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Report for MBS SWG ad-hoc #104 conference call
1. Opening of the session (16:00 CEST)
As agreed at SA4#98:
	MBMS SWG telco on FS_MBMS_IoT 14 June 2018, 16:00 to 18:00 h CEST
	·         Consider technical input contributions toward addressing the study item objectives and agree on pCRs to TR 26.850
·         Submission deadline: 12 June 2018 (23:59 h CEST)


Tdoc list at
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1nbb9JJxWpIgolnIM1qnxTKXNG3tbZMRDlADzT0cRR_E/edit?usp=sharing
Participants: Charles Lo from Qualcomm, Tuan Tran and Cédric Thiénot from Expway, Jean-Marc Guyot from ENENSYS Technologies
Note: this call was chaired by the Work Item rapporteur as the SA4 MBS SWG chairman was busy attending SA#80 at the time of the telco.
1. Approval of the agenda and registration of documents

	S4-AHI798
	Proposed agenda for MBS SWG telco #104 on FS_MBMS_IoT (14th June 2018)
	SA4 MBS SWG Chairman (Ericsson)
	#104
	2
	


2. Reports and liaisons from other groups

3. FS_MBMS_IoT (MBMS User Services for IoT)
	S4-AHI799
	pCR Evaluation of file repair solutions
	Expway
	#104
	4




Presentation made by Tuan (Expway)

Charles: no assumption on FEC on all options, correct?

Tuan : Yes

Charles: does in  one of the options the BMSC send repair symbol ?

Tuan, No repair symbol send in both option 1-2.

Charles: Need a clarification on that subject to be added in option 1-2 description

Tuan ok.

Jean-Marc: clarification requested on option 3-4. Should we send only repair or source

Charles: make a short presentation of option 3 and option 4: the BMSC have several strategy described.

Jean-Marc: Could you make a request for a multiple range ?

Tuan: ok I could add it

Charles: but it may be not in basic implementation of a Coap Server.

Decision: 

7.3.3 text is agreed but clarification is requested to be added (see note)

Document is noted.

	S4-AHI800
	Discussion on the low-end profile for MBMS IoT
	Expway
	#104
	4




Presentation made by Tuan (Expway)

Charles: in the current version of the TR, there is no 3 profiles

Tuan: In this paper, i’m not introducing a new profile but I try to reduce the current low-end Profile.

 Jean-Marc: it seems that soem other table have some change 2.3.3

Tuan: I agree it is very confusing.

Charles: No 3 columns.

tuan Yes

charles: it seems that it is not exactly the TR.

Tuan : Yes I make an update from the Kista which is not the latest TR.

charles we dont want to have a symbol based repair.

Charles in table 3-2, the higher may be able to play MPD, then we need a MPD

Tuan: in the next contribution.

Tuan: Could we agree on the idea of SDP binary and FDT binary and move it to SA.

Charles: I would like to be able to check on this before. need more time - of line discussion is possible

Decision: 

Document is noted

	S4-AHI801
	pCR to TR 26.850
	Expway
	#104
	4
	


Presentation made by Tuan

Charles: need to check on cache control with my colleagues

Jean-Marc/Charles/tuan: clarification on the scope - made in line.

Charles:  in Table 6.1-1, why Note 3 is not similar added, regarding use of byte-range file repair, for high-end IoT profile, It would seem we would not want to use HTTP based interactions for file repair but only use CoAP (even for high-end)? 

Tuan: YEs we should use CoAP even for High-end profile. I will add a note 3 to High-end profile in the upcoming contribution.

Charles: Table 6.1-1, regarding Service Announcement and use of Point-to-Point interactive bearer, could you remind me the reason why now this is marked ‘YES’ for both low-end and high-end IoT profiles? Is it OMA Push based Point-to-Point bearer ?

Tuan: No, the description name of the Table 6.1-1 is taken from the TS 26.346. I will add a note in the upcoming contribution on Point-to-Point push bear to clarify this property is about the unicast delivery of SA (as described in the sections 7.5 and 7.6) , not OMA Push.

Decision: 

the different propositions in the document are agreed with the modification made in line  except the cache control.

document is noted

4. Review of the future work plan

5. Any Other Business


6. Close of the session (18:00 CEST)
_____________________
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