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4.2
MBS SWG ad-hoc #37 conference call on MI_EMO (2nd September 2014)
1. Opening of the session (16:00 CET 2nd September 2014)
The chairman welcomes the delegates. Secretaries kindly agreed to take notes on
http://pad.w3c.br/p/3GPP_SA4_MBS_2014-09-02 
2. Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
	S4-AHI466
	Proposed agenda for MBS SWG ad-hoc #37 conference call on MI (2nd September 2014)
	MBS SWG Chairman (Ericsson)
	2
	approved


Agenda S4-AHI466 was approved.
With regards to document allocation, documents 467, 468, 469, and 470 were available. 471 is not available, but will be submitted later.

Document allocation in S4-AHI466R2 is agreed.
3. Reports and liaisons from other groups

4. MI_EMO

	S4-AHI468
	FLUTE Enhancements - common baseline and open issues
	Qualcomm incorporated
	4
	Noted


S4-AHI468 was presented by Thomas (Qualcomm)
Section 2.1
Imed: Object flow, restricted to 
Thomas: Object flow share commonality on delivery. 
Imed: Mapping of application to Object Flow. Why do they have to share TOI?
Thomas: TOI splitting
Imed: We have introduced Multiple FLUTE sessions at the last meeting.
Section 2.2:
No questions
Section 3
Imed: Object flows was in previous CR from Qualcomm
Thomas: Service components are not object flows
Charles: Appcomponents are not objectflow
Thomas: mapping to an application concept is NOT object flow
Imed: Let me explain my view. Object Flows even if they share common fields are not the main reasons for doing this. Not to trying to save metadata overhead.
Thomas: Pure delivery concept, we should not be mixing layers. Delivering sequence of flows sharing commonalities, and be able to deliver without delivering FDT.
Zhiming: Object Flows can be separate file, can be put on a single object flow
Thorsten: Why not 
Imed: The client needs this object. It is not about if I need to have the FDT or not.
Thorsten: My understandings of object flows are flows sharing same characteristics, e.g. media type
Imed: Does not agree to sharing the media type. 
Thomas: Capable of receiving an object without having to read FDT for each object.
Imed: Application concept.
Thomas: Not the key.
Imed: only an optimization
Thorsten. If we want to have concept of a WEB page, may have part with different media types. A sequence of files may be derived from common set of data, e.g. template
Imed: If I understand you correctly, an object flow means that a flow share a common media type. Does not see that in Ericsson CR. We do not share this understanding.
Thorsten: FLUTE is used to send individual files. Commonality when sending over broadcast. Should be no need to send full FDT for every object. Sounds like a new definition of FLUTE FDT.
Imed: Depends where you draw the line.
Thomas: Content-Type common
Imed: So your assumption is that an object flow shares content-type.
Imed: Let me re-phrase my question. Any object may be part of a flow, not necessarly sharing the same media-type
Thomas: What do you want to achieve?
No more comments on section 2.2
Section 3&4:
Proposals:
Imed: OK to adopt commonalities in 3.1. However, clear disagreement on what should be present in the predictive part. Dependent on the object flow definition.
Thomas: Why do you want to put different objects from different WEB page into 1 object? 
Imed: For an object you don't need, you would not need to read its metadata.
Thomas: That you know. 
Imed: You consider the content-type to be the same in a flow, that is the problem. You need to have a pattern on the URI side and the TOI side
Thomas: You want to achieve things that are doable today.
Imed: A flow is associated to a service component. We don;t have agreement that a common mime type has to be used.
Cedric: We know what a FLUTE session is, and what an object flow is. I don't understand what you mean.
Imed: Multiple FLUTE sessions case can be a way to do object flows. Is there an application concept behind an object flow?
Thomas: The main purpose is to map template to object flows.
Imed: I want to achieve that for all DASH representations I want to map them to a flow.
Thomas: You send an FDT as today
Imed: What are we discussing here
Imed: Not necessarily template constructions We should be more flexible
Thomas: Let’s not create something overlay complicated.
Imed: Content MD5 may not be used then. You are too restrictive.
Thomas: I don't see the limitation. The transport object length can be sent
Imed: Understand your use case, but there are also other use cases. We are in agreement in many parts. Not sure where we draw the line
Fred: Can we agree the first bullet of the proposal?
Imed: Yes, that is OK. 
Fred: So we agree on section 3.1?
Section 3.1 is agreed.
Fred: Can we agree to second bullet in the proposal?
Imed: No, we need to have a common definition of object flow, and what it entails. We can re-use existing parameters. You exclude our use cases, how can we work on this?
Thomas: FLUTE receiver can map URLs 
Thomas: Filtering based on content location, but you seem to filter according to other rules?
Imed: Can use grouping
Thomas: You don't want to use the FDT everytime?
Imed: yes.
Thomas: difference between parsing and using the FDT
Thomas: Want to use existing concept, you can use groups, that is fine.
Imed: What about parsing the FDT?
Imed: Have Multiple FLUTE sessions. Can use grouping. We have the 2 concepts. Need to optimize for not having to parse the FDT everytime. Need to avoid restrictions to our use cases.
Imed: Restrictions: MD5 and same mime type. Can not live with these limitations.
Thomas: Why can you not use FDT as is?
Thomas: You can easily have a file
Thomas: I would like to see use case that can not be achieved with what exists today. I don't see benefits on distributing the FDT further.
Imed: I heard Zhiming talking about various content in objects. I can use grouping, but don't want to send FDT each time
Thorsten: What benefits do you see in using FCAST headers
Imed: No, FCAST just used as an analogy. There are individual or common metadata, and need to cater for the various use cases. 
Thorsten: If you want to remain backward compatible, you need to send multiple extensions in the metadata.
Imed: Not necessarily
Fred: Ask Thomas what to do about section 3.2?
Thomas: I have a hard time understanding the benefits of the proposed use cases from Imed. 
Imed: Don't like the way you present this. You make it sound like we came up with new use case now. That is not true.
S4-AHI468 was noted. Section 3.1 was agreed.
	S4-AHI467
	CR 26.346-0427 rev1 MI-EMO FLUTE Enhancements  (Release 12)
	Ericsson, Qualcomm, Expway 
	4
	Postponed


Imed: In section 7.2.10.2, your Content-Type is optional. Content Type can be optional at FDT level. Presumably an error in your CR and should be mandatory? 
Thomas: Need to look at this further, whether this is inherited from higher up.
Figure should not be part of the spec text, can be moved out of the normative spec, perhaps as guidelines
S4-AHI467 was postponed.
	S4-AHI470
	Issues with out-of-order delivery
	Samsung
	4
	Noted


S4-AHI470 was presented by Imed (Samsung).
What is the issue with content encryption?
Imed: Don't really know where content block is.
Thomas: Don't understand
Imed: Considering OMA DRM
Thomas: In the guidelines, DASH IF profile, I think they have only 1 movie fragment per segment. Thos most common use case. I don't understand why this 
Imed: The list of restrictions in the document is not enough.
Thomas: Are you aware of deployments 
Imed: Document the deployments, not documented now.
Thomas: Even the multiplexing is not 
Thomas: We should not conclude that guidelines are discarded at this point in time.
Imed: Don't necessarily agree on practical use cases.
Thorsten: We have introduced this use case for e2e delay. I don't see e2e delay mentioned in this document. If you want to have low delay, are those restrictions blocking, or can be a profile option to optimize delay.
Imed: There are more restrictions than what is shown in section 2. Because of all these restrictions, the guidelines are less useful.
Thorsten:
Imed: If 80% of cases, then yes we should document. Need to check internally. 
Thomas: Common to have a single movie fragment in a segment.
Imed: We cannot leave it to the implementation. We need to document all these restrictions.
Need to consider this in a revised guidelines document.
S4-AHI470 was noted.
	S4-AHI469
	DASH robustness - Tools from DASH-IF
	Qualcomm incorporated
	4
	postponed


S4-AHI469 was postponed due to lack of time.
5. Review of the future work plan
Another MBS SWG ad-hoc (#38) conference call on MI is planned 8th September 2014. We will spend one hour on each on MooD and EMO. There will be another conference call on Sept. 30th, with possibility to schedule new ones.
6. Any Other Business



7. Close of the session (18:00 CET 2nd September 2014)
The chairman thanked the delegates and closed the meeting.
_____________________
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