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4.2
Report of MBS SWG ad-hoc #43 conference call on MBMS Extensions and Profiling (MEPRO) – 21st May 2015
1. Opening of the session (16:00 CET 21st May 2015)
The chairman welcomes the delegates. Secretaries (Eric and Charles) kindly agreed to take notes on
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1bw0dQhnjhPODEPET0yVza8XJAXzs9yR3rP0nUHwyV3c/edit 
2. Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
500a, 500R2a

	S4-AHI500
	Proposed agenda for MBS SWG ad-hoc #43 conference call on MBMS Extensions and Profiling (MEPRO) – 21st  May 2015
	MBS SWG Chairman (Ericsson)
	2
	approved


Agenda S4-AHI500 was approved.
Document allocation in S4-AHI500R2 was agreed.
3. Reports and liaisons from other groups
	S4-AHI505
	Report of MBS SWG ad-hoc #42 conference call on MBMS Extensions and Profiling (MEPRO) – 11th May 2015
	MBS SWG Chairman (Ericsson)
	3
	agreed


Report S4-AHI505 was agreed.
4. MBMS Extensions and Profiling (MEPRO) 
Profile for Download Delivery Method (excluding Service Announcement profile) – (PROD)

497n, 496n
	S4-AHI496
	File download profile
	Samsung Electronics Co.
	4
	Noted

	S4-AHI497
	DASH profile
	Samsung Electronics Co.
	4
	Noted


S4-AHI496 File Download Profile, from Samsung, was presented by Imed.
Questions: 

Charles: There may be other methods for doing updating over the air.  Imed was going to further work on this

Imed: Look at use cases, look if tools are the best ones. Other question if we can extend pre-configuration. Missing, also missing for the DASH profile. Need to be revised for the next meeting.

S4-AHI496 was noted.
S4-AHI497 DASH Profile, from Samsung, was presented by Imed.
Imed: Streaming a bit confusing in our spec. We actually mean DASH over FLUTE. We should stressed this out. Worthwhile consider streaming profile separate from file delivery. File download without streaming may be useful for machine to machine. Not clear in MEPRO is if we do profile separately for delivery and file download. Would ease to have combined profile. Not clear why we have distinct profiles in the work item for this.

Questions/Comments:

Thorsten: The entire section is a DASH profile, but it includes Service Announcement. Isn’t there a mix, that you need a download profile?

Imed: Same restrictions would apply. For streaming, different set of tools may be required. File download profile is more carousel type. If you have SA channel, there is no File Repair for this.

Thorsten: Agree no file repair. 

Imed: Streaming itself is also file download profile. Do we really need service protection for this, do we need security? Not the same thing. 

Thorsten?: DASH over MBMS download use different set of tools. A DASH profile is probably a superset of the other profile. A pure file download profile you can remove a lot of functions.

Imed: My reasoning is that if you go in the spec, if you look for streaming, you only have reference to RTP. Referring to DASH profile makes it clear. If we can reduce the profile to minimum may be beneficial for low end devices. Don’t want to preclude at this point having  separate profiles. We can make a decision at a later point.

Thorsten: Already visible in section 5.6. Good to make it more visible. The work item excludes streaming as such. We need to differentiate delivery methods between RTP and FLUTE. Now that we use DASH over FLUTE, we may want to distinguish further. Not sure how to resolve this now. 

Charles: Tend to agree with TL. If we want to go the route of separating streaming and NRT profiles. We should not have service announcement as a branch of DASH profile.

Thorsten: Different cases for how to use the MBMS download method. What could be the lower layer need for it. We may use different features. For DASH we may want to use ADPD for QoE purposes. I am not sure if we have 3 separate profiles for MBMS download. We may find that there is too much overlap.

Imed: You see a profile that will do a SA

Thorsten: If you want to do delivery feature (...). We need to start to profiling how fragments are sent, and what features in SA fragments are used.

Imed: Why do you want just a separate profile for SA

Thorsten: No, I am talking about different cases. Our proposal is to define 1 profile. It mixes features from delivery with DASH. I don’t agree that QoW reporting is not present for DASH.

Imed: We heared from China Mobile about having QoE for MBMS delivery different for DASH than from NRT content.

Charles: We should not preclude QoE reporting.

Imed: For the profile, we are talking … If you have evidence that you are using those, then yes.

Thorsten: RTP streaming the receiver is bundle more together. For download, we have e.g. Loss of objects. This is useful to have

Imed: This is a profile that considers tools based on their usefulness. I don’t mind to put them back, if really required.

Thorsten: Touches on how to bring evidence that it is used. How to confirm that something is relevant.

Imed: Hard to prove. If someone comes and say they have implemented it, then yes, I don’t object. 

Charles: We should focus on SA first.

Imed: We need to preconfigured SA channel. We should be able to use URL to fetch this as well.

Fred: Not sure how to go forward on this. Any proposal on way forward?

Charles: Should we look at the SA profile document, and come back?

Fred: Yes, we can park this for now, and look at the SA document

Thorsten: On the content protection, I agree that for DASH content, it should be DASH level content protection that should be used. RR is necessary. Terms QoE reporting is misleading. It is more on the transport level. Not visible if it is a segment or a file. Multiple FLUTE session, acceptable to have 1 FLUTE session

Imed: We discussed in Rel-12 multiple FLUTE session, but they are over the same MBMS bearer, need to have a different TSI.

Charles: We had not limited the use of multiple FLUTE session to a single bearer

Imed: Multiple FLUTE sessions should be optional. Not mandated for the UE.

Charles: Question on protection. For near term deployment I agree for the common encryption. Content protection is intended for the content provider. Service protection is protecting interest of the service operator that only its subscribers can access the service; it may be needed for the case of low value content?

Imed: We should think about that, if there is a use case. Not sure there is one.

Charles: We never said the service would be free. Mobile operators may have free or not free. 

Fred: Just note the document, and use the comments received, to update the document.

Imed: OK.

Imed: Should be known to the service provider. If you start distributing 1 week before, you may not know all the information

Thorsten: You mandate to send it only inband. IS becomes part of the tune in part. This is unnecessarily delay the acquisition of the channel. I object that it must be sent only inband. 

Imed: Does not say only, it says it “shall be sent inband”. I object that they shall only be sent over the broadcast SA channel, but I would not mandate that.

Thomas: You can support both modes, and the operator can chose.

Imed: We should have the option to fetch the USD, and the device only tune to the channel close to time of getting the service over MBMS.

Thorsten: What do we expect for the device to implement. Common case MPD and IS is valid in there. You can plan in advance for the case of adding a period. If we start phrasing this from device perspective, do we require the device to fetch the SA, or is the IS is acquired in advance, and say the IS is still valid when the service is about to start. 

Imed: You are making a lots of assumption on content creation side. As vendor, UE and BMSC, we would object that we update IS and MPD, and we should not have this restriction.

Thomas: There is an IS that may be present, which may be overwritten by inband. Operator can thus use it. Imed, you say that is is mandatory inband, but that is not the case. 

Imed: Lots of noise on the line. 

Thomas: You go over the SA channel, if you find it in there, then you use it. May be updated inband. 

Imed: I would agree to that. 

S4-AHI497 was noted.
Service Announcement Profile for live DASH and non-real time File Delivery (SAPRO)

498->501pp, 502pp, 503n
	S4-AHI501
	CR 26.346-0454 rev2 Service Announcement Profile for MBMS (Rel-13)
	Ericsson LM, Qualcomm Incorporated
	4
	Postponed

	S4-AHI502
	Service Announcement Use Cases
	Ericsson LM, Qualcomm Incorporated
	4
	Postponed

	S4-AHI503
	Proposed Process MEPRO Profiling
	Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson LM
	4
	noted


S4-AHI501 CR 26.346-0454 Rev 2 Service Announcement Profile for MBMS, from Ericsson and Qualcomm, was presented by Thorsten. It was postponed.
S4-AHI502 Service Announcement Use Cases, from Ericsson and Qualcomm was postponed without presentation.
S4-AHI503 Proposed Process MEPRO Profiling, from Qualcomm and Ericsson, was presented by Thomas.
mainly to propose way forward on process for profiling work in MEPRO

document includes reciting WID description

there may be more than single profile

profile definition and profile requirements are proposed

Proposed profile definition:

A profile is defined by a set of features and behaviors that may be used by the BMSC and that shall be implemented by the MBMS client. 

A service offered by a BMSC and conforming to a profile shall only use features that are part of the profile. It may however use a subset of the features.

A client conforming to a profile shall implement all features and behaviors that are part of a profile.

A profile should be signaled in the service offering.

Proposed profile requirements:

A profile shall be supported by at least four 3GPP members.

A profile shall be backed by one or more use cases

A profile shall refer only to features and behaviours that are already defined in TS26.346 Rel-12 (i.e. no extensions)

A profile shall clarify the features and behaviours of the BMSC and MBMS client

The documentation of the profiles shall be done in a clear normative spec manner addressing the profile definition.

As few profiles as possible should be defined.

Discussion:
Imed: on definition, burden placed on UE - should give some choice on UE on what to implement and place onus on network on what to use; not sure agrees with supporting all as proposed.

Thomas: UE shall implement either this or that - does not say here that UE has to implement everything; can formulate the requirements accordingly

Imed: but requires UE must implement all features of profile; sees excess burden

Thomas: can reformulate the wording

Thorsten: framework defines what BM-SC might use, understanding what is supported on UE

Imed: BMSC sending IS on SA channel and inband - can UE choose? thinks should be case by case

Thomas: your example is not correct; allow service provider to choose means for sending IS, but clear indication on which method used; but client should be able to support either implementation

Imed: issue is that burden for certain cases should be on BM-SC instead of UE

Imed: thinks profile should be recommendations on how to use tools as opposed to normative

Thomas: your idea does not support interoperability; want behavior to enable interop

Charles indicated similar opinion that profile if claimed to

Imed: we cannot generalize behavior; agrees more on features; does not think one way only of implementation

Profiles should be set of tools

Charles: Profiles have a set of tools x, y and z and implementation claiming conformance to profile must support these to ensure interoperability

Imed: Agree to some normative aspects. 

Frederic: profile is not changing features of 26.346, right?  Agreed

Thomas: interop is on the normative aspects of messages and interfaces from BM-SC to UE; profiles is not about API

Imed: may agree - but need to think more about it;

Imed: agree on the concepts of a profile as proposed

Imed: does not agree on necessity of 4 supporter for adopting a profile

Thomas: there are companies involved deployment ecosystems that want to ensure interop

Imed: companies may have their deployment and not depend on other companies to support to justify

Thorsten: we have defined ways to determine validity of implementation such as press release; this process as proposed means serious intentions of companies to support a certain implementation, and certify certain features are being used

Imed: if something is on deployment roadmap, could get blocked without other supporting companies; maybe require at least operator to co-sign

Thomas: what might be alternative?

Imed: still has concerns with requirement of 4 supporting companies

Imed: if company has internal deployment profile, this

Charles: spirit is that companies involved are already partnering and can substantiate the profiles

Imed: provide use cases to justify

Thomas: that is not sufficient to represent actual implementation and the efforts placed to interoperate

Thorsten: so many options supported by 26.346, many use cases and profiles can be created using these options; how do we arrive at a small set of profiles? sees problem at agreeing to those potential profiles

Imed: ages there are multiple options - e.g. multipart MIME or separate files;

Thorsten: but you want to allow UEs to pick and choose what to support, and this doesn’t work

Imed: consortium of companies reaching agreement is not the right way; should allow profiles defined by capabilities

Thomas: we need alternative way forward; what do you propose?

Imed: propose to move forward

Frederic: we need to define a process; support of four 3GPP companies is not acceptable

Can we agree on following profile requirements:

“A profile shall be backed by one or more use cases” is this agreeable?  A:YES
“A profile shall refer only to features and behaviours that are already defined in TS26.346”?  A: YES
“A profile shall clarify the features and behaviours of the BMSC and MBMS client”? Imed: Yes, with some reformulation(?)  What does clarifying features really mean; Bullet not agreed
“The documentation of the profiles shall be done in a clear normative spec manner addressing the profile definition”? Bullet not agreed
“As few profiles as possible should be defined.” - do we have strong desire to minimize number of profiles?  Imed: maybe zero - Thomas feels uncomfortable with statement; Bullet not agreed.
Usage of MBMS as a transport protocol including a URL form (TRAPO)
MBMS API Set (API)
5. Review of the future work plan
With regards to the agreed subsequent call on MEPRO, given the doodle poll results the chairman suggested the 12th June 16:00-18:00 CET.

This meeting time was agreed; Imed to provide meeting bridge.

Deadline for submission: 10th June 23:59 CET.

6. Any Other Business



7. Close of the session (18:00 CET 21st May 2015)
The chairman thanked the delegates and closed the meeting.
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