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MBS SWG ad-hoc #78 


1.     Opening of the session (15:00 CET)
               	
 
	Dec 15, 2016
FS_USE_3GPP_4_TV telco 15th December 2016 - 1500-1700 CET (deadline 12th December 23:59 CET)
	·         MBS SWG Telco on FS_USE_3GPP_4_TV
·         Submission deadline: Dec 12, 23:59 CET


 
 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Attendance: Frédéric Gabin (Ericsson, chair and note taker), Cédric Thiènot (Expway), Paolo Usaï (MCC), Thorsten Lohmar (Ericsson), Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm), Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm), Jean-Marc Guyot (Enensys).
 
2.     Approval of the agenda and registration of documents                              	
 
 
	S4-AHI684
	Proposed agenda for MBS SWG ad-hoc #78 telco on FS_USE_3GPP_4_TV – 15th December 2016 – 1500-1700 CET
	SA4 MBS SWG Chairman (Ericsson)
	#78
	2
	


 
685 approved.
 
3.     Reports and liaisons from other groups                                                     	
4.     FS_USE_3GPP_4_TV (Feasibility Study on User Services Enhancements in 3GPP for TV Services)
 
 
	S4-AHI663
	FS_USE_3GPP_4_TV: EPG Realizations for MBMS Service Type 2 (MBMS bearers only and Unicast / MBMS)
	Ericsson LM
	#76/#78
	6/4
	


Presented by Thorsten Lohmar
Thomas: put in context of xMB. How does this relate. The CP would provide the EPG as one session or a different service ?
TL: separate service from A/V service. Single 24h/24h session for EPG. Bundled together by the service class. MBMS aware application knows there is an EPG channel and an A/V channel. File delivery API used for EPG channel. DASH service API for A/V reception.
TS: relevant to understand the ap needs to handover specific information to the MBMS client from the EPG to join a program.
TS: how is the EPG discovered on the device? 
TL: For type 1 bootstrap procedure is needed in particular for Rx only device. Minimum needs to scan all channels. For type 2, either service guide information on MBMS and UE scanning reads it. Or bootstrap channel where all SG is included. Could be elaborated more.
Cédric: do we standardize an EPG format ? Or are these examples ?
TL: intention was to present an option allowing re-using existing MBMS USer Services as they are to carry EPG and A/V information. the CP is implementing this MBMS aware app and can define EPG/ESG formats by itself. It has then 2 ways to realize the ESG with user service. At this stage there is no intention to standardize the service layer.
CT: only a guideline so far.
TL: yes.
Conclusion: 
· agree the text proposal
· add a clarification that the need to specify EPG is FFS
· bootstrapping for Rx only is FFS
 
	S4-AHI672
	Gap Analysis of Pass-Through Mode
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	#76/#78
	6/4
	


 
 Presented by Thomas Stochammer
TL: are TRAPI-U/TRAPI-C agreed ?
TS: was introduced during the TRAPI call last week.
CT: Is 7.1.2 3) DVB compliant ?
TS: will bring references later on.
CT: what is this arrow “Provide TV services” ?
TS: to be removed
CT: what about “Find TMGI” ?
TS: this should be a box within MBMS client
CT: sometime you have no reception/no signal. How does “provide Service” work ? It’s more complex.
TS: agree. Generally service availability is indicated to the app. Then you have notifications. Current description is high level.
CT: would be good to have high level requirements on what is it to consume a service.
TS: yes.
JMG: not happy with MPEG2 TS CS. ok with DVB IPI or ATSC 3.0 IP.
TS: we also solve this. The content property is CS but delivery is using IP.
JMG: in 7.1.4 delivery supports CS. What is that then ?
TS: TRAPI-U is a wire in this case. Not IP. xMB not impacted. 2 deparate issues: delivery and content properties.
JMG: Constant bitrate IP ok to map onto MBMS bearer. But this is not what I read.
TS: no disagreement. Happy to reword this.
JMG: it’s not because the bitrate is variable or constant. The PID receiving frequency is important for the receiver regardless of encoding. The handling is complex.
TS: by using what is used today: e.g. RTP with MPEG2 TS then RTP can be used for de-jittering. question is where does the de-jittering happens (BMSC or client). We agree probably down the path from the client and then BM-SC is agnostic.
JMG: if you enable a 1Mbps pipe in MBMS we’ll try to shoot the file a fast as we can and we won’t control the speed of the parts of the files. No one cares about exact timing. for live A/V that is very different.
TS: the pacing would happen before xMB.
[discussion continues on this topic]
TL: Service type 1 was transparent. Now it is getting less and less transparent. FEC could be added by the content provider.
TS: because it’s in the client. It’s also in the BM-SC implementations. Why not using it ?
TL: not a type 1 anymore.
TS: content is not MBMs User Service so it’s type 1.
JMG: why not using Streaming Delivery Method.
TS: because comes with codecs and formats.
Fred: worth discussing what is and whats is not in type 1. codec is definitly not. But fair to discuss FEC (as for MCPTT in SA6).
TL: FEC framework uses RTP.
TS: no it’s independent.
TL: we need to understand the capabilities of Type 1.
TS: type 1 is that the content is handled by the CP.
CT: Announcement is not included. If we go to optimizations we need announcement.
TS: covered (checked the text).
Conclusion:
· noted (expect a revision at SA4#92)


 
	S4-AHI674
	Summary of enTV Work in other groups
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	#76/#78
	6/4
	


 Presented by TS
JMG: trivial comment. Need to remove TMB-2 name and replace by xMB.
TS: fine.
Conclusion: agreed
 
 
	S4-AHI676
	Editorial Updates to TR26.917
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	#76/#78
	6/4
	


 
 Presented by TS
Conclusion: agreed

 
	S4-AHI673
	Gap Analysis of MBMS Service Layer
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	#76/#78
	6/4
	


 
Presented by TS
Fred: TT can not be fragmented ?
TS: check part 30. if you have text spanning over segments you need redundant samples for random access. We’ll clarify this.
JMG: the introduction is wrong.
TS: yes.
TS: probably architecture in 7.2.1 is not needed.
Conclusion: 673 agreed 

5. 	Review of the future work plan                                       	
6. 	Any Other Business                                                                          	
7. 	Close of the session (17:00 CET)
_____________________
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