of extra explanations but focus on the definition of agreed features. The TR should put the TS into a broader view but should not be a container for all different views on MBMS but only contains descriptions we could agree on. The TS shall of course have higher priority then the TR. Vodafone pointed out that the GLMS (Group List Membership Service) defined in OMA should be used in MBMS and we should send a LS to OMA. The proposal to start and TR based on this S4-AHP125 was Approved.

4.1.1.2
Transport protocols



S4-AHP109 FLUTE Usage in MBMS Download, from Nokia. Ericsson commented that TSI must be provided.  There was a question if FLUTE is mandatory and answer is that it is mandatory for download, for streaming RTP will be used. Since inclusion of application layer FEC still is open nothing about FEC is included in this document. In FLUTE the equivalence of index number (to the different part of a downloaded file) is included and hence it is possible to identify missing parts of a file. There were a number of comments on the document: in chapter 3.2 the description of FEC/NON-FEC was commented, in chapter 3.6/3.7 the ERT field should be understood but set to zero.  (Overall the language needs some polishing it should clearly specify what is needed in the terminal and what should be send over the air). Nortel pointed out that is one instance of download user service, other might be possible in the future. An updated version is expected during the meeting. Noted.

4.1.1.3
Error robustness mechanisms

S4-AHP111 Evaluation of FEC schemes for MBMS and client requirements, from Nokia. Why should we limit our self to only systematic FEC codes? Why should BLER be used during the simulations? The FEC should be evaluated under the same memory and latency requirements. Siemens commented that in figure 2 the plotting should be done against lost SDU instead of received. The scale should also be logarithmic. The requirement on a “complete code”,  what does it mean? It should be possible to implement a complete decoding from the description of the FEC. For every code latency and memory requirements should be stated. Qualcomm stated that the less delay the better and we should not have a threshold but use the delay value in the evaluation of the code. Complexity evaluations are difficult, whatever is stated should be the actual complexity for the code under evaluation and not the asymptotic behaviour. Complexity should be on per symbol basis (number of XOR operations or the equivalent and then some more explaination) both for the case with and without errors.  The total amount of computation is important, some codes allow decoding during the reception while other need to do all the work after reception. The permanent document on “Simulation guidelines for the evaluation of packet erasure protection methods for MBMS user services” in S4-AHP124 will be updated considering this contribution. Noted.

S4-AHP124 Permanent Document on: Simulation guidelines for the evaluation of packet erasure protection methods for MBMS user services, from Ericsson, NEC, Nortel, Siemens. The document should be synchronized with the RAN1 and RAN2 work by LS from S4 and by company contributions. If we are going to use one or two schemes is still open (i.e. one for download and one for streaming). Maximum delay needs to defined, the shorter the better (see discussion on S4-AHP111). The document focus on FEC for download, a possible FEC for streaming is still under discussion. For streaming PSNR might not be the value to use for evaluation. A full evaluation the error behaviour of streaming, in combination with FEC and video decoder error handling is difficult. Disconnecting the FEC layer and video layer is easier. Streaming is not well defined in the document at the moment. Companies are encouraged to bring contributions into the process. There is no comparison with p2p repair in this document. It is a simulation guideline only for FEC simulations. All p2p references should be removed from the document. A new version of the document can be found in S4-AHP126. Noted.
S4-AHP118 Forward error correction – Consideration of high link loss rates, from Nortel Networks.  It was questioned if the peak capacity, as described in the document, is correct to use. Instead of making an average over the error rate and then calculate the capacity one should calculate the instantaneous capacity and then average over this. Selective combining was not used in this example. With this high error rate (up to 40%) the transmission of control information might get into trouble (it is transmitted in the same channel but not protected by the application layer FEC). This is a “total” trade off between bearer and application layer FEC. At the bearer level there is always a trade off between selective combining, control information and false correct blocks. The introduction of application layer FEC changes everything and a new operation point should be calculated. Maybe some higher error rates (10% and 20%) should be included in the simulation? It was decided not to do so, but companies are free to do any additional simulations they want. Noted. 

S4-AHP119 Forward error correction – Source block size, from Nortel Network. The proposed interleaving scheme is not useable for streaming. It could be used for download services. It is not clear if the proposed feature “statistical feedback” should be used per network or per cell, this is for further study. Cell by cell is probably not feasible, mobility and selective combining makes it less efficient. The feature could reuse the counting mechanism already in the RAN1. There was a long discussion about the use of slow memory and the proposed interleaving technique that would make it possible to have very  long code words. The discussion was if it is feasible to use this type of interleaving and if it has an acceptable complexity. In any case the use of this type of technology should be reported together with the simulation results. Noted.
S4-AHP120 Mapping of SDUs to Radio Blocks for FEC simulations, from Nortel Network. The content of this document should be included in the permanent document on “Simulation guidelines for the evaluation of packet erasure protection methods for MBMS user services” in S4-AHP124. Selective combining is not included and it should be mentioned that that happens on the same layer, as it is described in this document. Approved with comments. 

S4-AHP123 Evaluating Bandwidth Efficiency of FEC Schemes for MBMS, from Bamboo MediaCasting presented by the PSM SWG Chairman. Use the block error rate and then compute the frame error rate. Any unprotected IP mode does not exist. It is hard to know what to do with data multiplexed in layer 2 if there are any errors. The BLER/SDE formula is already included in the S4-AHP124. Noted.

S4-AHP105 XOR-based Reed-Solomon codes, from Nortel Network. Presented for information. Noted. 

S4-AHP106 A “Universal Decoder” approach to Forward Error Correction and S4-AHP107 A “Universal Decoder” implementation, both from Nortel Network. The idea presented is already used in SIP for signalling compression. Complexity (maximum for the downloaded code and minimum to be handle in the terminal) must still be defined in some way. The analyse of the best FEC to be used can be done later but instead the “universal decoder” must be specified.  In multiple sessions the same FEC code should preferable be used. Generally speaking, byte code execution is less efficient then direct implementation. There is also a question about how much control the byte code should have over the terminal. The limitation to XOR codes are not that annoying, the best RS codes are XOR codes (“finite field” codes are not possible to decode in the proposed universal decoder architecture). Siemens questioned if defining an universal decoder really was a 3GPP issue and the answer was yes and it has already been done for SIP. NEC expressed their support for the idea. Toshiba expressed that defining a decoder is an implementation issue and should NOT be done in SA4. Noted. 

S4-AHP121 Extension of RS Codes for Bandwidth Efficiency in MBMS, from Bamboo MediaCasting presented by the PSM SWG Chairman. The document is related to the other contributions  on FEC codes for MBMS. Hence, if Bamboo Mediacasting would like to proceed with this proposal it is recommended to consider the permanent document on “Simulation guidelines for the evaluation of packet erasure protection methods for MBMS user services” in S4-AHP124 for future contributions. Noted. 

S4-AHP110 Scalable point-to-point repair for MBMS downloading, from Nokia.  Nortel asked when does the timers start? Nokia answered:  At the end of the session. The session descriptions contains the start and end time. It is possible to use 8 hours download for 20 minutes content. Ericsson commented that it is better to have the configuration in the FDT/FLUTE instead of in the SDP. Noted. 

4.1.1.4 Service announcement

S4-AHP112 MBMS Service Announcement Mechanism, from Nokia. The assumption is that FLUTE is used. The proposed envelope could be transported by any other mechanism besides FLUTE but this is outside the scope of this document. The security, multicast/broadcast and session parameters should be placed into the SDP. The p2p repair of the FDT is different from the p2p repair of the data, how to do this should be covered in the architecture discussion. Embedding the SDP into he envelope should be no problem.  The working assumption is to use FLUTE for announcement for both streaming and download user services.  If MBMS bearer is used for Service announcements, then FLUTE shall carry the service announcement information. Other announcement schemes like via MMS or SMS are also possible, but do not require further SA4 work (except the specification of the carried information elements). Ericsson commented that the SDP should not carry p2p information. It should be added in the working assumption that it is possible to extend the envelope (i.e. all information that should be carried in the envelope is not yet decided).  User information should be added, but where? Approved with updates.

S4-AHP113 SDP for MBMS download service announcement, from Nokia. It was explained some of the attributes are newly specified some are reused old one. Ericsson pointed out that the protocol-id needs to be registered, IANA, and a RFC is needed. Nortel asked why IETF should not do all of this, the answer was that they would not be ready in time. Nortel then commented that the SDP requirements should be done in IETF,  3GPP should keep the working assumption about SDP and then if IETF is not ready in time then we could take it back and finalize it. Nokia explained that the intention is to get IETF review of the work, and that it should be released to IETF (as an informative RFC). The AVT group in IETF is the expert, but we need to review it anyway in 3GPP. It was questioned why FLUTE is experimental and the answer is that congestion control not ready yet (however we will not use that part in MBMS).  It is possible to extend the group identifier if more addressing is needed. The number of channels in the session is needed in order to be able to join the session. Only one channel is a good start for MBMS Rel-6. A FLUTE session equals a MBMS user service download session. Ericsson expressed the view that it should not be necessary to have a new SDP  for each session. The SDP contains session information but is not bound to one session. SDP is a per server configuration and is valid for quite long time (subscription based service is an example). Nortel asked why not port numbers were used for discrimination. Nokia explained that it is possible,  but IP- number is better. What is the use of a channel? It could be used for audio and video separation but is really meant for congestion control and layered coding (none of them an issue for 3GPP). Ericsson expressed the view that it is to early to have this as a working assumption, the possibility to have SDP as a way to describe a FLUTE session is accepted but the document is not yet mature enough to be included in the specification.  The list of required parameters in section 2 is approved, the optional list should not be included in the working assumption. Approved with comments. 

4.1.1.5
Security features

4.1.1.6
Media codecs

4.1.1.7 Other issues

4.2
3G-324M Improvements (SA4)


S4-AHP117 Proposed draft specification texts for 3G-324M improvements in Release 6, from Ericsson.  Noted.


4.3
Other issues 

5
Postponed issues


S4-AHP126 Permanent Document on: Simulation guidelines for the evaluation of FEC methods for MBMS download and streaming services  from Ericsson, NEC, Nokia, Nortel, Siemens. The parameters for cell change are in reality two different parameters, i.e. intra and inter RNC cell. The later might be longer. Update will be available S4-AHP130. Approved with comments.

S4-AHP127 MBMS Protocols and codecs TS 26.346 V0.0.2, from NEC (acting as editor). This document was progressed in an offline group during the PSM ad-hoc. It was presented for information. Noted.

6
Review of the future work plan (next meeting dates, hosts)

7
Any Other Business


8
Close of the meeting 

The PSM SWG Chairman, Mr. Rolf Hakenberg, thanked Ericsson for hosting this meeting and for all practical arrangements which allowed a smooth running of to the meeting. The delegates were thanked for their fruitful work. The meeting was then closed.
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