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1. Introduction
MPEG has developed various technologies for multimedia coding and transport, such as the MPEG‑2 Transport Stream, the MP4 file format, the MPEG-H Audio Standard, the MPEG DASH delivery format, and the HEVC Video coding standard. 
These technologies have been widely accepted and heavily used by various industries and applications, such as digital broadcasting, audio and video transport over the Internet, mobile phones.
MPEG is now working on “Media Orchestration”. With the abundance of capture and display devices, and with applications and services moving towards a more immersive experience, we need the tools to be able to manage multiple, heterogeneous devices over multiple, heterogeneous networks, to create a single experience. We call this process Media Orchestration: orchestrating devices, media streams and resources to create such an experience.
A first CfP resulted in several proposals for temporal and spatial orchestration. MPEG produced a first Working Draft for a Media Orchestration Standard [3]. With this Second Call for Proposals (“CfP”), MPEG invites all parties that have technologies that fulfil all or some of the requirements in the Media Orchestration Requirements Document [2] to make a proposal to MPEG for the inclusion of such technologies in the upcoming Media Orchestration Standard. MPEG notably seeks proposals that address requirements that are currently not covered, or only partially covered, in the Working Draft. This concerns the following requirements, referencing the numbers as used in the Media Orchestration Requirements Document [2]:

· 1.c, and additional proposals for 1.b

· 3.a

· 4., notably 4a, for spatial coordination
· 5.

· 6.

· 8.

· 13 through 16
· 17.b

· 19.

· 21.

· 22, notably on discovery and subrequirement 22.a.i

· 23: additional proposals sought on user position
· 24.
· 25.

Proposals for the Optional Requirements (26, 27, 28) are welcome as well.
MPEG also invites parties holding datasets relevant for the development of the Media Orchestration standard to contribute such data sets to MPEG, so that these can be used in the development of this standard including possibly the evaluation of technology proposals.

The Context and Objectives for Media Orchestration [1] provides background on the subject matter for the Call for Proposals, as well as proposal for a Functional Architecture. The Requirements for Media Orchestration [2] provide the requirements that those wishing to respond to the CfP are asked to address.

MPEG’s current understanding of the timeline is as follows:

	MPEG meeting
	Date
	Milestone

	
	
	

	114
	February 2016
	Publication of First Call for Proposals (CfP)

	
	28& 29May 2016
	Start of evaluation of proposals in Ad Hoc Group Meeting (Geneva, Switzerland)

	115
	30 May -3 June  2016
	· Evaluation of Proposals during MPEG meeting (Geneva, Switzerland), 
· Publication of First Working Draft
· Publication of Second CfP

	
	10 October 2016 
	Deadline submissions for Second CfP

	Pre-116
	15 and 16 October 2016
	Start of evaluation of proposals in Ad Hoc Group Meeting (Chengdu, China)

	116
	17-21 October 2016
	· Further evaluation of responses to Second CfP during MPEG  meeting in Chengdu, China;

· Publication of second Working Draft 

	117
	January 2017 
	Committee Draft 

	118
	April 2017
	Draft International Standard 

	120
	October 2017
	Final Draft International Standard 

	121
	2018
	International Standard


2. Proposal Description

Please provide the following elements in your response to the CfP:
· A detailed documentation describing the proposed technology;

· A table indicating which requirements are satisfied, and how. Comments on the completeness and appropriateness of the requirements are invited; please see Annex A for a template. (Also fill out the information form in Annex A!)
· An assessment of the efficiency with which the proposal meets the requirements
· A demonstration of your proposal, if available;

· Any set of content that can be used to evaluate the proposal and to help developing the standard. 

· Please explain under which license such a data set may be used; data sets must be able to be used by MPEG participants for the purpose of creating MPEG standards. 
· Any other additional information relevant to help the evaluation of the submission, such as example use case scenarios, including a description on the areas in which the proposed technology can be applied.
3. Evaluation

The evaluation of proposals is planned to be conducted as follows:
· All proponents will be asked to present their proposals to MPEG experts. A demonstration may be part of this presentation;
· The proposals will be evaluated by experts, who will compare proposals against the requirements. Proponents are invited to participate in this evaluation. If you have not participated in MPEG meetings before, please contact the CfP Contact listed below for more information;
· Based on the evaluation, MPEG may select a proposal in its entirety, a part of it, or choose not to use any part of the proposal;
· MPEG will then update its Working Draft (WD) to create a second Working Draft from one or more proposals and proposal elements that were selected, where MPEG has the freedom to combine multiple proposals into the Working Draft;
· It may be necessary to define experiments (“Core Experiments”) to help in the final selection decisions, and such experiments, if necessary, will likely not be concluded during the October 2016 Chengdu MPEG meeting. This implies that the selection process may continue after that meeting.
4. Evaluation Criteria

As noted in Section 3, proposals will be evaluated in a Peer Review process, The criteria for the evaluation include:
1. How many and which requirements from [2] does the proposal fulfil? 
2. How broad is the coverage of the proposal? How generic is it? 
· This can be explained by giving use cases 

3. How efficient is the proposed solution, in terms of data, communication overhead, time/latency, processing power, memory required? 

4. How complex is the implementation of the proposed technology? Simple proposals will have a preference over complex ones.
5. Responding to the CfP
If you are interested in responding to this CfP, please observe the following steps and dates:
· Monday 10 October, 23:59 GMT: Deadline for submission of your proposal to MPEG. 
· Those familiar with making submissions to MPEG can upload their submission to the contribution registry. 
· If you are not familiar with uploading contributions, please email your submission to the CfP Contact, who will upload it for you. Note that your proposal will be available and accessible to all MPEG participants.
· 15/16 October 2016: Proposal evaluation in an “Ad Hoc Group” meeting that immediately precedes the MPEG 116 meeting in Chengdu, China. MPEG plans for the meeting to start at 14:00 China Standard Time on the 15th. 
MPEG discusses Media Orchestration on a so-called “Ad Hoc Group” mailing list. Those intending to respond to this CfP are encouraged to join this mailing list, which is open to all interested parties, also those who are not (yet) MPEG delegates. 

Information about the mailing list can be found at: https://lists.aau.at/mailman/listinfo/gen-sys. This page also provides the option to subscribe to the list. 
6. Source Code and IPR

Proponents are advised that, upon acceptance for further evaluation, it will be required that certain parts of any technology proposed be made available in source code format to participants in the core experiments process and for potential inclusion in the prospective standard as reference software. When a particular technology is a candidate for further evaluation, commitment to provide such software is a condition of participation. The software shall produce identical results to those submitted to the test. Additionally, submission of improvements (bug fixes, etc.) is certainly encouraged. 
Furthermore, proponents are advised that this Call is being made subject to the common patent policy of ITU-T/ITU-R/ISO/IEC (see http://isotc.iso.org/livelink/livelink/fetch/2000/2122/3770791/Common_Policy.htm) and the other established policies of ISO/IEC.
Further information on MPEG can be obtained from the MPEG home page at http://mpeg.chiariglione.org. 
7. CfP Contact
The contact person for this CfP is:
Jörn Ostermann

ostermann@tnt.uni-hannover.de
+49 511 762 53 16
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Annex A: Information Form
(To be filled out by the proponent)
1. Title of the proposal
2. Organization (i.e., name of proposing company)
3. Provide the most prominent use cases your proposal covers. Please indicate new use cases that are not originally in [1] but are covered in your proposal.
4. Does your proposal rely on existing standards? If yes, please list them
5. Describe the relation (compatibility or co-existence) to ISO/IEC 13818-1 (Transport Stream) or ISO/IEC 14496-12 (ISO base media file format)
6. Indicate availability of any software implementation and test results
7. Is your proposal also submitted to another SDO (Standard Development Organizations) (For informational purposes only)? If yes, please state when and to where it was submitted.
8. Do you plan to attend the 95th MPEG meeting and make a presentation to explain your proposal and answer questions about it?
9. Will you provide a demonstration? If yes, how long the demonstration will be?

Proponents should complete the table of requirements provided below, clearly indicating how each requirement is supported by the proposal (Full: Fully supported, No: Not supported, Partial: Partially supported).

For the detailed requirements, please refer to [2].

	Req #
	Full
	No
	Partial
	Comments

	0.a
	
	
	
	

	0.b
	
	
	
	

	0.c
	
	
	
	

	1
	
	
	
	

	1.a
	
	
	
	

	1.b
	
	
	
	

	1.c
	
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	
	

	2.a
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	

	3.a
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	

	4.a
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	

	5.a
	
	
	
	

	5.b
	
	
	
	

	5.c
	
	
	
	

	5.d
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	

	6.a
	
	
	
	

	6.a.i
	
	
	
	

	6.a.ii
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	Void

	8
	
	
	
	

	8.a
	
	
	
	

	8.b
	
	
	
	

	8.c
	
	
	
	

	9
	
	
	
	Void

	10
	
	
	
	Void

	11
	
	
	
	

	12
	
	
	
	

	13
	
	
	
	

	14
	
	
	
	

	15
	
	
	
	

	16
	
	
	
	

	17
	
	
	
	

	17.a
	
	
	
	

	17.b
	
	
	
	

	18
	
	
	
	

	19
	
	
	
	

	20
	
	
	
	

	21
	
	
	
	

	22
	
	
	
	

	22.a
	
	
	
	

	22.b
	
	
	
	

	23
	
	
	
	

	23.a
	
	
	
	

	23.b
	
	
	
	

	23.c
	
	
	
	

	23.c.i
	
	
	
	

	231.c.ii
	
	
	
	

	24
	
	
	
	

	24.a
	
	
	
	

	24.b
	
	
	
	

	25
	
	
	
	

	25.a
	
	
	
	


Optional Requirements 
	26
	
	
	
	

	26.a
	
	
	
	

	26,b
	
	
	
	

	26.b.i
	
	
	
	

	27
	
	
	
	

	27.a
	
	
	
	

	28
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