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MBS SWG ad-hoc #76 
	1
	Opening of the meeting: Monday November 21st, at 11:00 hours
	 


The chairman welcomed the participants and opened the AH meeting.

Cédric Thiénot (Expway) explained the logistics.

Jean-Marc, John, Thorsten kindly agreed to take minutes.
	2
	Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
	Agenda: 656
Tdoc allocation


Doc 656
Need to review 1 liaison statement to CT3. LS from CT3 allocated on Item 4.

Agenda approved. 

	3
	IPR and antitrust reminder
	 


The chairman reminded the delegates about their IPR obligations and antitrust aspects.

	4
	AE_enTV-MI_MTV (Mobile Network Interface for MBMS Delivery of Media and TV services)
	Stage 2: 657, 660, 661, 662, 669, 670->678, 671, 672, 673, 677


Doc C3-164224:
Liaison Statement from CT3

Comments:
CT3 will perform the Stage 3 for xMB/TMB2 interface. Acknowledges the interface shall be HTTPS RESTful.
Thorsten: Any information on the meeting?

Zhiming: Yes it will be in Spokane (WA)

Fred: Given the willingness to do Stage 3 in SA4, we now should only focus on Stage 2 this week. We also have the option to contribute to stage 3 to some extent using FS-xMBMS recommendations. To send to CT3. We might receive info for Telco

Thorsten: At least HTTPS and RESTful is now agreed by CT3. Need to have clear stage 2 requirements.

Thomas: Need some offline discussions as there still could be some way for SA4 to perform some stage 3 work.

Fred: Have some proposal?

Thomas: Question is that we are much more expert then CT3 on UPlane, but requires some coordination.

Imed: But they rejected the offer

Zhiming: The point is that we need to finish stage 2

Fred: You are correct our goal for this week is stage 2. Thomas said he wanted to discuss offline 

Imed: What if we don’t finish this week?

Fred: We’ll need an exception sheet then. We should finish by December to be on Rel-14. We have no power to draft an exception sheet on this ad hoc. Will need to be Company contribution if we need to do so.

Thorsten: May be the CT3 WI title is not yet good enough 

Fred: At least removed the TMB2 interface, but the work item is indeed about TV

Thorsten: But the work item should be about converting Stage 2 into Stage 3.

Thomas: WI does not separate the UPlane from CPlane. Then we could recheck there is clear separation between U/C Plane to redistribute work.

Imed: Discussion is irrelevant if we don’t know who does what. So far it’s done by CT3

JM: How to bin UPlane vs CPlane effectively?

Thorsten: Indeed, is Consumption report UPlane or CPLane?

Fred: We have the power to send an LS to CT3. We could reply with our Stage 2 CR. Looks natural that we’ll reply to this LS

Zhiming: We are also missing a LS to SA3. We also need to send an LS to SA3 as they are the right people to perform the security work. So add SA3 to the list.

Imed: The point is that SA3 has no WI. We should ask them to check

Thorsten: Missing the point. Send an LS to SA3 also?

Zhiming: Yes

Thorsten: We should separate the 2 issues. We should send one LS to CT3 and one to SA3. But don’t need to loop SA3 in a single LS. We should keep Stage 3 and 2 separate.

Fred: The goal is for SA3 to review stage 2. So the proposal is for them to also review.

Thorsten: Should we send a specific LS?

Zhiming: Open either way.

Fred: Might as well add SA3 to our reply. Simplifies the work.

Fred: Thomas will work on the LS drafting.

Decision:

Reply to CT3 in Tdoc 679 and add SA3.

	S4-AHI679
	Draft Reply LS to C3-164224
	QUALCOMM Incorporated
	#76
	4
	


679 was reviewed and approved.
Doc 657:
S4h160657 Detailed Definition of procedures between Content Provider and BM-SC ENENSYS Jean-marc Guyot 
JM (Enensys) presented the document

Intro:

Imed (Intro): Why to limit the Type 1 to TV Services. We should avoid talking about “TV services”

JM, Frederic: Should be generic statements. 

Thomas: We should have an architecture diagram.

Thomas: We should have clear statements on definitions. We should avoid too many different terms. Details should be left for later sections like (RTP).

JM: we aimed to be concrete that REST is used.

Thorsten: We should aim to not limit the “passthrough” to TV Services. First define TV services.

Imed, On mentioning of REST: we may do stage 2.5 or even stage 2.9.

Frederic: We should have basic agreement on HTTP related statements.

Thorsten: we should state that the stage 2 procedures are designed under the assumption of HTTP procedures.

Thomas: We can maybe describe more on realization recommendations.

Authorization & Authentication

Zhiming: too stage 3 text.

Imed: SA4 should design a solution, which shall be checked by SA3. So, we should proposal something and let SA3 check it.

Frederic: SA4 is doing the stage 2, thus should propose a stage 2 realization of the security procedures.

Thorsten: We should have more details on the actual security procedures. It might be, that the stage 2 parts of JWT or OAuth is replicated in stage 2 of the interface.

JM: JWT is a more modern (Fred: thought he said JWT is lighter, OAuth is newer but heavier to implement) realization than OAuth. 

Service Creation

Thorsten: Why not 3GPP serviceID as result of the create service ID.

Thorsten: the serviceId is unique in the entire PLMN.

Zhiming. The service ID is unique per BM.SC. 

Thorsten: need to understand the scope of uniqueness (BMSC, content provider, etc.)

JM: In case of multi-BMSC deployment, we can have multiple service-IDs…

Thorsten: have not agreed on what content provider can see,

Thomas: we also need to separate between Type 1 and Type 2. We may find different interface procedures.

Imed: does service ID on API have to match ID on BMSC?  No.

Zhiming: Content Provider need to manage in their domain the mapping.

Cedric: the 3GPP Service ID should be generated by the BM-SC. It becomes very complicated, when the content provider creates it…

Zhiming. we should focus on how the CP is using the identifiers.

Thomas: the service ID gives the linkage between application and service flows. We need to think it through for at least DASH, File Delivery and Type 1.

Zhiming: We should remove the capability requirements and move to authorization. JM: no that is a different meaning.

Create Sessions.

Thomas: We should draw the MBMC Client and the App instead of a UE.

Frederic: We may even only show CP and BM-SC.

Thomas: Limit one TV service to one bearer…

Imed: pWe should focus on interface between CB and BM-SC. all the other parts should be marked as example.

Frederic: We may keep boxes on the BM-SC side to show ongoing procedures

Thomas: A TV service may not be a user service. JM. Last meeting we agreed a one2one mapping.

Thomas: Example: We have a TV service with multiplexed programs, the application separates these. 

Thorsten: as a group we need to understand the corresponding actions on  the device side between MBMS client and UE even if we end up removing the details later. This design assumes in case we have DASH live encoder we would start with fake MPD ?

JM: no. It’s very clear. Session updated gives MPD and IS.

Thorsten: separate the service announcement step.

JM: will not send service announcement with fake ID, only when all data is present.

Thorsten: it would be good to explicitly describe what is triggering the service announcement.

JM: I put that in the Update Session.  but it is automatic.

Thorsten: We need to define what information is required in all cases.

Cedric: you can create a session two years in advance.  Step 3 is not linked to Step 2 at all.

JM: I’m just showing the dependency between session creation and the service announcement.

JM: The 26.346 contains “MBMS UE”:, so we can have UE boxes in teh stage 2 of the interface.

Thomas: we should also should, that the content provider can communicate information directly to the Application. Frederic: This is not in scope of the interface. Thomas, this is needed to understand the usage of the interface.

Thorsten: consider reusing MBMS ID across multiple services.  Delivery methods of a service should be activated or deactivated synchronously

JM: you can create as many sessions as you want, specify any delivery method you want.  

Thorsten: is it the intention to leave it open, undefined, or now I’m using this service as an RTP session etc.  Or is it defined when you’re providing an MPD or what..

JM: this is a flat design, service is made up of several sessions, 

Thorsten: what about cloning, how would that work?  JM: content provider could it themselves.

Imed: still stick to session defines the delivery method.

JM: yes.

Thorsten: looks like design gives you complete flexibility.

JM: need to agree that in those parameters there is one parameter called “service type”

Thorsten: more in favor of adding an MPD entry.

Cedric: what does point 2 mean?

JM: BMSC needs to give back to content provider the address where any push will go; need to have a way to signal this.  could use DASH in pull mode.

Thorsten: would like to see a clear definition for BMSC to know this is a good time to start service announcement

JM: BMSC will never send before it has all information; will not send rubbish 

Service Update and Session Update. (presenting both before any questions)

Thorsten: Content provider is responsible for fetching the correct information first?

JM: once you create a service and no sessions, it’s an empty shell, as soon as you have live sessions there may be parameters that you would not want to change (even though it’s possible) e.g. changing bit rate during the session

Thorsten: are you talking service or session? bearer bit rate is bound to session.  Service gives service related parameters which are minimal.  

JM: service, need to double check.  would not mind if you move this discussion to the session.

Thorsten: what is identified by session ID?

JM: service contains sessions, session is physical instance of system which contains delivery method, start/stop time, etc.  point here is that since it is RESTful API, you do not have to put everything into one big GET, totally open to implementation.

Thorsten: would like to see at Stage 2 what I can change, and by what type of transaction.

Thomas: on session update, why would you not permit changes?  like reduce bitrate?  or say you want more bit rate, ask, and the response can be no.  good to get such information.  the bearer bit rate is owned by the MBMS system.

JM: BMSC only knows the size of the bearer it needs to set up.  

 Thorsten: how do you report back the reject, e.g., changes on schedule, content, bit rate . . . how do yo communicate back from BMSC?  like bit rate change forbidden, etc.?

JM: if you want to be “fine grained” you could silo stuff in subdirectories, the fail is found by doing a GET.  automatic behavior.

Thorsten: the machine always needs to check which action has succeeded.

JM: the RESTful API gives replies (e.g. 200)

Imed: if you ask for five changes, and one is rejected, the whole thing gets rejected.

Thorsten: we should be clear, define what the reject looks like, especially when extending this to large datasets.

Cedric: if you can update everything, there will be plenty of errors to handle.  Should perhaps limit?

JM: No issue from my perspective; just need to be RESTful.  This is how RESTful works.  We are bouncing between Stage 2 and 3.

Imed: BMSC can always respond with reject (400) and error message; 

Thorsten: don’t forget CT3 is doing Stage 3.

Frederic: Stage 2 should be clear, what can be updated, what cannot, how do you report errors.  Need to have a purpose for an update.

JM: 26.346 already says what can be changed, what cannot, when session active.  The error message is a Stage 3 thing.

Frederic: Leave error handling to Stage 3 altogether?

Delete Service, Information Query, Event notification interface presented together.

Thorsten: Should separate service update procedure in order to provide missing info vs update of operational procedures.  

JM: conceptually it’s possible to mimic what you are saying by propering constructuring subfolders . . .

Thorsten: we now need to understand how to get info to the BMSC for each of these three stages.  26.346 tells us what the parameters are.

Thomas: isn’t all of this independent of MBMS bearer?  Let’s be careful that we have an interface from content provider into 3GPP system, but these are completely independent of bearer activation.  Need the flexibility, consider MooD.  If the operation has limits, you can respond with errors, cannot do it.

parked until drafting session on CR. And later on was noted.
Doc 660:Reference model between BM-SC and content provider
Zhiming presented.

(Charles Lo joined remotely)

Discussion:

Thorsten: update figure 3b or maybe even 3 in the existing specification (26.346), we already have an architecture picture.  Figure 3c shows MB2 interface, leave that one alone.

Frederic: xMB-C is the only one that terminates to the SCEF, please fix in the text.

Imed: (5.4A1.1) what is meant by “application”?  change to content provider application

Thorsten: reference point must support secure (confidential) delivery of user and control plane content.

more discussion on the figure 5.4A.1. . .

Thorsten: need to show content provider talking to BM-SC and to UE (app).  

Thomas: is app part of UE?

Frederic: Perhaps show app above the UE (distinct) . . .

Thorsten: let’s think about unicast delivery (which is user plane only).  If it’s not in Fig3, then add it; don’t lose it.  Put it in Fig4. or include an explict note explaining unicast delivery.  Don’t forget the content can go either broadcast or unicast

Frederic: in summary, remove boxes inside BM-SC, keep direct out-of scope link to app, keep MBMS client and app, highlight unicast distribution, then we need to make sure we split procedures between U-plane and C-plane.

Charles: how do we show passthru? is MBMS API still getting invoked during passthru?  TRAPI needs to figure that out.

remove TRAPI, remove UE, change label to multicast/broadcast path between BM-SC and UE, diagram will be revised in any case (along with textual changes, such as delete SAF, MDF, ADF bullets) to confirm changes.

Revised.  660->680
680 was then reviewed and agreed to be merged into the stage 2 CR.
Doc 670->678:TMB2 Procedures for Pass-Through Mode
Charles Lo presented.

Discussion:

Thorsten: passthrough sounds like bearer mode, but then we start talking about TV service.  what is a TV service?  one service per bearer, or multiple?

Thomas: more details in my contribution.  it’s not bearer only, other aspects: has packaging, putting onto IP, a way to maintain CBR, may need RTP, …

Need to differentiate, talks about user plane modes, does not mean that BMSC does nothing, it does some things.

Thorsten: the way passthrough looks to me the BMSC does nothing.  The moment you say BMSC needs to preserve system clock for RTP flow, CBR etc.,  . .. .

Thomas: it’s transport only mode.  means you have a predetermined user plane flow which you hand over to a client outside of 3GPP mode.  Let’s defer to the other contributions.

Thorsten: transport only mode is you feed IP stream in, route IP stream out, done.

JM: agrees with Thorsten, what gets in gets out, no need to know what’s inside.

Thomas: if incoming stream has certain properties, e.g. constant bit rate, need to input these properties, then forward to MBMS client appropriately.

Thomas: BMSC to MBMS client is not part of Stage 2 from content provider to BMSC.

Charles: good point, transport only mode there is no visibility to the contents.  This is not about reporting statistics, not possible with passthrough mode.

Thorsten: please explain content replacement, new content . . .

Charles: this is modeled after 23.746 (SA2), assumed they want us to use it as guideline, they do have a TV service modification (addition procedure).  this is what i try to reflect.  Content change could be some kind of OTT content or you may want to change a program.  Adding or moving of content is discussed in this document.

Cedric: passthrough is not completely defined, and we’re starting to define API . . . are we skipping something here

JM: type 1 is pure take what’s in, put it out.

Imed: need some more detail, may need to encapsulate it . . . or something like “carry this, I want constant bit rate . .”

JM: We can define Type 1 in the same ways as the other. The BM-SC “just” gets an IP stream in.

Frederic: Focus on Stage 2 procedure of xMB. 

Thorsten: quoting 23.746, it says BMSC is transparent.  Type 1 refers to GCSE which cannot be requested from a content provider.  

Drawing on the whiteboard - Type “1a” the BMSC knows UDP info, RTP like delivery method.  Conversation has drifted, refocus on what the TV provider needs.

Cedric: what are the TV provider requirements?

Thorsten: put the requirements on the content provider, do not introduce jitter, etc

Thomas: you get the content along with its properties into the media pipe

Thorsten: need Type 1a type functionality.  

Thorsten: Charles, please elaborate on TV content change.

Charles: mirroring something from 23.746; for example a content provider wants to get “breaking news” in, BMSC may need to get content from a different source, …

Thomas: BMSC is really not doing anything to the content.

Frederic: are we sure it’s Transport Stream?  

JM: could be root as well

Thomas: “content” is content - please differentiate from IP (which is transport)

we all agree xMB-U is IP.
Thorsten: the intention is to provide an interface.  need to clarify what needs to be specified; e.g.,  type “1b” just shuffles IP packets through.  The moment you say “clock preservation” this becomes a Stage 3 issue; need to specify where the BMSC can find the clock information.

Charles: the definition of “transport” may have been limited in SA2 focus; do we use MBMS service layer functionality or not?

TV Service Resource Modification Procedure

Frederic: Service Announcement is activated.  The others are TBD.

Charles: SA is not provided by BMSC, rather the operator

JM: in Type 1 (transport only mode) there is requirement that TV can be sent to UEs taht do not subscribe the operators they are currently connected to.  SA is different topic, BMSC or operator may be doing it.

Charles: thought SA was just how TVs discover available service, etc, more relevant for full MBMS mode,  content provider has app that delivers it.

Zhiming: SA is managed by content provider. 

Charles: agree.

consensus that Section 2.4 is equivalent to Session Update.

TV Content Change Procedure

Thorsten: what is content here?  We’ve talked about features add/replacement earlier, if we talk about content changes, please clarify

Charles: add/insertion was one use case, I was thinking this could be OTT provider deciding to change a different program for play out at some time; could be video on demand or a live service with dynamic scheduling change.

Thorsten: still confused - for type 1, BMSC is now aware of program schedule, sequence of programs? so 

Charles: you’re changing an http source to another perhaps

Thorsten: BMSC makes a linear sequence, glitch free, out of misc program clips?

JM: I’d expect the provider to make the add/inserts on their end, deliver the linear content so we would not see any change.  

Charles: before next program is about to start, content provider can make dynamic decision to change program (to a different location).

JM: you’re asking us to do the content provider’s job.  They could do it much better.  This is already managed by the broadcasting center.

Thomas: this is implementation specific

Charles: if it’s a pull model, the BMSC is always pulling from content provider, it’s still relevant.  Still referring to a Netflix type service (OTT).

Thorsten: for Type 2 I’m OK, for Type 1, still some issues to understand.

TV Notification Procedure 

Thorsten: assuming single TV service per transport bearer?

Charles: that would be easiest mapping

Thorsten: how would BMSC know multiple services mux’d into one bearer (transport), how to send multiple notifications based on one bearer.

Thomas: separate TV service and MBMS user service.

Thorsten: this is Type 1

Thomas: agreed

Thorsten: the BMSC does not know there are mux’d services; cannot differentiate multiple services, sends a single notification.

Charles: agreed

JM: this notification seems to be a little inverted,  instead of BMSC sending request first,  content provider wants to register to find out where to push notifications.  BMSC does not initiate anything; only content provider (CP).  BMSC has no previous knowledge of the CP.

Charles: maybe that’s how the members have agreed, do not recall this.  SLAs may impact this.

JM: let’s not introduce SLAs into this

TV Service Resource Deactivation Procedure

no questions.

Frederic - park all these documents so that the drafting session does not miss these.

678 is parked. Later on 678 was noted.
Doc 661: noted without presentation
Doc 662: Definition of interface procedures for MBMS User Services
Thorsten presented.

Discussion:

Thomas: why are we creating MBMS user service (from inside)?  TV service is the priority.

JM: agree the terminology has evolved

JM: 5.4A3.3 (create MBMS Delivery Method) should go into the session.  remark on consumption reporting.

Thorsten: when we enable MooD or service continuity, we need to provide two service broadcast areas, one which can be nationwide and one service area, explicit if not MooD based.

JM: do not put content into activation procedure.

Thorsten: propose using an update procedure instead of the Approve in Approving a configured delivery Session.

JM: not too far from agreement; you can update your session in one clump or several sessions.  say he forgets to give you the MPD for example, you still need everything before sending SA.

Thorsten: if we go down your road, an early step is needed indicating this is a live DASH session, so you know what is needed up front i.e. MPD, etc.

JM: DASH type flag is OK.  Issue is that BMSC will not proceed without knowing it’s a DASH session.  

Thorsten: this approval procedure depends on all of the parameters existing up front.

JM: as soon as you send the Approve, BMSC will go and fetch, so at start time everything should be ready.

Imed: last meeting we discussed this topic and the step to start SA was not there.  Did not mean BMSC would immediately go and fetch.

Thorsten: need to be clear to content provider when SA should be started and at what point in time the BMSC will fetch content.

JM: agree, in our proposal we need to know what kind of session it is, e.g., if it’s DASH, we know what to expect (such as MPD), BMSC needs to get all required DASH parameters otherwise no SA will be sent.

If you tag each session, each session knows what it needs.

Thorsten: so you need to know when multiple sessions are running.

JM: BMSC knows the start and stop time for every session.  Each session can have a different set of service areas.  this is all stored in the BMSC database.

Imed: if you create two overlapping sessions . . .

JM: the BMSC will block it.  (based on TMGI?)

Thomas: still issue with service vs session.   

JM: Working assumptions - we agreed on a hierarchical method of provisioning the BMSC.  Service can have multiple sessions, there are constraints.

Parked and will resume with presentation first 22-Nov. 0915
JM: For RESTful API we should not use verbs (like AddFile) rather use a POST / GET / DELETE to manage a /files/ resource folder.

Thomas: What does “add File” means for TV

Thorsten: For instance adding EPG

Discussions on how to provide EPG capabilities with regular updated when we define file add/delete.

Thomas: The issue is not stage 3. The issue is that the file comes with properties (like speed, repeat). There are different types of content provider services hence different kind of file properties.

JM: We should not prevent having Carousel.

Zhiming: Files are 2 types: Time defined , and other random time file. So 2 modes : timing and untiming file delivery. For Carousel, 2 parts: BM-SC to UE and BM-SC to CP. 

Thorsten: When looking at CP BMSC interface, need to ask ourselves what the CP needs.

Imed: Have more fundamental questions: What is the purpose of having Cache content method.. seems to be very specific implementation on how to get a file. Don’t need we should have specific procedures for this Content fetching method. On the other hand need to address all content types of fetching. Especially, we understand more than CT3 how BMSC content flows. We should address all the different modes.

Thomas: I’m fine if we do it your way. Only pb is with EPG. If we have a service that is a continuous file push service…. We should not exclude thes dynamic services.

JM: EPG is not a time critical service

Imed: No need for caching procedure

Thorsten: We should separate session procedure and content ingestion.

Fred: Is the content update a session update ?

JM: POST /services/1/sessions/1/files/ will add a specific file to session 1

Thomas: The schedule is not an issue of the control plane

Lots of discussions on EPG and whether the update procedure is UPlane or CPlane

Thomas: For Thomas the update/refresh rate is UPlane. For most of the other (Imed, Thorsten, JM and Zhiming) it’s CPlane.

662 was parked and later on noted.
Doc 669:
Comments:

Thorsten on 1st figure: May-be we should add the interim service announcement. The content provider needs to understand there is a creation/update phase, a SA phase and a content delivery phase.

Imed: We could do this as in TRAPI with a state machine.

Section 5.4A.2.2 Authentication/Authorization

Thorsten: Need to have token for a Uplane also (for instance video encoders for DASH)

JM: Could be done by having the CP to request 2 tokens (a CP and UP token) and pass the UP token to the video encoder.

Zhiming: The CP source may not be the one sourcing the UP, so we need different tokens.

Section 5.4A.3 Service creation

Thorsten: Why do we need a Provider ID

Zhiming: For SCEF to know which provider it is.

Thorsten: We should not have anything specific to the SCEF

Looking at the table, several parameters should be session parameters and not service (start, stop time, SAI, etc…)

Thorsten: Why do we need enable multicast sourcing?

Imed: For SSM on the UE

JM: Enable service announcement: OK, but should we provide a list of SACH the service should go into.

Imed: May be the geographical area is sufficient?

JM: We can see later one

JM: QoE in Session, Consumption reporting in Service

Thorsten: Should have a way to express service continuity 

JM: Could the receive only mode be an entry in the UE capability info. May be we don’t need this

Imed: Don’t know right now the implications of the Receive only mode. Need to figure out later at stage 3

JM: May be serviceType more likely to go on a Session, not Service

Thomas: Needs to be an open list that can grow with time

Thorsten: What is this serviceType. Wrong to say we “do a transport mode only” service.

Imed: May be we should remove this serviceType for now

JM: We should put it on Session

Thorsten: What caching means?

Imed: We could remove this

Fred: What does transcoding means?

Section 5.4A.4 Creating Sessions

JM: Diagram is not good. It is a service diagram not a session diagram

Thorsten: We should avoid having a list of service types. We need to have info on what the BM-SC needs before having SA

Thorsten: The spec contains DASH and HTML5 application types only so far

Thomas: Why does the content provider need to understand this.

Imed: Because it needs to provide the data to the BM-SC

Thorsten: May want to enable the BM-SC to check MPD, FileSchedule, …

Summary: We need to signal what must be given to the BM-SC for it do ti sanity check. Details on how to do this is ffs

Thorsten: Last meeting said we should have both multicast and unicast ingest. Does the SDP contain codec information also?

Imed: THis is SDP in RTSP mode

Zhiming: SDP in only one part of the info

Imed: This needs more work indeed

JM: Agree with QoE reporting descriptor list

Thorsten: We should park the filtering

Thorsten: FEC should be hidden

Imed: Could be a QoS parameter

Thomas: We should as for QoS (coverage parameter, delay parameter, ..) iso FEC. The BMSC would have to translate these into FEC ratio

Imed: So replace activate FEC by QoS

Thomas: MooD should be ternary (Inhibit, enforce, yes)

Thorsten: By activating Mood we have Reception report + enabling service continuity. So it is more complicated than Mood YES/NO. For instance do we start with broadcast or unicast?

Thorsten: For me, when MooD is enabled, always start Unicast.

Imed: CP should not mess up with Mood, it should be the BMSC.

Thorsten: How would the workflow work with DASH? (for instance is there a PUSH or PULL content ingestion?)

Imed: Need to work on this. We need to enable both modes

669 is parked and later on noted.
Doc 671: User Plane Functionalities for TMB2
Thomas presented.

Discussion

MBMS Service Type 1 (Transport Only Mode)

JM: I think this is out of scope of our WID considering the WID is to define the interface between CP and BMSC.  You are describing the entire system.

Thomas: just answering a lot of questions on how to enable this.

JM: This is not the only way to do this.

Imed: This is very similar to group communication, you get TMGI.

Zhiming: This is just an example.

Thomas: what do you mean? not discuss this contribution because it’s out of scope?  This just gives an idea of how to do transport only receive only mode.

JM: We do not have the method to do transport only; we only have FLUTE method. 

Frederic: if we define the interface for these modes of operation that are not specified, we need to be clear that these modes are not specified.  There may be a WID in the future to specify these modes.

The stuff on the left (of the message sequence chart) is not specified.

Imed: We are doing Stage 2.

MBMS Service Type 2 (Full MBMS Mode)

Imed: some parameters make sense, some go too far

Thomas: like?

JM: the statistical muxing.  Let’s address what we are tasked to do - linear TV.  BMSC doing stat mux is not possible; too complex.  This is typically done by the broadcaster.  Not our job.

Thomas: do you want to prevent this forever?

JM: not really, but we’re working on Rel-14.  Can add a mode tomorrow; today this cannot be accommodated.

Thomas: just saying let’s not prohibit this in the future.

Imed: let’s focus on the list of the downstream information.

Thomas still alluding to stat mux in BMSC in the future.  Would like to know more quality details in this case.

JM: what is the business case for this?

Thomas: Want to offer 3GPP TV service.  Don’t want the spec to say CBR only for example, too restrictive.

JM: TV today is CBR.  Let’s prohibit BMSC stat muxing in Rel-14.

Imed: let’s not exclude it for the future.  BMSC becomes smart enough, reads off the MPDs

Thorsten: need to start at encoder for stat muxing.  

Thomas: DASH gives multiple bit rates.

Thorsten: TV is not DASH

Thomas: This is the full MBMS mode.  Do not prevent stat mux.

Thorsten: Start simple first; the content provider even for Type 2 should provide the completely constructed program stream first (already multiplexed).  Need to define “TV Service” explicitly; where would one find these definitions today?  Looking into SA1/SA2, seems like a single monolithic stream.  Let’s first agree on the definition before we go off and design the interface.

Thomas: That’s why I want to focus on transport only mode.

JM: Thinking we are undertaking something way above our mandate.

Thorsten: If you want BMSC to stat mux, you need to tell it what streams need to be combined on the same bearer.

Imed: don’t care if it’s implemented in the BMSC - what would be the impact on the interface?  Why not enable this on the DASH side?

Imed: all of this metadata is part of the MPD.

Thomas: so the BMSC can read the MPD, optimize the delivery accordingly.  That’s Stage 2.

JM: say you have four TV channels; you have four services that are needed to get put into a CBR bearer, make sure all of the services have the same service area, now you need to link on the interface several services . . . 

Thomas: another example - I want to be able to have consumption reporting in place to know a million users are watching this channel and only ten are watching the other channel.  Want to put more quality on the million user channel.  Big business opportunity.  That’s what I can sell, completely new.  Could even move the ten users to MooD unicast and optimize the million users’ experience.  The BMSC should be able to do this.  You do need a certain amount of metadata to know this; e.g. via the consumption report it needs to dynamically change bit rate.

Imed: can define a “service grouping” or “linking” function.

Frederic: park this input and move on to drafting.  Later 671 was noted.
Doc 677:
Document Withdrawn.

Editing session took place on the stage 2 CR.

681 contained the result of the stage 2 CR
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681 was reviewed and agreed to be sent to SA#74 for approval.

	5
	FS_xMBMS (Feasibility Study on MBMS Extensions for Provisioning and Content Ingestion)
	Open API: 658
Provisioning: 659, 664, 665, 666, 667, 668,


Telco scheduled to continue progress: 5 December 1600-1800 CET 
	6
	FS_USE_3GPP_4_TV (Feasibility Study on User Services Enhancements in 3GPP for TV Services)
	663, 674, 675, 676,


Telco scheduled to continue progress: 15 December 1600-1800 CET
	7
	Review of the future work plan 
	


FS_xMBMS telco 5th December 2016 1500-1700 CET (deadline 2nd December 23:59 CET)

TRAPI telco 7th December 2016

FS_USE_3GPP_4_TV telco 15th December 2016 - 1500-1700 CET (deadline 12th December 23:59 CET)

FS_IS3 on 9th January 2017

SA4#92 23-27 January 2017

	8
	Any Other Business
	


None

	9
	Close of meeting: Wednesday November 23rd, at 17:00 hours (at the latest)
	


The chairman thanked the participants and closed the AH meeting at 16h56.
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