






























































IPTV: Moving Forward

e Service providers getting more involved
IN requirements

e For example - RFC 5501

e Sets out requirements for “Multicast Support in Virtual
Private LAN Services” (e.g., IPTV), with authors from
AT&T, NTT, France telecom & Cisco

 Strongly hints at L3VPN multicast over p2mp
RSVP-TE LSPs — but only to provider edge

* Role for forums — Open IPTV Forum,
IMS Forum

« Defining recommended approaches/ profiles

\
Metaswi LIGHT

QlEADING
Networks



Summary & Conclusions

e Current IPTV network delivery status
 Early deployments
* No real standardization on a single IPTV solution

* There are multiple options, and service providers
need to:

* a) Assess the merits and
* b) Pick one
* Vendors have a harder choice because different

service providers might pick different solutions,
forcing vendors to support more than one
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Q&A

Metaswiich
(=) Networks



	Making Broadcast IPTV�Standard & Scalable
	Speaker
	Metaswitch Networks
	Today’s Discussion
	Initial IPTV deployments driven �by both defensive & offensive strategies
	But IPTV providers are entering an established market; in many geographies they will need to steal subscribers away from other providers
	Bundling does seem to be slowing churn, as average tenure is growing among pay TV subscribers
	Still, more than 40% of subscribers are not getting multiple services from their pay TV provider, �which could be an opportunity
	IPTV is set to grow, but the expectation of innovation as a differentiator is implicit in market projections
	Service providers also face threats �from a whole new set of competitors
	Third-party app enablement is a recognized opportunity for service providers
	IPTV: Problem Space
	IPTV: Deployments
	IPTV: Typical Architecture
	Slide Number 15
	IPTV: Network Requirements
	IPTV: Standards (1)
	IPTV: Standards (2)
	IPTV: Standards (3)
	IPTV: Standards (4)
	IPTV: One Solution?
	IPTV: Moving Forward
	Summary & Conclusions
	Q&A

