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 Minutes for MBS SWG ad-hoc #97 conference call

1.     Opening of the session (16:00 CET)

As agreed during SA4#97:

	Telco FS_5GMedia_Distribution

1st Mar. 2018, 4pm-6pm CET

Host: Samsung, Submission deadline: Feb. 28th 23:59 CET
	· -Discuss remaining contributions on APIs, external APIs
· Progress work on verticals


MBS SWG Tdoc list available at:

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1fxR8-yC77SvoGdAeCTFjCROHAI5r8eYgIvfkucdwkNM/edit?usp=sharing


 

Participants: Frédéric Gabin (Ericsson, SA4 MBS SWG chairman), Imed Bouazizi (Samsung), Thorsten Lohmar (Ericsson), Ozgur Oyman (Intel), Bernard Feiten (DT), Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm), Ali Begen (Cisco), Cédric Thienot (Expway), Lucia D'Acunto (KPN), Milan  Jelinek (VoiceAge), Ngoc Dao (Huawei), Paul Szucs (Sony), Charles Lo (Qualcomm).

Frédéric to act as scribe.

2.     Approval of the agenda and registration of documents                              


	S4-AHI770
	Proposed agenda for MBS SWG telco #97 on FS_5GMedia_Distribution (March 1st, 2017, 4pm – 6pm CET)
	SA4 MBS SWG Chairman (Ericsson)
	#97
	2
	


 agenda is approved
Tdoc allocation agreed
3.     Reports and liaisons from other groups                                                     


4.     FS_5GMedia_Distribution (5G enhanced Mobile Broadband Media Distribution)

	S4-AHI773
	FS_5GMedia_Distribution: Additional Media API considerations
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	#97
	4
	


Was presented by Thomas S.

Had already been submitted to SA4#97.

Lucia: focus is on future use cases. Need clarity what APIs you’re thinking of. Are they UE or network APIs ?

Thomas: definitely UE APIs. AR also as API expected in the network when processing is not done locally. Expect it will be both. It’s up to us to define these.

Lucia: I miss a conclusion and proposal on what is currently missing.

Ozgur: IS VR a subset of AR in your opinion. For me VR and AR are two different use cases. XR is the name used to address them together.

Thomas: VR is a subset in AR.

Ozgur: they are 2 different things.

Lucia: agrees with Ozgur.

Frédéric: appreciates the device breakdown in components. Would also this to be documented in the TR with potentially with an illustrative diagram to identify the relevant APIs.

Thomas: aggress and also thinks the immersive service is a good use cases.

Lucia: assume this is also offered by MNOs and third parties.

Thomas: sure it’s for both.

Lucia: SA6 is working on APIs.

Imed: SA6 is looking at northbound APIs. For AR you may not need a northbound API to service providers. It’s more that content prep should take into account APIs on the device. So far this is more looking into device APIs.

Thomas: yes Imed. The rendering device could also be located on another device. Need to identify what APIs can 3GPP create which are beneficials for this media service. 

Conclusion

· Thomas suggests

· Will make a terminal architecture from this to identify the APIs

· New text to the TR.

The document was noted

	S4-AHI775
	API considerations for immersive media
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
	  #97
	4
	


Was presented by Imed.

Lucia: the picture was also shown by Thomas. Both mentioned the possibility to do processing in the network. But the picture does not show network elements.

Imed: it’s part of the rendering. In extreme case this produces 2D video if the device has low capabilities. This implies that all the tracking has to happen very fast. The video has to adapt very fast to achieve a realistic experience. Feedback and processing in the network has to be really fast. May not be implemented. What is more realistic is that part of the rendering is done in the network and at the receiver you do 3D rendering. There is a trade of between latency of the feedback and complexity of the device. Pre-rendering will be needed but won’t render the whole content into 2D.

Thomas: need to make sure that what we integrate is consistent.

Imed: yes. Let’s take more time and emphasize the APIs.

Thomas: A colleague indicated W3C is working on this. But it’s not clear how much overlap there is.

Frédéric: proposes a process where we identify entities, potential APIs, select APIs, define and profile the required API from a 3GPP perspective.

Imed: yes, in the spirit of last 2 sentences in the proposal.

conclusion:

· way foward to combine this proposal and the previous one into a pseudo-CR for SA4#97.

· way forward agreeable on identifying components, APIs, select APIs for 3GPP definition.

The document was noted.

	S4-AHI774
	On External API Interfaces
	Intel
	  #97
	4
	


Was presented by Ozgur.

Lucia: about 7.x. I don’t yet where the nw info server will be. You said maybe AF. For sure this API will be between NEF and 3rd party. We don’t know to whom the NEF will talk to yet.

Ozgur: unsure where those API considerations should be added to the TR. This is up to the editor. I also plan to provide a more detailed mapping to the 5G architecture. I will prepare some text about this.

Thorsten: why should 7.2.8 be a use case ? It does not look like a use case. Then 7.X does not seem needed. What is the need to expose real-time information. It lacks a motivation.

Ozgur: there is a whole standard allowing to expose RT information to third parties (ETSI MEC ISG).

Thorsten: if it’s standardized then we don’t need to add it.

Ozgur: it’s not yet applied to 3GPP environment.

Thorsten: why should 3GPP leverage ETSI MEC ? What is the use case that 3GPP systems want to deploy e.g. a DANE with RT information exposed.

ozgur: let’s not talk about DANE. This is not about SAND.

Thorsten: still don’t understand this.

Ozgur: you should then liaise to ETSI MEC and say that you don’t understand why they built their standard. There could be cases for exposing RT information.

Thorsten: you have a solution but don’t expose a problem it solves.

Ozgur: why didn’t you object to the AR/VR use cases then?
Thorsten: because I understand AR/VR use cases. But exposing RT information is not explained in your proposal.

Lucia: the requirements of SA1 “5G networks should expose capabilities and functionalities to third parties the third parties need to manage their services”.

Frédéric: other comments?
Lucia: don’t know whether you need to expose network information but if you look at a diagram Thorsten showed some time ago about caching the network can give location information about the edge cache.

Thorsten: The concern is on real-time information.

Ozgur: let’s delete real-time.

Thorsten: it is still not a use case.

Ozgur: the exposure is already within scope. The question is what type of information could be exposed.

Thorsten: yes. other question is whether operators have to expose all information to what third party providers want to have.

Lucia: I hope not.

Fred: e.g. with xMB in Rel-14 we exposed information to third party service providers to operate e.g. DASH streaming services over MBMS. So this is well in our scope.

Ozgur: these comments take this proposal to a very different direction. It’s broadly network exposure. Trying to tie this to xMB would be a mistake. The question is that there is no real need for a new use case because exposure is already in the scope. It’s up to operators and OTT on what information is exposed. Then what information is useful to get form the MNO. We should focus on that aspect rather than defining a use case. Based on what Thorsten said and what Lucia said what needs to be exposed - not real-time needs to be defined.

Thorsten: if a 3rd party provider runs the service then what information is needed need to be identified.

Lucia: the level of information needs to be made it attractive for a third party provider.

Thorsten: need t drill down what information is needed, at what frequency etc.

Ozgur: we have to be specific about which 3GPP service we want e.g. DASH and SAND to expose.

Lucia: you’re a member of DASH-IF. Would be good to check with 3rd party service providers there.

Ozgur: sure that can be done.

Thomas: please don’t send blunt question to DASH-IF like what do you need. Better send a potential list of information.

Ozgur: maybe we can send an LS when we have a more concrete set of information. Until then we can check offline with DASH-IF members.

Thorsten: please don’t limit this to SAND. Good to check with CDN providers on their problems when interacting with 3GPP networks.

Thomas: why are we not looking into detailed use cases. I’d like to see what kind of information are exposed. 7.2.8 is not a use case and just an open statement. IS ti number of connected device, average SNR etc. ? let’s be a bit more concrete.

Ozgur: point taken.

Thorsten: let’s start with CDN use cases.

Lucia: yes.

Thorsten: charging, data volume…

Lucia: maybe latency

Ozgur: one of the aspect of MNO information would improve the DASH bitrate adaptation or caching. I know Akamai would like this information coming from 3GPP networks. Will Law (Akamai) gave a talk in the past on MEC on how to best deliver DASH content. 5G architecture will have capabilities to expose this type of information. We can be more precise on services, benefits, information exposed etc.

Thorsten: we have a set of solution and what type of use cases might require solutions etc. Would be good to get more CDN use cases. Maybe better to do it in 3GPP first and then DASH-IF.

Thomas: let’s not do it in the complete abstract. Thoams why is bitrate adaptation a network issue. It’s a client issue. We can discuss when we have more complete proposals on the table.

Thomas: These ISG in ETSI. They develop outside the ETSI process. Are we able to reference the ETSI MEC at all ?

Ozgur: SA6 normative specification include references to ETSI MEC.

Frédéric: I can check.

Thomas: would be good because they may develop under different IPR policies.

Ozgur: doesn’t the same question arise for IETF etc. ?

Thomas: we reference other SDOs to which ETSI agrees the IPR policy.

First and second changes were agreeable.

The document is noted.

5. 
Review of the future work plan                                       


6. 
Any Other Business                                                                                                


7. 
Close of the session (18:00 CET)

The chairman thanked the participants and closed the call. 

�	M. Frédéric Gabin
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