TSG SA4#68 meeting
TDoc S4-120460
16 – 20 April, 2012, Kyoto, Japan


Source:
MBS SWG Chairman

Title:
Meeting Report for MBS SWG ad-hoc #11
Document for:
Approval 

Agenda Item:
4.2.2
Report for MBS SWG ad-hoc #11
Executive Summary

This meeting was a 2-hour conference call on the topic of EMM-EFEC (Enhancement to FEC for MBMS). There were 17 confirmed attendees.
According to agreed timeplan for the work item [S4-120298], there were 2 objectives at this meeting:

· Finalize and agree evaluation criteria

· Review of the benchmark results for AL-FEC
There was slight progress in agreeing a new baseline Permanent Document that implements already agreed changes; however there was a significant stalling point in agreeing the evaluation criteria for code performance. It was not possible to agree on either or both of the input contributions on this topic.
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Detailed Report

2.
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents

S4-AHI258 MBS SWG ad-hoc #11 agenda conference call on EMM-EFEC from MBS SWG Chairman was presented by Edward Hall.

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

S4-AHI258 was agreed.
3.
Reports/Liaisons from other groups/meetings

None
4.
Issues for immediate consideration

Edward Hall raised the issue that the EFEC work item had been discussed, modified and agreed at the most recent SA plenary meeting (SA#55). The outcome of this discussion was the new approved work item description in SP-120182. Erik Stauffer asked for details about the background to these changes. Patrice Hédé obliged as he attended SA#55.

5.

Enhancement to FEC for MBMS

S4-AHI262 Proposed Updates to Permanent Document for EMM-EFEC from Qualcomm Incorporated was presented by Thomas Stockhammer.
This new draft from the editor incorporated all previously agreed proposals. Erik Stauffer noted that the total number of simulations have risen by approximately 30%. He was concerned about the rise and how this might be reflected in the preparation period.

Samsung noted that total number of tests needs checking & correcting. It was proposed that the sum total test should be 222, rather than 202.

S4-AHI262 was updated into S4-AHI267.
S4-AHI267 was agreed without presentation.
S4-AHI259 Proposed FEC Overhead Evaluation Procedure from Broadcom was presented by Erik Stauffer.
Thomas Stockhammer asked for clarification on what “Markov LS” means, as there are many different parameters for the Markov model defined. Does it mean that the simulation is to be carried out for all MCSs (3 in total), all UE speeds (2 in total), all error rates (4 in total) and all MCS (2 in total). If this is the case then this results in the 48-fold number of test cases for the Markov model? Erik Stauffer confirmed that this is the case.

Thomas Stockhammer queried the methodology that the channel was being analysed, rather than the code. It was noted that certain simulations were bound to fail, even for an ideal code. Erik Stauffer offered to prune the test cases, but Thomas Stockhammer declined stating that the methodology itself is flawed.

Patrice Hédé questioned why IID model was included when RAN1 specifically requested us to look at Markov? Erik Stauffer responded that there is interesting behaviour of code to be discerned from these simulations.
It was agreed that this document should be taken in context with S4-AHI263.
After discussion of S4-AHI263, Ericsson indicated they would prefer inclusion of code overhead evaluation according to S4-AHI263 but would agree as a compromise on inclusion of both methods (S4-AHI263 and S4-AHI259). Huawei expressed strong concerns on the evaluation criteria if no code overhead evaluation were introduced. Ericsson supported Huawei’s view. [Qualcomm agreed to compromise and include both methods but could not agree to only introduce S4-AHI259 because it was not seen to be sufficient alone. Without the simulation set out in S4-AHI263 being agreed, it was not possible to agree S4-AHI259.

S4-AHI259 was noted.
S4-AHI263 Proposed Updates to Evaluation Procedures from Qualcomm Incorporated was presented by Thomas Stockhammer.
Frederic Gabin stated that ST-Ericsson and Ericsson want to see Code overhead Performance evaluated and could support this proposal. He also commented that ESI may be too restrictive. Thomas Stockhammer replied that ESI is incorporated in all IETF standardised FEC codes and was generic enough.

Lai King (Anna) Tee asked how the random probability factors in to section 3.1. Thomas Stockhammer explained that these are supplementary to testing the channel model. Lai King (Anna) Tee asked how this adds value to the testing procedure. Thomas Stockhammer stated that this relates to comparing to the ideal code.

Erik Stauffer questioned whether CP3, CP6, CP9, CP12 (1/32 rate codes) should be incorporated into the testing. Thomas Stockhammer indicated that this sort of service, including the carousel use case, is deployed. Nikolai Leung also indicated that the case is already supported in TS 26.346 where repair data is being sent over broadcast when multiple UEs are requesting repair data for the same file.  This additional repair data has to be new repair symbols so that all the UEs can make use of them to decode their versions of the file. Erik Stauffer commented that in the case of a 3000% overhead, there would be no time to send any data, only overhead.
Thomas Stockhammer offered to modify CP3, 6, 9 & 12 to address the continuous concerns from Broadcom. These will be updated to reduce to 1/4 and 1/3 codes.
Samsung, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm, and Huawei supported the proposal with the modifications discussed.  Broadcom could not agree on the proposal based on the randomisation of K of N symbols outlined in section 3.2.
A proposed compromise by Huawei to leave the randomisation of K of N symbols as TBD and agree to the document was not found agreeable by Broadcom. 

S4-AHI263 was updated into S4-AHI268.
S4-AHI268 Proposed Updates to Evaluation Procedures from Qualcomm Incorporated was not presented.

S4-AHI268 was noted.
S4-AHI266 Graceful Degradation - Forward Error Correction Code (GD-FEC) in MBMS and Evaluation Criteria from ETRI was presented by Seok Ho (Victor) Won.
Thomas Stockhammer asked for an explanation as to what the absolute effect on the evaluation criteria would be. Seok Ho (Victor) Won explained that he would like to see no issues with a code design that spends its overhead in ways other than AL-FEC to be allowable.

Thomas Stockhammer noted that the scope of the EFEC work item is to replace the AL-FEC code, not to add additional layers to the code. GD_FEC may be out of scope.

Eddy Hall noted that the current tolerable final error level is stated in 3.2.3 of the PD, and that the maxE is variable. Therefore, there seems nothing in the Evaluation Criteria that blocks what ETRI are proposing, however the question still stands as to whether the principle is within scope or not.

S4-AHI266 was noted.

S4-AHI260 Proposed Updates to Evaluation Procedures from Broadcom was not presented due to lack of time.
S4-AHI261 Comments on Proposed Simulation conditions for LTE EMBMS from Expway was not presented due to lack of time.
S4-AHI261 Proposed Submission Procedure from Qualcomm Incorporated was not presented due to lack of time.
S4-AHI265 Updated Simulation Results for Benchmark codes from Qualcomm Incorporated was not presented due to lack of time.
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MBS SWG ad-hoc #11 agenda conference call on EMM-EFEC

1.
Opening of the meeting: Thursday March 8th, at 16:00 CET

2.
Approval of the agenda and registration of documents

Agenda
258a
3.
Reports/Liaisons from other groups/meetings

4.
Issues for immediate consideration
EMM-EFEC WID revision at SA plenary
SP-120182
5.
Enhancement to FEC for MBMS

PD Update
262u->267a
Evaluation Criteria
259n

263u->268n


266n

Simulation conditions
261

Benchmark results for AL-FEC
265

Submission Procedure
264

Selection Criteria
260
6. 
New Work / New Work Items and Study Items  

7.
Review of the future work plan (next meeting dates, hosts)


Next face-to-face meeting: SA4#68, April 16th-20th, Kyoto, Japan
8.
Any Other Business
Report
269
 

9. 
Close of meeting: Thursday March 8th, at 18:00 CET
_____________________

TDoc “colour code”: 
black = submitted for the meeting by the Tdoc submission deadline 


gray = submitted for the meeting after the Tdoc submission deadline or missing


blue = postponed from an earlier SA4 meeting 


red  =  covered during this meeting


strikethrough = withdrawn

Conclusion codes:


a
= agreed/approved


n
= noted

u
= updated

r
= rejected


p = parked (pending further review in SWG)

pp = postponed
Note: These conclusion codes appearing in the agenda are only informative and are given only for cases where such “simple conclusion” exists. Please refer always to the main body of the meeting report for precise and complete explanation of decisions for each document. 

Other notations:

* = allocated under more than one agenda item

-> = replaced by, [or] action follows 

Annex B – Attendee list

Bazhong Shen, BROADCOM CORPORATION
Cédric Thiénot, Expway

Edward Hall, Qualcomm UK
Eric Turcotte, Telefon AB LM Ericsson
Erik Stauffer, BROADCOM CORPORATION
Frederic Gabin, ST-Ericsson SA
Lai King (Anna) Tee, Verizon Wireless

Mike Luby, Qualcomm Incorporated

Nikolai Leung, Qualcomm Incorporated

Ozgur Oyman, Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd
Patrice Hédé, Huawei Technologies France
Shiva Prakash, Broadcom

Soumen Chakraborty, Broadcom

Sunghee Hwang, SAMSUNG Electronics
Seho Myung, SAMSUNG Electronics
Seok Ho (Victor) Won, ETRI

Thomas Stockhammer, Qualcomm Incorporated
�	Edward Hall, Qualcomm UK


	� HYPERLINK "mailto:edhall@qualcom.com" �edhall@qualcom.com�


	  M: +44 7717424404





