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1. Opening of the session (17:00 CET 10th March 2014)
The MBS SWG chairman, M. Frédéric Gabin (Ericsson), welcomed the delegates to the conference call.

Charles Lo (Qualcomm) volunteered to take notes of the conference call.
2. Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
437a, 437R1a
Agenda was approved.

Allocation of documents was agreed.

3. Reports and liaisons from other groups
436->440a

The updated report from the last conference call was approved.
4. MI_EMO 



Flute enhancements
432n, 
Thomas indicates there has been offline discussion for which revisions will be made, but not yet done for today's meeting.

Tdoc 431 had proposed a split between source and repair protocols; this document describes the source protocol.
1:1 correspondence between TSI in LCT header and the @tsi in the FDD

Codepoints allocated for describing info associated with the FLUTE+ packet by the application – similar to use in RTP.

For source protocol, use source FEC Payload ID to specify the starting address in octets of the delivery object

Backward compatibility considerations: 

1. For receivers capable receiving the FDD, the reliance on FDT is removed and therefore the protocol is significantly more error-resilient.

2. the protocol enables to send timing information in the LCT independent of underlying radio layers.

3. Enhanced operation is possible by extended signalling along with the object.

Discussion:

· Thorsten: Sec. 5 talks about static FDD for TSI; all files described by FDD parameters; but what about receivers also receiving FDT?  Thomas: advanced receivers can solely rely on FDD and can ignore FDT.  

· Thorsten: static FDD construction need to be known in advance.  fileURIs may not be known in advance; how to support dynamic mode using static FDD?  Thomas: Regular entity mode does not require use of FDD.

· Eric: is source IP needed for identifying the session?  Thomas: FDT will have source IP and TSI to identify session.

· Thorsten: is FLUTE+ session composition of multiple LCT sessions? LCT session carries multiple LCT packets differentiated by TSIs – each TSI identifies different FDD to be used.

· Thomas: LCT session is indicated in SDP. LCT defines a session, with each LCT session defined by TSI and source IP address.

· Imed: TSI in RFC is about layered multicast, different bit rates delivered on session; for MBMS there is a single channel; can have multiple LCT sessions (overwitten by ALC session concept); in Samsung's proposed method, it recognizes multiple FLUTE sessions each representing a object flow.

The Tdoc S4-AHI432 was noted. An update is expected per ongoing discussions.



433n, 
Thomas indicated that this is also based on Doc-431 architecture; still ongoing discussions on the overall architecture which may affect individual contributions.

Source objects and bundles of source objects delivered with the source protocol "may" be (optionally) protected with FEC

Source object equals delivery object: examples are 1) a file, 2) an entity header and entity body containing the full file indicated by the entity header, 3) an entity header indicating a byte range of a file and entity body containing the portion of the file indicated by the entity header.

FEC framework uses concepts of the FECFRAME work as defined in RFC6363 as well as the FEC building block RFC 5052 of FLUTE/ALC/LCT; FECFRAME protects payload in bundled manner (joint protection of the bundled objects).

For each FEC transport object, the 

· TSI and TOI of the source object from which the FEC object associated with the FEC transport object is generated

· start octet within source object for the associated FEC object

· size in symbols of the FEC transport object

Only repair packets should be delivered in repair stream.

Each super-object is identified by a unique TOI within a repair flow and associated to a repair flow by the TSI in the LCT header

Repair flow declaration is included as another metadata fragment in the USD.

Combination of the IP address, port and the repair flow identifier provides unique identifier amongst all flows within a user service.

@sourceTOI attribute specifies a mapping of the repair TOI value contained in a repair packet to a source TOI of a source object that the repair packet protects

Discussion:

· Cedric: why is padding necessary?  Thomas: object is arbitrary in byte size; want to allow alignment along symbol boundaries.

· Cedric: could the repair framework be handled in legacy FLUTE environment?  Thomas: yes in principle, there are different operational modes to enable advanced receivers to process this.

· Cedric: Can there be two flows to repair same source object?  Thomas; yes, e.g. for low and high latency modes of delivery; if can recover by short latency mpde, then dobn't need to instantiate the other

· Cedric: what is purpose of maximumDelay attribute?  Thomas: this is to describe similar properties as in RTP streaming; receiver needs to know longest period of protection to allocate playout buffer.

· Imed: Main idea of FEC is flexibility for variation of bit rates of source streams (e.g. more video than audio or vice versa), but based on OTI, will be sent in FDD; should we focus on main use case of inband delivery of repair payload ID?  Thomas: do you mean not sendng repair flow declaration?  Imed: no – protecting TSI wth second TSI is needed; composition of every source block cannot be sent with FEC OTI.  Imed: coud be different rates of video and audio over time.  Thomas: agrees maybe static mode is not the primary use case; if data is generated on the fly, perhaps not really usable.

· Cedric: what about backward compatibility?  Thomas: depends on what we want to accomplish. If we don't perform bundling for repair, then is backward compatible – FLUTE is defined as single object protcted by FEC.

· Thorsten: what is the expected gain of the new FEC framework?  Why use it instead of existing FEC framework; maybe mistake that FEC is associated with source object.  What scenarios do we expect much greater gain for signaling the new FEC mode?  Thomas: delivery of small objects always less reliable as compared to sending larger object as unit.

· Thorsten: different ways to combine small and large segments via multiplexing; or on file basis to separate FEC from source packets.

· Thomas: protocol that is FEC independent and allows bundling is useful; there is backward compatibility issue but usefulness is obvious.

· Thorsten: different usage scenarios when single vs combined objects make sense; should consider delivery via multipart MIME solution for bundling.  Advantage of multipart MIME method is that single TOI allows different source symbols to be combined – this allows legacy receivers as multipart MIME is restricted to single source block; gain is when spread e.g. audio data over multiple source blocks, and protecting these together with video makes sense.

· Imed: take an example of 10 sec of audio and 10 sec of video, when concatenate there will be few audio in source block. Thorsten does not agree with this.

· Imed: Multipart MIME support originates from Rel-9, but not for FEC

· Thorsten: agree perhaps we look at multipart MIME based bundling for efficiency reason, and then look at use cases for backward compatibility

The Tdoc S4-AHI433 was noted. 


434n, 
This document was noted without presentation due to lack of time.


435n,
This document was noted without presentation due to lack of time.
Use cases

430n,
Paul presented the document.  It proposes additional description text for mosaic application:
" Alternatively, when the mosaic channel application starts, the top-left mosaic element is highlighted by default and its associated audio is presented. When the user navigates among the mosaic elements, the respective video element is highlighted and its associated audio is presented instead.

One further use case variant is when the mosaic elements are different views of the same live event. In this case the audio stream could be the same for all of the mosaic video elements."

Also adds new text on served-generated and user-generated mosaic; the latter relies on the application to generate the desired mosaic display.

Since server-generated mosaic relieves the UE of the burden of decoding multiple video components simultaneously, Sony thinks this is more likely the preferred implementation method.

Eric: asks about what are the additional requirements to be added to TR for implementation meeting requirements.
Thorsten: what is the number of views of mosaic to be rendered? What is specific content to be conveyed in the mosaic?

Paul: if multiple streams can be decoded concurrently, then could present a large matrix of mosaic and allow very fast switching upon user selection; main motivation is to encode low resolution mosaic for fast switching.
Thorsten: what would be expected outcome?  Extra payload video streams with more frequent RAPs for lowering tune-in times?  Paul: yes.
Eric: with two approaches presented, is more gap analysis to be done?  Paul: this may be required.

Frederic: with server-generated would not require multiple streams, whereas UE-generated this might be required.

Thomas: for server-generated, is there anything that is MBMS-specific or additional delivery functionality required, or something that can already be supported?
Frédéric: the gap analysis must be updated to cover those 2 variants. Furthermore, the aspects that are specifically relating to MBMS should be highlighted. An update is expected at SA4#78.

This document was noted.
Multiple FLUTE session
438n, 439n
These documents were noted without presentation due to lack of time.
5. Review of the future work plan

The group agreed that no other AH telco was required for MI_EMO before the 3GPP SA4#78 meeting.

The next MBS SWG AH telco is on 17th March 2200 CET and focused on MI_MOOD.

6. Any Other Business

None


7. Close of the session (19:00 CET 10th March 2014)
The chairman thanked the delegates and closed the meeting.
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