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4.2
Report of MBS SWG ad-hoc #42 conference call on MBMS Extensions and Profiling (MEPRO) – 11th May 2015
1. Opening of the session (16:00 CET 11th May 2015)
The chairman welcomes the delegates. Secretaries (Eric and Charles) kindly agreed to take notes on
https://docs.google.com/document/d/127z0Qp4X8e5Sco0n-QjwqIKnNuOE6klCf8xGD-kpvvE/edit?usp=sharing 
2. Approval of the agenda and registration of documents 
	S4-AHI494
	Proposed agenda for MBS SWG ad-hoc #42 conference call on MBMS Extensions and Profiling (MEPRO) - 12th May 2015
	MBS SWG Chairman (Ericsson)
	2
	approved


Agenda S4-AHI494 was approved.
Document allocation in S4-AHI494R2 was agreed.
3. Reports and liaisons from other groups

4. MBMS Extensions and Profiling (MEPRO) 
Service Announcement Profile for live DASH and non-real time File Delivery (SAPRO)

	S4-AHI499
	Service Announcement Use Cases
	Ericsson LM
	4
	


S4-AHI499 was presented by Thorsten (Ericsson).
· 3 use case for Service Announcement proposed

· for in-venue service

· update for  live service

· Service announcement update

· Comments on use case 1

· Imed: How is iot distributed in advance. How do you know who is going to be in the stadium.

· Thorsten?: Relevant question. Either SA is provided only to those UE, or the UE does the filtering for only what they are interested on. Different ways to realize this. Was thinking of caching at the device. 

· Imed: Let me re-phrase. Is it the same service area as the service, or is it targeting the whole UE population

· Thorsten: Can be a larger area. Design goal is that the device has the service announcement available.

· Imed: 

· Thorsten: May have problem with unicast while in-venue. Also, may be due to delay in service acquisition. 

· Imed: This is not a big issue. Less than 1000 bytes. 

· Thorsten: This is a scheduled event. Live encoders are not activated before the event. The event organizer has to ensure the information is available.  Since it is little piece of information, should not be a big issue to provide this information to the device

· Imed: over unicast, or over broadcast

· Thorsten: over broadcast. I also have the CR that provides the profile for this.

· Imed: Trying to understand the use case before going to the profile.

· Comments on use case 2 (SA update)

· Thorsten: Intend is to reach all devices in the venue. I can reach those that are listening with inband. For the others, could be through the MBMS announcement channel

· Imed: You have reached them already. Why should they be listening to the announcement channel?

· Thorsten: How does the device know if the channel is available. Need to update all the device in the venue, independant if they are listening or not the content.

· Imed: Do you assume reception of both channels?

· Thorsten: Sent information on channel A, for those UEs on channel A. Need to have a solution that provide information to other channels. How to achieve this?

· Imed: Are you assuming that you are always listening to the SA channel?

· Thorsten: Yes, we assume that the device listen e.g. periodically

· Imed: We had sent an LS to RAN, that not all devices have dual MBMS bearer reception capability

· Thorsten: Up to device capability. 

· Imed: Referring to LS in Rel-12, not Rel-6

· Thorsten: Need to start defining (...) Advantage if you support multiple bearers, but it is probably no restriction on the use case if they don’t. UE needs to wait for the SA announcement update before 

· Charles: Getting a little offline, operator wants to send SA to all devices. Particular operator content can be sent inband update. Can use USD discovery channel, and use the envelope validity indication

· Imed: Discussing another point. Assume it does not apply to this use case. If you need to go to another channel, does it mean you cease listening to the current channel in that case?

· Thorsten: As I said, a low end device may have a user impact, while another higher end device supporting multiple MBMS bearers will not have such impacts. Need to see how detail we need to go

· Charles: RAN said the min. requirement. But devices can certainly have support for more.

· Gaelle: Do we assume the user stay in the staduium even after the event?

· Thorsten: If you are tuned to channel A, finish in 5 min, other channels may finish in 45 min. But you are right, user are living the stadium after the event. What is happening when the user change channels. May be we should detailed out when the device need to get the updates.

· Gaelle: Operator have a timeline for the stadium. So you assume the operator has no content to distribute, if the match is shorter in time?

· Thorsten: We are making the assumption that the operator wants to provide the updates. In venue service, the users will be leaving the venue. Still we have the use case that the broadcast has be shorten, and no-one is interested anymore. This use case is in-venue service, but other use case may perhaps be used, e.g. shopping mall.

· Gaelle: Was questioning the use case, for shortening it.

· Thorste. Up to the content provider. We have tools in the tool box to handle this. I am completely fine if you object the use case, will come back with a modified/new use case next meeting.

· Charles: You can have these events that will be shorter.

· Comments on 3rd use case:

· No commentson 3rd use case

· Thorsten: not sure if we have PD or TR for this. 

· Fred: Should discuss how to go forward

· Fred: use case 1, should it be added to the TR?

· Thorsten: Suggest in minute that the use case is agreed, and bring updates based on comments received today.

· Use case#1 agreed in principle.

· Fred: use case 2, should it be added to the TR?

· Imed: use case 2 is agreeable. Profile should be careful about introducing device requirement

· Use case 2 agreed in principle, Thorsten to bring update 

· Imed: Before we agree use case, looking back at the reason for this, need to look at things that are deployed, looking at NRT, and digital signage, not sure we have an indication that 

· Imed: Distribution of files OK, but extending  is another story. More evidence 

· Charles: Why use case#2 not acceptable

· Use case #3 not agreed. 

S4-AHI499 was noted. 
	S4-AHI498
	CR 26.346-0454 rev1 Service Announcement Profile for MBMS (Rel-13)
	Ericsson LM
	4
	postponed


S4-AHI498 was presented by Thorsten (Ericsson).

· added intro section

· addressed comments from last mtg and offline email

· improved text clarity

· introduced nomenclature on parent of certain element and attribute via “.” for child element and “@” for child attribute

· page 6 nomenclature

· Imed: thinking we’re doing profiling; seeing extensions, guidelines and profiles being proposed; Profiles is about using existing tools; is there reason for guidelines? Extensions such as defining new SDCH by name sees something new; would prefer splitting these into multiple sections/document. Multipart MIME seems an extension. NRT devices that don’t consume broadcast DASH - should not require those devices to understand semantics specific to broadcast streaming; would like to see separate SA profile for streaming vs. NRT

· Imed: understand your meaning; but not areas are conflicting; if there are file download specific profiles,we can address them; this assumes devices capable of handling both; also makes provisioning easier for operators

· Thorsten: we can focus on features relevant for file delivery vs. broadcast DASH

· THorsten: isn’t convinced naming SDCH for broadcast USD channel is an extension

· Imed: possibly when you define certain rules

· Frederic: what is your definition of profiling? Mine is a subset of features of spec for a particular purpose used in a certain way - can be seen as recommendation of using the tools

· Imed: guidelining is not really profiling.

· Frederic: can claim compliance to a profile, but cannot to guidelines;Profiles associated with certain requirements

· Imed: subset of tools is profile; when talking about using tool in certain ways, it becomes form of guidelines

· Fred: use option B of tool instead of A and C - that’s a profile

· Imed: summarize: tools for broadcast is there, but thinks it’s under-specified; defining that would be mix of extensions, profiles and guidelines.

· Thorsten: under-specified is not about introducing extensions; profile indicate what parts of features are using; under-specified is about clarifying and combining tools to be used - this does not necessarily require extensions

· Frederic: Imed requests reorg of the document - what should we do?

· Thorsten: may be OK to consider separate guidelines from profile; certain guideline text might be needed to indicate what UE needs to do; for now may try to reduce amount of guideline and sharpen the profile

· Imed: about sending USD via inband or in dedicated USD channel, not necessary for profiling?

· Frederic: document profile on set of tools to be use - this could be summarized eben in a table; separately may define guideline description on the usage

· Thorsten: concern on device implication on support for multipart MIME reception as well as separate fragment reception because this is not simplifying the implementation sine device needs to support both means; the cases whereby fragment sent separately together or individually

· Marcelo: profile - can point to requirements; guidelines cannot do this; more info in the profile helps to understand the service; one aspect of profile - device is capable of doing this; operator can require certain profiles to be met and device to meet them

· Marcelo: profiles should have mandatory aspects and not just guidelining info

· Thorsten: profiles can be captured as a table or list, but agree some description text should be included

· Imed: multipart MIME is an extension - fragments either send individually or bundled togeter

· Frederic: disagrees; 5.2.6 exactly talking about service announcement fragment aggregated as multipart MIME document

· Frederic: on new UE requirements; spec currently refers to multiple implementation options; but profile makes it precise

S4-AHI498 was postponed. 
Profile for Download Delivery Method (excluding Service Announcement profile) – (PROD)
	S4-AHI495
	Additional use case on file download
	Samsung Electronics Co.
	4
	noted


S4-AHI495 was presented by Imed:

· Comments:

· Fred: 1 question, in the conclusion you want to add the text in clause 2, do you want formal agreement of the introduction part?

· Imed: Desirable

· Thorsten: Other proposal, to separate profile for live DASH and NRT?

· Imed: It is not in this document

· Thorsten: If a deployment is doing only NRT delivery service, how practical that a deployment does only deploy for NRT?  Should there be a pre-configured for certain UEs. For the use case, I am missing the justification of the pre-configured USD. To this day, I have not seens deployment that an operator is having pre-configured USD for a service.

· Thorsten: When you start defining a profile for NRT only, what is updated and what is pre-configured.

· Imed: Not suggesting to do a profile only for this. Separating DASH from file download, there are devices that have screen, others not, machine to machine. Why should they support MPD attribute. Why having to support file repair for example. At the start, we should consider having 2 separate profiles, and see if we can combine later on.

· Thorsten: We should also have the operational aspects in mind as well. There is a need to have the profile for DASH and NRT type services. If you follow this proposal, not sure I understand the “keep-updated” service,.

· Thorsten: Operator may want to change the slot of time for a service, so you should be able to update

· Imed: No fragment of USD. Will get push to the relevant devices. What is more important is the use case itself. UE will need to monitor regularly, but that is not the intent here

· Thorsten: Indicating the relevance of this scenario, with even a link. How do you know that the OMA push and keep updated services are used?

· Marcelo: You are suggesting a profile for the use case. You are talking about one way e.g. OMA push, but that is only 1 possible realizations.

· Charles: I agree more with Marcelo, we were going in steps , 1st going to the use case, then need more discussions is needed for the realization.

· Imed: Could be good to back up with a use case that is relevant.

· Charles: I don’t have problem with software upload as a service. Should have profile that are relevant to deployment. Need to be careful about justifying with public announcement. We have the major players here for making such proposals.

· Imed: There is a difference between a pitch, and a real use case. What about the use case for the digital signage? If it is public, then yes.

· Thorsten said it was public, going to send a link to Imed. Key words for search: LTE multicast digital signage

· Charles: Lets work on the characteristics of the use case, then we can start to work on the profile

· Fred: Would the use case acceptable, but definition of the profile is not.

· Thorsten: 2.1 acceptable.

· Imed: agree with Charles for doing realizations at later stage. section 2.2 is making assumptions about realization. Could wait for 2.2.

· Charles: 2.1 use case is agreeable.

· Fred: Agree to include the use case section 2.1 in the TR. Would like to have skeleton TR at next call.

S4-AHI495 was noted. 
	S4-AHI496
	File download profile
	Samsung Electronics Co.
	4
	Postponed


S4-AHI496 was presented by Imed:

· separate profiles for DL and streaming; may be reasonable to look at them separately to start

· this addresses profile for NRT download and tools for delivery, no aspects about DASH

· SA and delivery functions are included

· content downloaded and cached for deferred consumption; APIs may need to be accounted for

· OMA Push and preconfigured for SA delivery

· file repair is relevant

· no service protection

· The schedule fragment shall be present for an MBMS service that is announced over OTA-PUSH.

· Delivery function: only one FLUTE session and thus only one delivery method in the USD. File repair using byte ranges shall be offered in the FDT. Rack reception reporting may be offered and configured in the ADPD. Also, delivery of the session content over unicast as defined in sections 7.4, 7.5, and 7.6 are not supported in this profile. The keep updated service as defined in section 7.7 should be supported.

S4-AHI496 was postponed. 
	S4-AHI497
	DASH profile
	Samsung Electronics Co.
	4
	Postponed without presentation


S4-AHI496 was postponed without presentation due to lack of time. 
5. Review of the future work plan
The chairman reminded delegates that SA4 plenary granted MBS to setup additional telcos on MEPRO. The group agreed to setup at least one more. Thorsten took the action to set up a Doodle poll for adding a call between May 21st and July 6th.

6. Any Other Business



7. Close of the session (18:00 CET 11th May 2015)
The chairman thanked the delegates and closed the meeting.
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