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6.1
Opening of the session: Monday 22 November, afternoon


The Interim PSM SWG Chairman, Igor Curcio (Nokia), opened the meeting and welcomed all participants. 

The Chairman made a call for meeting secretary, and Olle Franceschi (Ericsson) offered kindly his help to be the meeting secretary. He was appointed secretary for the meeting.

6.2 Approval of the agenda and registration of documents

The Chairman thanked the delegates for the good volume of submissions to the meeting (37 input documents). One document (S4-040754) is still missing. 

S4-040665, “Draft Meeting Agenda for the PSM SWG session at SA4#33”, from PSM SWG Interim Chairman. Was presented by the Chairman. The draft meeting agenda was approved and the documents were allocated to the agenda items. The agenda was also revised and updated during the meeting (see Annex 1). A total of 83 documents were handled during the whole PSM session. A complete list of documents is in Annex 2 of this report. Agreed.
6.3
Reports/Liaisons from other groups/meetings


6.3.1 3GPP working groups

S4-040113, “LS on HTTP based services and order of procedures”, from SA3. Noted. An answer is given in S4-040760. 
S4-040614. “LS on MBMS Security finalization” from SA3. A short presentation was given. An LS response will be drafted and the security architecture document will be attached. Noted. An answer is given in S4-040760. 

S4-040760 – “LS reply on MBMS security finalisation (To: SA3, CN1, Cc: SA2)”. Postponed to the SA4 Plenary.

S4-040611, “Reply to LS on Session Repetition”, from SA2. Noted. An answer can be found in S4-040704.

S4-040641, “LS on GERAN Assumptions on common MBMS Information Elements”, from GERAN. Noted. An answer can be found in S4-040704.
S4-040651, “LS on MBMS Information Elements over Iu interface”, from RAN3. Noted. An answer can be found in S4-040704.
S4-040704. “Draft LS on Session Repetition", from Ericsson. Vodafone: It seems, as the requirement on the size of the session_id is not 100% clear: 1,2 or 3 bytes are asked for by RAN and GERAN. Siemens: The session_id is important, in GERAN for a small group, feedback on the RLC layer will be used, and for large groups the feedback will not be used. Session_id is thus important. Nokia: The session concept used so far in SA4 is not the same as in GERAN. The session_id is not a session but a content identifier.  We do not think that we need this. NEC: we support Nokia. Battery saving is an optimization and not needed. It is not clear from the LSes that terminal counting in the cell is mandated or needed. Bamboo: The session_id is used for battery saving and counting. This is not the same session as the one Nokia is describing for MBMS. Nokia: Why cannot the TMGI be used instead? Bamboo: TMGI maps to a multicast IP address and APN, and the terminal listens for a long time on this TMGI. Nokia: This is a requirement we have not seen before. Vodafone: Yes, there is a subscription, and the service runs over the football game (as an example), and there might be a number of sessions, one for each download. Nokia: The name is bad, transport_session or content_set would be better. Bamboo: Why not call it transmission session? A (transmission) session is the time when you actually receive data, not as long as you are attached to the service. Vodafone: We need to clarify the meaning of session, user session and transmission_session, Ericsson: This will be difficult to define (not the name but the “rules for the session_id). Vodafone: The actual rules for the session_id  depend a lot on the service. NEC: We need to understand if this really is needed. Noted. An LS reply will be sent in S4-040761, which also covers replies to LSs S4-040611, S4-040641 and S4-040651. 

S4-040761, “Draft LS on Session Repetition (To: SA2, GERAN2, RAN3, Cc: CN1, CN3, CN4, RAN2, SA1)” from SA4 PSM SWG. TIM: If we take the size decisions at the next S4 meeting it will have impact on the time plan for MBMS. Noted.

S4-040783 – “Reply on LS on GERAN Assumptions on common MBMS Information Elements” from SA2. Postponed to the SA4 Plenary.
S4-040785 – “Reply on LS on GERAN Assumptions on common MBMS Information Elements” from SA2. . Postponed to the SA4 Plenary.
S4-040799 – “Reply LS on MBMS information elements” from CN3. Postponed to the SA4 Plenary.

S4-040784 - Reply Liaison Statement on Reception Acknowledgement for MBMS” from SA2. Postponed to the SA4 Plenary.
S4-040622, “LS on MBMS service priority handling” from SA2.  Vodafone: The session_id could be useful in this case as well. Ericsson: session_id is not necessary or really useful for this application. Bamboo: there are a number of reasons why an application stops receiving a transfer. Noted. An answer will be available in S4-040771. 

S4-040771 – “LS reply on MBMS Service Priority Handling (To: SA2, Cc: RAN2)”. Postponed to the SA4 Plenary.
S4-040782 – “LS on simultaneous MBMS sessions” from RAN2. Postponed to the SA4 Plenary.

S4-AHP182 – “Reply to LS on Optimization on VoIMS” (to CN1; cc RAN2). Will be handled in the SA4 Plenary. Noted.
6.3.2 Other groups

S4-040634, “Liaison Statement to 3GPP on LASeR : Lightweight Application Scene Representation”, from ISO/IEC JTC1/SC29/WG11.  Ericsson: It is good to know about activities in other bodies. Streamezzo: LASER is competitor to flash and we propose to add a new media type for Rel. 7. Ericsson: More presentations and the specification need to be reviewed in order to decide if we need this type of solution. This is also connected to S4-040732. Chairman: Please keep us updated on this activity. Streamezzo: Are we going to send an answer? Are 3GPP interested in the functionality of LASER? NEC: Politeness dictates that we should respond but not necessarily at this meeting. Streamezzo: There has been a discussion on SVG compression earlier in 3GPP. Maybe this has impact on interest of LASER? Chairman: please use the reflector and if enough interest and support is generated then a WI is possible for R7. Streamezzo: The idea is to unify the wireless world and have one format. Noted.
S4-040781 – “LS on Status of OMA Mobile Broadcast Services” from OMA BAC. Postponed to the SA4 Plenary.
S4-040801 – “Preliminary reply to SA4's Last Call comments on SVG Tiny 1.2” from W3C SVG WG. Postponed to the SA4 Plenary.
6.4
Maintenance of Release 5 and earlier releases


6.4.1
(Extended)Transparent End-to-End Mobile Streaming Application (SA4)
6.4.2
Provisioning of IP based multimedia services (SA1)
6.4.2.1 Multimedia Codecs and Protocols for Conversational PS Services (SA4)
6.4.2.1.1
Codecs

6.4.2.1.2
Protocols
6.4.3
Multimedia Messaging Enhancements (T2)
6.4.3.1 MMS formats and codecs (SA4)
6.4.4
Other issues
 

6.5
Release 6 work 

6.5.1 Packet Switched Streaming Rel-6 (SA4)

S4-040647, “CR 26.245 001 Removal of incorrect statement in Scope section of Rel-6 Timed Text (Release 6)” from Apple Computer. Agreed.

S4-040693, “CR 26.234 076 Correction of RDF schema for PSS capability vocabulary (Release 6)” from Editor (Ericsson). Agreed.
S4-040694, “CR 26.234 077 Transport-independent SDP bandwidth modifiers for PSS (Release 6)” from Editor (Ericsson).  Agreed.

S4-040695, “CR 26.234 078 Correction of MIME type definition for DRM protected content (Release 6)” from Editor (Ericsson). Agreed.

S4-040696, “CR 26.244 006 Correction of syntax of encryption boxes and outdated references (Release 6)” from Editor (Ericsson). Agreed.

S4-040697, “CR 26.244 007 Correction of sample structure for AMR-WB+ in 3GP files (Release 6)” from Editor (Ericsson). Agreed.

S4-040732, “Content creation Guidelines for SVG 1.2” from Nokia, Ericsson. France Telecom: Contention creation guidelines are not enough and might result in non-playable content. Hard guidelines are needed. SVG-Tiny does not mandate scripting language and that should be included. Ericsson: We do not support hard guidelines as this will result in a new profile. Mandating a scripting language is good. Our proposal is to add ECMA script. Streamezzo: more detailed information is needed. Postponed, then noted. The document was then updated to S4-040798. 

S4-040798, “Content creation guidelines for SVG 1.2” from Nokia, Ericsson, Orange/France Télécom and Streamezzo. Agreed.
S4-040749, “Adoption of SVG Tiny 1.2 in Release 6” from Ericsson et al. France Telecom: We support this. Streamezzo:  Is this a level document or not? Ericsson: SVG 1.2 will be conditionally mandatory (as SVG 1.1 has been before). An editor’s note on SVG 1.2 will be added in the corresponding CRs to TS 26.234 and TS 26.140 (this will be something like “if SVG will not finalized by a reasonable deadline, SA4 will reconsider its adoption for Rel. 6). Approved with modifications.  

S4-040787, “CR 26.234 079 Adoption of SVG Tiny 1.2 (Release 6)”, from PSM SWG. Approved with modifications. The new document can be found in S4-040838.

S4-040729 – “Demonstration of an Adaptive Streaming Testbed using PSS Rel.6 Features” from Heinrich Hertz Institut, Ericsson. A live demonstration of rate adaptation for PSS was given. Noted.
S4-040802, “CR 26.234 080 Integration of alternative RTP packetization for Enhanced aacPlus codec (Release 6)” from Coding Technologies. Ericsson: Some more data and description would be nice to have since this is a late submission. Apple: A number of good reasons, to add this format have been presented. The question is if we want to have two payloads formats for eAAC+. Nokia: The simulations have been showed for AAC+ and not eAAC+.  Apple: the distinction should be between non-backwards-compatible and backwards-compatible signalling, since we do not hurt interop with current decoders for non-backwards-compatible streams, since they cannot play them anyway. Coding Technologies: The distinction is between explicit non-backward signaling and everything else. Apple: Restrictions on the file formats should be included. Coding Technologies: There is too much focus on backward compatibility, benefits with the new format is discussed. This is the format we will propose for MBMS. Noted.

6.5.2 Multimedia Messaging (MMS) enhancements (T2)

6.5.2.1 MMS formats and codecs (SA4)                           

S4-040733 – “CR 26.140 009 on Support for EXIF in MMS (Release 6)” from Nokia. Philips: Why add EXIF? EXIF is a huge specification with more then 100 tags. EXIF is also incompatible with JFIF. NEC: The justification is missing. As a general principle, a justification is needed for introducing new features in the specifications. Apple: The incompatibility between JFIF and EXIF is a problem but there must be something that makes it possible. Philips: What is meant with supporting the file format? Noted.

S4-040788 – “CR 26.140 010 Adoption of SVG Tiny 1.2 (Release 6)” from PSM SWG. Agreed.
6.5.3
IMS Messaging (SA1) and Support of Presence Capability (SA1)

6.5.3.1 Media Codecs and Formats for IMS Messaging and Presence (SA4)              

S4-AHP146 - Update of TS 26.141 (v. 0.0.3) on IMS Messaging and Presence. Media formats and codecs” from Rapporteur (Nokia). An updated version will be handled in the SA4 Plenary. Noted.
6.5.4

Multimedia Broadcast and Multicast Service (SA1)


6.5.4.1
Definition of MBMS user services, media codecs, formats and 



transport/application protocols using MBMS (SA4, SA1)

S4-040681, “Delivery Confirmation Procedure”, from Bamboo MediaCasting et al. Lucent: Is it repair mandated for download? Bamboo: No it is optional for the service. Nokia: It is mandated for the terminal to support repair but not mandated to be used.  NEC: Streaming is now included in this document but it was not in the first draft? When is a streaming session finalized? Nokia: This is correct, streaming was not included before and the update describes this better. NEC: The text is not ready to be included in the spec as is (new features are not allowed after this meeting). Noted.  An update is available in S4-040772.

S4-040772 – “Updated Delivery Confirmation Procedure” from Bamboo MediaCasting et alii. Not available. Replaced by S4-040795.

S4-040795, “Delivery Confirmation Procedure” from Bamboo MediaCasting, Ericsson and Nokia. NEC: The identification of a complete streaming session, where and how is this specified. No text about the streaming session included. NEC: Add a new text about streaming that makes this clear. Nokia: Some text is already there for the Rack, Star, and StaR All. NEC: Please add some text in the introduction making this clearer. Furthermore the text does sometimes look like stage 1 and should be polished. Ericsson: The editor is always allowed to do editorial updates! Agreed with modifications. 

S4-040698, “Specification text for the MBMS Streaming Delivery method FEC” from Ericsson, Digital Fountain and Nokia. Siemens: Is it necessary to send the original packets in order. Nokia: This is not an issue as long you are inside the jitter buffer. Ericsson: Furthermore, the data packets must be sent in RTP packet order but the original data can be placed in any way in the RTP packet. Nokia: We have a buffer of only 5 seconds, do we really gain by random ordering? Digital fountain: Where does the 5 second come from? Nokia: In PSS we have a maximum of 2 seconds delay but the initial delay could be longer. Ericsson: With 5 seconds for buffering plus FEC then you have probably 7-8 sec for tuning in. The access points will delay everything even more. Nokia: What is the problem with 5 seconds? Digital fountain: This will come up later so we need not to discuss it now. Nokia: Still with the 5 seconds delay, do we have any use of random interleaving? NEC: There are several references to the FEC schemes. Is it meaningful to put into it in the TS before the FEC is approved? Nokia: We think it is useful. Siemens: The table has to be removed. Ericsson: This is a non-blocking approval! NEC: It will be added to the specification. Qualcom: Is this only for a FEC scheme or is it anything more? Digital Fountain: It is for the FEC transport. Agreed.

S4-040703, “Metadata for MBMS User Services - Specification Text” from Ericsson. Nokia: The diagram is familiar to people that knows UML, but we do not require UML knowledge. Add an editor’s comment about UML. The delivery method connects the security to the service. Bamboo: Streaming session and the two streams if separately protected needs to be described by separate SDPs. Siemens: This will have impacts on S4-040700. Nokia: they are very much the same; the service type was agreed in Newbury but is not mandated in this proposal. If needed in the future it is easy to extend the XML schema. Postponed. 

S4-040700, “MBMS metadata fragments” from Siemens. Streamezzo : Why is MPEG7 included in the XML schema? Nokia: This is an example and shows how external name space can be important into our schema. It is not our proposal to have MPEG7 included in our spec. This is purely informative. Chairman: does S4-040703 cover S4-040700 to 100%? Siemens: The text is exactly the same, only the XML schema is slightly updated. France Telecom: The reference to MPEG7 is just an example. Chairman: Please have offline discussions to align the document. Postponed.

Later both documents S4-040703 and S4-040700 were re-discussed. S4-040703 was agreed with the following modifications extracted from S4-040700. The following updates to the user service description schema are added:

· URN for the name space shall be used. All examples need to be fixed when it comes to address.

· Service id type is any URI, it will be an URN (not an URL).

· Delivery method type will be taken from document S4-040700.

The new update is in S4-040793 that was agreed. Document S4-040700 was noted.

S4-040736, “Transport file grouping and metadata envelope for MBMS download” from Nokia. Bamboo: We should discuss this in separate parts: session announcement, download and grouping. In 5.2.2.3 it is stated that a new version of a metadata always will replace an old one: how about the valid from time? Nokia: We do not state that old metadata must be deleted immediately; this is implementation specific. Bamboo: In 5.2.2.5: the fragment and its envelope are always transported together in the same session. What about the reference case? Nokia: When the fragment is sent the envelope is always sent in band. There is a possibility to send the envelope alone out of band. Bamboo: The envelope is possible to send separately then. Nokia: Yes. Bamboo: All of this transported by using FLUTE. Is FEC protection, repeated transmission and PtM repair used? Nokia: That is outside the scope of this contribution. However everything available for download is available for fragments, envelopes and referencing envelopes. Bamboo: This has to be fairly reliable. What happens if the data is lost? Nokia: There are a number of options, file repair, http get or a fetch. This contribution gives the tool but the way to use it is up to the operator. The goal is to be transport independent. It does not specify what happens when a metadata expires.  Bamboo: We define something that might end up in an exception situation but do not give any help on how to get out of that situation. We might have situations where a part of the population has received the latest meta-information and some did not, and that might result in some strange behavior. Ericsson: We probably should define a full service. Digital Fountain: Is the version number indefinite? Nokia: Yes. Digital Fountain: What clock is the experience date based on? Is it the receiver time or on the sender time? Nokia: The system clock should be used, there is no in-band clock in FLUTE. Digital Fountain: The time should be stated explicitly. Ericsson: Why not mandated valid until field? Nokia: two reasons: one simple case is when the metadata is valid for a very long time and then it is not needed. The other is when the expiry date is unknown and there will be a number of updates. Making the until field recommended is acceptable. Ericsson: Escaping with c-data, is this the only way to do it in XML? Nokia: No, not the only way but the easiest way to use.  Streamezzo: What content types ((MIME types) are allowed?  Nokia: Any MIME type is possible to use, later we will limit the number of MIME types.  Bamboo: Download delivery sends a file once, promiscuous is more in relation to session_id and repeated session, this is more a grouping mechanism than a true broadcast system, multiple copies will be handled by the application layer more than by the FLUTE layer. Do we need this definition? Nokia: The text is not normative, and just added in order to make it clearer. Ericsson: SHALL in 6.1.2 make the green text mandated! Nokia: Move the green text up one level. Ericsson: Do we really need the text? It is better to be handled by the application?  Nokia: These three modes are very different and they should be described to avoid non interoperability through incorrect assumptions.  The document was updated to S4-040797. Noted.

S4-040797, “Transport file grouping and metadata envelope for MBMS” from Nokia. Agreed.

S4-040737, “Repair file URI for MBMS downloading” from Nokia and Ericsson. Ericsson: This is an update with typos fixed and minor updates. The ABNF is improved. Update of the editors note on IANA registration is done. FEC payload format for systematic codes added and the identification of source and repair. Digital Fountain: The difference between source and repair should be clear, the xxx and yyy could be different. For streaming we probably have difference, for download we might have difference. Nokia: RS codes will use different numbers for SBN+ESI. Digital Fountain: The Raptor codes also use different ranges for the ESI between source and repair packets, but it still might be useful to signal the difference between these two types of packets at a higher level than just using the ESI, for example so that a P2P repair server knows without interpreting the ESI whether it needs to send symbols from the original source or generate repair symbols. Agreed with modifications. The new agreed document can be found in S4-040794.
S4-040676, “MBMS Protocols and codecs TS 26.346 V1.0.3” from NEC (Editor).  Ericsson: In FLUTE, is only one encoding symbol per packets used? Digital Fountain: We have brought this up earlier but Nokia pointed out that this was agreed and that a change would need a CR. Nokia: In the simulation guidelines this is used. Siemens: Are we using Ipv6 or Ipv4? For Ipv6 the packets could be very large and it could be very good to have more then one FEC symbol per packet. Ericsson: The structure of the document needs to be improved. We have a very deep tree of the section numbering. Nokia: FEC schemes should be put into separate annexes. Agreed. An update can be found in S4-040773. 

S4-040773, “TS 26.346 MBMS Protocols and codecs V1.0.4, from NEC (Editor). Noted.

S4-040835, “TS 26.346 MBMS Protocols and codecs V1.1.0” from NEC (Editor). Noted.

S4-AHP172, “Delivery Method Definition” from Bamboo MediaCasting. Agreed.

S4-040527, “MBMS User Service Reference Architecture”, Ericsson, 3, Bamboo, Vidiator and NEC. Noted.

S4-040730, “QoE for MBMS”, Vidiator, Nokia, 3, Apple and Vodafone. Ericsson: All proposed metrics is only for streaming. Nokia: Correct. Ericsson: How will early leavers be handled or very long sessions? Nokia: Early leavers should send some kind of report. Ericsson: Initial buffer delay, and rebuffering is it really applicable for broadcast? Nokia: there is two use cases for the reports: for adapting the stream (for ptp streaming) and QoS experience. Ericsson: The channel is broadcast, and in such a channel rebuffering will not happen. Bamboo: Some measurements are media oriented and some is transport oriented. Statistics is fine but adaptation is not possible! Nokia: There is no interaction between adaptation and QoE reporting in PSS. Ericsson: Some of the measurements are only useful for specific bearers and some for adaptive streaming. Also some of the information is not meaningful when done over very long periods. Vodafone: We did not want to add more complexity compared to what is used in the PSS. NEC: How do you separate collected measurements between ptp and ptm bearer? Where do we measure, before or after the FEC? For PSS this is optional, and may be requested from the network. How is it handled in MBMS? Ericsson: Feedback is not needed for live TV. Bamboo: Today QoS is handled with the streaming client; and some is transport oriented and some is media oriented. Vidiator: Transport related information might be added, but user experience is the important issue in this proposal. Bamboo: Is this really user experience? Vidiator: Did we clarify that the BM-SC and the streaming server are separated? Bamboo: No, we haven’t clarified that yet. But the streaming server will not get the reports. Vidiator: If we haven’t clarified the separation between the BM-SC and the streaming server how can we assume the streaming server will not get the reports?NEC: SA5 may need reception report for charging. Nokia: SA5 will define the charging part, QoE will not be used. NEC: What do we send in the content reception report for streaming? Ericsson: It is part of the session, it started now and ended now?  Apple: Why not do content reception reporting more often?  From very often (every 10 minutes or so) to never or once each day. This will also give some answers to the questions from Ericsson. Bamboo: Combinations of ptp and MBMS might have implications. Nokia: Some receivers (specifically) in GERAN mighty have limitations, others (in UTRAN) do not have it. An operator knows what is going on. We need to include signaling to handle reporting. And it should scale with the number of people in the channel. Bamboo: It is possible to do this already by update the reception reporting mechanism. NEC: Reporting during session is not a good idea since they effect the quality and if used for dimensioning it will change the load in the cell. The first terminals during the dimensioning phase will not support this (not two bearers at the same time and not the QoE). Why is rebuffering needed anyway? Nokia: Any stalling in the playback is counted as rebuffering. Vidiator: Operators want to have this. Vodafone: We want to have QoE, it might be important in the beginning of the service! Ericsson: We accept the idea but we are missing some things: when to do the reporting, how to indicate what is being reported on. Chairman: The proposal in short: to accept the same thing as in PSS with the updates described in the document, all feedback in the end of the session, add signaling in the SDP description, and define the mechanism for the content reception reporting. Agreed.
S4-040738, “Additional SDP for FLUTE” from Nokia.  Ericsson: The mode of bearers needs to be handled in a better way. The FEC part needs to be updated. The FMT map could also be used directly instead of a reference. Nokia: By reusing a reference we gain simpler syntax and semantics, and so a less complex parser. Agreed with modifications. The agreed updated version will be in S4-040819.

S4-040467, “MBMS security Overview” from Ericsson. Noted.

S4-AHP148 – “Introduction of security functionality in BMSC” from Lucent Technologies. Noted.
S4-040662, “Introduction of security functionality in BMSC” from Lucent Technologies, Ericsson and Bamboo Mediacasting.  Vodafone: A CR to SA2 specifications was agreed, but the security function is now called membership function. Bamboo: The membership function is not the same as the security function. The membership function is more of a key distribution service. Chairman: Look at the SA2 spec and then update the document. Lucent: If we are happy with the document we should send it to S3 and S2 and get their comment back. Noted. An update of the document is in S4-040818.

S4-040818, “Introduction of security functionality in BM-SC” from Lucent Technologies, Ericsson and Bamboo MediaCasting. The document should be checked and aligned with S2. Agreed.

S4-040699, “3GP container files for PSS and MBMS” from Ericsson. Nokia: PSS is closed for R6. Ericsson: this is a proposal for MBMS, but it is also useful for PSS. Nokia: The proposal should not be used for PSS/R6 products. Ericsson: We accept that we use this only for MBMS and not for PSS. France Telecom: Only one file format for both MBMS and PSS should be used. Something is missing since SMIL and SVG is not possible to include today. The track structure is a way forward. Ericsson: The track structure is not that easy. MPEG has defined a way to do this for JPEG, but not for all media types. Our proposal is simpler and cleaner. France Telecom: 3GPP S4 have done changes earlier in the file format for different media types. The solution should not be that complex compared to the one proposed, i.e. to add new boxes plus some kind of “kludge” for the handling of content in SMIL. Nokia: We do not have any requirements for a container file format. Do we need a container file format, and what is needed then?  We already have file grouping in MBMS. Ericsson: How to handle the different files in the presentation with the MBMS grouping? Nokia: Each application needs to define this. Apple: FEC works better on large files, and also it is easier for the player to check what is going on in a single file structure. The receiver could do an intelligent analysis of the container file. Track structure is not a good way forward. Philips: The difference between PSS and MBMS is difficult and unclear. The difference between the two services is artificial. Nokia: For a PSS file today, only audio, video and timed text and nothing else is allowed. If implemented, then everything in 3GPP needs to be implemented. Ericsson: The 3GPP file format already supports a number of optional formats, capability exchange is the answer to this question. Download and the user agent profiles in the terminal are defined for this use. Philips: If SMIL, JPG, PNG is supported in the terminal but not the file format for PSS how do I handle and explain this to my customer? France Telecom:  the same problem will be raised again with SVG 1.2 since it can be used as a minimal scene description format. Postponed.

S4-040699, “3GP container files for PSS and MBMS” from Ericsson. Qualcomm: Is this for PSS or MBMS?  Ericsson: For MBMS. Qualcomm: We see a very strong case for MBMS and support this proposal. Nokia: There has not been any requirement for a container for MBMS. Other solutions are also available. A structured approach should be done: first analyze what we need and then propose an implementation. This is for the application layer, the grouping in FLUTE is for transport efficiency. This is semantically different. What is the focus for the presentation, is it meant for everything under the sun? Ericsson: This is for presentations and not for software. It can be extended to other areas as well but we do NOT think it should be.  Nokia: 3GP file format will support all new media and this will hamper the interoperability. Apple: It does not make any difference. Ericsson: We do not invent any new media types, this is just a new package and a new way to handle the media and presentation. Qualcomm: A valid 3GPP player that receives a content does not understand, it just moves on as specified in the ISO file format. Nokia: OMA-DCF file format has been presented in early meetings and the pros and cons for the file format has been presented for PSS. No requirement in MBMS so no input for MBMS. Ericsson: OMA has presented its file format and ISO complained about the compatibility. OMA have made some updates but the result is not fully compliant.  Apple: Downloading a full presentation in a single package is a good idea for error resilience reasons, content handling is also easier. The alignment between OMA and ISO is good. Qualcomm: Content protection works very well with a large file and large files are preferable. Noted. Editor’s note to be defined and placed in the TS. 

S4-040475 – “Combined Selection of Data Protection Schemes for Maximized MBMS Channel Throughput” from Bamboo MediaCasting. Withdrawn.
S4-040648, “Raptor Forward Error Correction”, from Digital Fountain. Nokia: How large are the tables? Digital Fountain: One is compressible down to  3kbyte, the other two is 1 Kbytes each and contains random numbers.  Nokia: Are the tables pre-stored or are they downloaded each time? Digital Fountain: They are pre-stored. Nokia: What is the range of K values?  Digital Fountain: Between 0-2000. Noted. 

S4-040649, “Streaming Simulations of FEC codes for MBMS”, from Digital Fountain.  Nokia: The video coder used is not optimized for streaming, i.e. the size of the encoder output packets is varying too much. The simulation method is not optimized for streaming. 200 ms buffer size is used for conversational video; in streaming, larger buffers are typically used that give the rate control more to work on. Failure is a bad word, a packet loss will result in a glitch or a loss of a video quality for a while. So a packet loss is not a fatal event. It will not result in a broken down connection! The requirement on the FEC code for streaming is much less strict than for file download. Do not look at the 384 and 256 kbit/s examples, since they are very high bit rates; only look at 128 and 64 kbit/s. MTBF (i.e., maximum tolerance) is then 1.5 sec. Digital Fountain: The language is from the simulation document. What do the meeting, specifically the operators, have to say about the bit rate? Vodafone: We do not want to limit ourselves to 128 kbit/ and do not want to have a FEC that blocks higher bit rates. Nokia: This is really not important for the evaluation; we do not want to look at irrelevant data. Vodafone: We understand the issue with capacity and cost but want to have the option. The user will of course have to pay in the end. Bamboo: 256 kbps is the upper limit today, and 256 and 384 kbps is in practice not useful since they do not use combined receivers and will need considerable more resources (and order of magnitude). Ericsson: The media decoding is also more complex for higher bit rates. No codecs are yet defined for video above 128 kbits/s: Siemens: The packets are larger than 500 bytes for UTRAN. It is recommended to keep the packets equal to the PDU size. Digital Fountain: Larger packets will raise the error rate but reduce the effect of packet headers.  There is language describing this effect in the Simulation Guidelines. Siemens: Are the repair packet still a single symbol or is it more then one (512 bytes)? Digital Fountain: Read the specification and it will show how many symbols there are in a packet (symbol size from 16 to 512 bytes). Ericsson: Are systematic raptor codes used? Digital fountain: Yes! Ericsson: the delay used should also be discussed. Only the 5-second length should be considered. Digital Fountain: It depends on the cell change losses, for long cell change losses longer protection is needed. Ericsson: Five seconds is long today since we have better network understanding. Digital Fountain: With a one second loss, 5 seconds protection must be used, for 2 seconds 10 seconds should be used. Do we know the exact value of cell change outage time today? Nokia: The outage time cannot be that long, and if it happens we might accept to take it! This cannot be the main criteria. Tune in time is a very basic property of any system and it is very important. Do not design for a very long tune-in time just to survive some worst-case scenarios. Vodafone: We are not looking for worst case but on some practical use cases we see in today’s network. Long tune in might be a problem but if the end user expect good picture then they might accept very long tune in time. Nokia: We accept the second point (but we do not believe in it) but the cell change losing 1 second or more is not acceptable for normal phone call. I expect that the MBMS will break down at the same rate as normal call. Bamboo: We have a trade off between tune-in and error resilience. The right way is to handle this in the radio link layer. And then we get both for free. Qualcomm: Do we need 100% reliability? For download yes, but for streaming? NEC: In UTRAN 64 and 128 kbit/s the regular cell changes are without losses. GERAN cell change loss might be interesting, but we do not have any numbers. Chairman: UTRAN has sent some information showing that they have the possibility to do error free or almost error free cell change. Nokia: there are some user perception studies that demonstrate that a of  delay less than 1/10 second is perceived by the user without delay. 1 second delay is perceived as annoying; 10 seconds delay is perceived as the limit on the user attention. Tuning must be less then 10 seconds. Ericsson: For UTRAN no problem, GERAN has some solution that will give shorter break up (2x1 seconds instead of 5 seconds). Digital Fountain: With 20% FEC overhead, a 3 second break needs 15-second protection. Nokia: Long start-up is a problem.  To force somebody to wait 20 second until the service arrives is not possible, 10 seconds might be acceptable! Siemens: Cell change loss is usually very short, we should not do an over engineering for something that happens very seldom. It is better to be selective in protection and not use too much overhead, maybe around 10%, and use the bits for information instead. Nokia: Raptor codes are good when k-values are greater the 1000, the k-value for 5 seconds protection is less than 100. For the streaming case 32 bits symbols and 16 symbols in a packet. Are the raptor codes still efficient for the short symbols? Digital Fountain: 1600 symbols are still used and if a packet is lost still 16 packets are lost. Chairman: some facts we should agree on:

1. 128 kbit/s should be the upper limit, at least from a practical point. 

2. RAN/GERAN have been working on soft combining/selective combining, the cell change loss is improved down to nearly zero.

3. User experience, tune-in, should be minimized for user experience or maximized for error protection. Guideline talks about 5 seconds. 

Digital Fountain: There is no agreement on those points. There might be some consensus among terminal vendors but not from operators. Noted. 

S4-040650, “Download Simulations FEC codes for MBMS” from Digital Fountain. Nokia: The parameters for RS how are they decided? Digital Fountain: The goal has been to have enough spare symbols so that if conditions are worse than predicted in the initial MBMS session then there are additional non-redundant symbols to send in a repair MBMS session. If the channel is worse, then a repair PtM might be better. Noted. 

S4-040673, “MBMS FEC LDPC Copper codes: encoder and decoder specification”, from NEC. Siemens: In the p-list, are the equations always linearly independent? NEC: yes the equations are linearly independent. Siemens: According to the P-list there is an unequal numbers of ones in the equations. Is this really good, should they not be close to each other? NEC: They are close to the average but not constant. Siemens: Is the variation small enough? Will not the P-list be rather long for large blocks? NEC: The list is limited to four elements all the time! Digital Fountain: Is the final proposal that we can use for simulations? Nokia: What is the reception overhead for this? What about the N and K values, what are possible to have? NEC: The maximum block size is computed from the memory limit in the guideline and all memory is used. Noted. 

S4-040674, “MBMS FEC LDPC Copper codes: some additional performance results” from NEC. Digital Fountain: How is the object transmission signaled to the receiver? NEC: The FOTI in the payload format could be used. Digital Fountain: What about the size?  Siemens: Is the p-list really the same as in the previous document. NEC: This is a different p-list.  Noted. 

S4-AHP171 – “Reed-Solomon FEC for MBMS” from Nokia. An updated version is in document S4-040734. Noted.
S4-040734, “Reed-Solomon code specification for MBMS download and streaming service” from Nokia, Siemens, Ericsson and Bamboo MediaCasting. NEC: Repair packets over repair may be used, was it done during the simulation? Nokia: No. Vodafone: How many iterations do we need for the product code? Nokia: As a worst case all rows and all columns need to be decoded once, but only once! The numbers of iterations are typically 7-8. Digital Fountain: Do we need to keep all of this in the fast memory? Nokia: No not everything at the same time. Digital Fountain: Some parts need to be read into the fast memory twice. Qualcomm: How do modern encoders produce equal size packets? Nokia: It is not that complicated, specifically given the flexible payload format used in AVC. Qualcomm: There is no specification on the rate control so what happens if the rate control is bad? Does this require H.264 as the only codec? Nokia: Good encoders will use smart rate control. This is no difference from other parts of the encoder specification. Qualcomm: H.263 might not be that easy to handle: Nokia: There are a number of features in H.263 as well that can be used. Qualcomm: What about the hybrid padding? Digital Fountain: The difference between RS and Raptor code is partly due to inefficiency of the hybrid padding. Nokia: The rate control scheme used in the Raptor document was not optimized for streaming but for conversational services! Qualcomm: There have been a lot of discussions about encoder specifications, this was also discussed at the SA plenary and we got the work to look at this again. A better rate control will also need more time and Nokia was against long delays. Nokia: Well we talk about much lower delays like half a second and not 5 seconds! 500 ms buffer will give us the possibility to do everything we want to do! Noted.
S4-AHP167 – “Additional FEC simulation results for MBMS” from Nokia. An updated version is in S4-040735. Noted.

S4-040735, “Simulation results for the performance and complexity of RS codes for MBMS FEC”, from Nokia, Siemens. Digital Fountain: 5 seconds protection period will give rather poor reception. With this protection period the quality of the play-out shows this clearly. Nokia: this is a trade off. Digital Fountain: We are not arguing for a short protection time per se but arguing for the flexibility to choose the one or the other. Siemens: The figures are good: low FEC overhead and very high percentage happy viewers. Digital Fountain: The numbers are per block! Not for the full presentation. Nokia: For every given 5 second block 95% of the users will be happy. But this is also when cell changes happen! Digital Fountain: This will happen at every cell change and the one with cell change are the ones that are subjected to the bad result. Qualcomm: Is there possibility to jump forth and back between cells? Vodafone: There is an active blocking in the network that prohibits changes within 15 seconds. NEC: Do not over interpret the figures. There will not be cell changes every second when walking. Bamboo: The simulations show more on link loss than on cell change loss. With fixed packet sizes the RS codes are very hard to beat. The figures show that flexible packets may be the problem. Digital Fountain: What has happened since the Newbury meeting. Is it a new platform? Nokia: It is a new platform. Digital Fountain: Is it the lower end for the terminal? Nokia: Well, not really. Digital Fountain: The improved values are not only due to optimization then. Nokia: No, they are both due to the improved platform and code optimization. Digital Fountain: in the previous simulation results 18 seconds for a 1-D RS and 100% utilization means that with 10% utilization this is around 180 seconds. Nokia: We do not necessarily support that 10% is the right choice. Digital Fountain: But when evaluating Raptor elsehwhere in the document to say how long it will take to decode,the 10% figure is used! Nokia: Yes, but we do not think that 10% is the right choice. The value was used to make an easier comparison with the previous Digital Fountain simulation document. Digital Fountain: It is interesting that RS uses all the complexity of the platform while Raptor codes only is used for 10%. Vodafone: The complexity of a video decoder is also used in the example. What if another decoder than AVC is used? Nokia: For H.263 the video decoding values might be lower by maybe 50%. Digital Fountain: 4% for 64 kbps, and 8% for 128 kbps is the % of the CPU used for RS decoding when the decoding is spread out over all the protection period. So a 5 second protection period will result in a 10 second delay. Nokia: It is true that with more computing power things will go faster. But overall the complexity for FEC is acceptable. Digital Fountain: But if instead, to minimize overall FEC buffering delay, 1-second is used for decoding, then the % of the CPU will be 40% during decoding instead of 8% for a 128 Kbps bearer rate.  And, if you extrapolate the numbers up to 256 Kbps and 384 Kbps bearer rates, the average % CPU if decoding is over the entire protection period is 16% and 24%, respectively, and if decoding is concentrated into a 1 second period instead of the 5 second period then the average % CPU for RS during decoding is 80% and 120%, respectively. Nokia: The number is presented as a relative number to give a hint of the complexity of the RS code compared to AVC decoding. Digital Fountain: The result on hybrid matrix padding is 3 times as complex as RS. Is this really proposed or why is it here? Nokia: It is used to show what the overhead is compared to that of Raptor codes. Digital Fountain: Once more, is this really a proposal or just a mind game? Will this be added to the previous proposal or not. Nokia: At the moment this is just under consideration but we might want to add in the future. Digital Fountain: So, the hybrid matrix is just irrelevant then, and it is not used anywhere. Nokia: It was mentioned in the main document and included just to give some more insight into the technology. Digital Fountain: You are then proposing hybrid padding and not hybrid matrix. Nokia: Correct. Siemens: The two methods do not exclude each other. Nokia: There are some parameters that need to be mapped to hybrid padding or hybrid matrix. Noted. 

S4-040754, “Clarifying the complexity of Raptor” from Digital fountain. Ericsson: This is the non-systematic version of the raptor code. What is the number for systematic? Digital Fountain: We do not have an optimized version of this particular systematic Raptor codec. Decoding is slower, but a lot of previous experience with optimizing similar commercially used versions of Raptor codes indicate that at least 1.1 Gbit/s, hopefully more, is achievable. Noted. 

S4-040701, “Further simulation results of 2D RS FEC for MBMS” from Siemens, Nokia. Digital Fountain: The 1-D (195,255) is used? Siemens: Correct.  Digital Fountain: What is the parameter settings for 2-D and what is the recommended settings? Siemens: A near square matrix is the best with equal stretch in both directions. Vodafone: Why is not parity on parity used? Siemens: There is another presentation on this postponed from Newbury. NEC: Parity on parity adds complexity and also adds protection but the payoff might be bad. Noted.

S4-AHP157, “An Efficient Puncturing Scheme for 2D RS Codes” from Bamboo MediaCasting. Noted.
FEC discussion:

NEC: We need to finalize Rel. 6 at this meeting. There are four companies supporting RS, one for LDPC, one for Raptor codes.  Assuming Rel. 6 bit rates, and in order to have a consensus, NEC is willing to accept RS. NEC still thinks that LDPC for higher bit rates are important. Vodafone: The RS proposal has two solutions 1-D and 2-D, when is each used for the different services?  Siemens: Is this really matter for standardization, maybe guidelines could be acceptable. Vidiator: We do not object having two codes. Vodafone: Are we going to reuse this code for other services like DVB-H? Nokia: We are not specifying DVB-H. Ericsson: DVB-H is already using RS below the IP-layer. Nokia: It is not fruitful to predict outcome from other standardization bodies. One code for download and streaming is anyway preferable! Ericsson: One code is preferable. Qualcomm: There are many complexity numbers. Is it possible to put together a joint comparison document on the benefits? Vodafone: What about the IPRs for 2-D RS? Siemens: The invention is about 30-40 years old so any IPR should be invalid. 

Chairman: We have two candidates: 5 companies supporting RS, and one for Raptor. Vodafone: It is not possible to make a decision based on the facts we have on the table. Qualcomm: We would still like to see a comparative document. 

S4-040672, “FEC Buffering for MBMS Streaming Delivery Method”, Nokia. Digital Fountain: Is the maximum buffering defined before? Nokia: Yes. Digital Fountain: Why is more fine granularity needed at start than in band? The signaling is done source block by source block, by two byte in the beginning. The FEC is needed in order to decode this, will the value not be available too late in the receiver then? Nokia: The duration of the first source block is signaled but usually it will be longer. If the inband cannot be used, the tune in delay will be longer typically around half a second.  Digital fountain: How is the memory allocated on the receiver side?  Nokia: Maximum in the beginning, but might be too large later in the sequence. Digital Fountain: The source block length is already present in repair packets. Nokia: The maximum showed in the FEC block is usually longer than the value signaled in band. Apple: Why do we send the output rate? This is internal in the decoder. Nokia: Yes, this is an internal interface. Remember that this is not an implementation guideline but just description of the stream and guarantees that the hypothetical encoder output is decodable by the hypothetical decoder.  Digital Fountain: The actual time for decoding is not taken into account? Nokia: Yes, but the implementation knows about this and will have to take it into account. Vodafone: Why is the static 6 seconds there? Nokia: this is the maximum for the receiver buffer and is needed) Vodafone: The number should be larger, like 30 seconds in order to protect the stream from long errors. Digital Fountain: leave the number open. Ericsson: This feature is optional to use and must be written in this way. Vodafone: Is this a shared buffer, and can it be used for other services? Digital Fountain: Is this permanently allocated memory or not? Nokia: That is an implementation issue. It was noted by Digital Fountain in an offline discussion that when RTP packet size is constant in a stream, the signaling of initial buffering delay in each source block harms the efficiency of FEC coding and is unnecessary. Therefore, it was agreed that a new SDP/MIME parameter indicating whether all media RTP packets in the stream are of equal size. Agreed with modifications. 

S4-040743, “Reduction of Tune-In Delay in MBMS Streaming”, from Nokia. Apple: The two FEC streams seem to be kept in sync. This is not true, and it is possible to play them separately. Nokia: Transmission delay jitter is not correlated to the media stream, interleaving of media should not cross the Super FEC boundaries.  Apple: If it is possible to receive audio with 3 sec and the video 5 sec delay then 5 seconds should be enough. There is no need to synchronize the FEC buffers. Nokia: Basically you need the double time. Ericsson: There is a need for alignment of FEC block to think about. Apple/Digital Fountain: There is no need to make this coupling of two streams since the maximum delay of each off the stream is the maximum of the streams. Ericsson: Unequal error protection is also a possibility. Digital Fountain: That is ok for video then, and they are in the same RTP stream. Media streams SHOULD be aligned. Everything else is left open. Agreed that we will mention in the TS that media streams should be aligned. Noted. 

S4-040702, “Feature list to complete MBMS in Release 6” from Ericsson. Agreed with modifications. The update can be found in S4-040836.

S4-040742, “Clarification of TOI allocation in FLUTE” from Nokia. Noted. A new version can be found in S4-040827. 

S4-040827, “Clarification of TOI allocation in FLUTE “ from Nokia. Digital Fountain: This may also be updated in IETF and it is not clear if the changes will be the same as the one proposed. Nokia: This is implicit in FLUTE but was intended to be explicit - we will bring this same clarification into the IETF FLUTE. Agreed. 

6.5.4 Other issues                                                                       

S4-040740, “Video Network Simulator and Error Masks for 3GPP Services” from Qualcomm Europe S.A.R.L. Noted. Updated to S4-040803.
S4-040803, “Video Network Simulator and Error Masks for 3GPP Services” from Qualcomm Europe S.A.R.L and Toshiba. Postponed to the next SA4 meeting.

S4-040741, “Video delivery on 3GPP bearers for low delay applications” from Qualcomm Europe S.A.R.L.. Noted. Updated to S4-040812.
S4-040812, “Video delivery on 3GPP bearers for low delay applications” from Qualcomm Europe S.A.R.L. Postponed to the next SA4 meeting.

6.6
Postponed issues

6.7
Review of the future work plan (next meeting dates, hosts)

6.8
Any Other Business


Close of the session: Thursday 25 November, evening
The PSM SWG Interim Chairman, Mr. Igor Curcio thanked the delegates for their fruitful work at the SA4PSM SWG within the SA4#33. The meeting was then closed.
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