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Agenda for MBS SWG ad-hoc conference call
1. [bookmark: _heading=h.ttuo2fdcurz]Opening of the session (16:00 CEST)

As agreed during SA4#108-e:
[bookmark: _heading=h.gjdgxs]
	SA4 MBS SWG Telco on 5GMS3 - Date 30th April 2020, time 16:00 – 18:00 CEST; Host: Sony Europe B.V.
Document submission deadline: 28th April 2020, 23:59 CEST.
	Review and agree draft CRs to TS 26.511 on 5GMS profiles, codecs and formats
Review and agree draft CRs to TS 26.512 on 5GMS protocols



Participants: Frédéric Gabin, Paul Szucs (2nd hour), Richard Bradbury (BBC), Brian Lee (Dolby), Cédric Thiénot (Enensys), Gunnar Heikkilä (Ericsson), Henri Fourdeux (Interdigital), Iraj Sodagar (Tencent), James Hu (AT&T), Jayeeta Saha (MCC), Lucia D’Acunto (KPN), Min Wang (Qualcomm), Ed O’Leary (Rogers), Rohit Abhishek (Tencent), Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm), Zhuyon Zhang (Tencent), Yousef, Imed Bouazizi (Qualcomm), Jan Willem Kleinrouweler (KPN), Robert Edwards (MATRIXX)
Minutes were taken by Lucia with support from Thomas.
MBS SWG Tdoc list available at: 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1pv7f_dks0Tzcnr46kXJ2QSCX7kvxEE7olI31VWIxZeI/edit?usp=sharing 
[bookmark: _heading=h.s2b2gjscvac7]2. Approval of the agenda and registration of documents

	S4-AHI965
	Proposed agenda for MBS SWG ad-hoc telco on 5GMS3 – 30th April 2020
	SA4 MBS Chairman
	2
	



Presenter: Frederic Gabin (Chairman)
Discussion: 
· None.
Decision:
· Approved.
S4-AHI965 is approved.
	
[bookmark: _heading=h.jtygwvma6c33]3.   Reports and liaisons from other groups	

none

[bookmark: _heading=h.e3tb7kmr97sx]4.    5GMS3 (5G Media streaming stage 3)

[bookmark: _heading=h.oxzu5udp85al]TS 26.512


	S4-AHI969
	pCR TS 26.512 proposed new draft TS version
	Editor (Ericsson)
	4
	




Presenter: Thorsten Lohmar (Ericsson)
Discussion: 
· Thorsten: incorporation of previously agreed changes. asks for any questions on this.
· no comments from the people in the call on this
· Thorsten proceeds with changes in the doc structure
· Thorsten: proposes to include placeholders for APIs that we plan to introduce in the future
· Thomas: we made a decision earlier not to mix up up- and down- link streaming
· Thorsten: understands that for service providers, but the spec is also for operators who would benefit from this approach
· Thomas: these are very different services, it won’t be useful to services providers. we are doing it wrong
· Imed: we aren’t mixing services, we are mixing APIs, there is no reason to have it in two parts of the spec
· Thomas: we can use referencing
· Thomas: we can do a generic section but it needs to be very clear what is needed for downlink and what is needed for uplink
· Thorsten: there are ways to make it easy by inserting tables. for example to specify which clauses are for downlink and uplink
· Thomas: most traffic will be downlink streaming, uplink streaming came in the spec but it would be good to separate them
· Thorsten: when separating we need to decide at what level and how
· Richard: started with same idea as Thomas and Cedric, but now he leans more towards the joint approach, not only because of the operator’s argument from Thorsten, but also from a vendor’s point of view. furthermore such approach will make the spec more maintainable
· Thomas: if we want to extend one API which was agreed to be identical for down and up link with a downlink specific parameter, what do we do then?
· Thorsten: if we separate the up and down link parts we get an extra layer of heading
· Thomas: are we actually designing APIs to be common?
· Thorsten: we have edge computing and slicing, these seem to be “common” elements for both down and up link streaming. same story as for “charging”. of course, there are differences on how you use them
· Thomas: wants to avoid a design in principle of common things
· Thorsten: even with existing structure we need to decrease heading layer of the APIs
· Thomas: we can make a clause which says which APIs to use. and also distinguish which are required and which are optional
· Thomas: make a profile table
· Fred: suggests discussing the structure offline
· Thorsten: we need to have the structure agreed before next meeting
· Thorsten: mandatory, optional APIs is difficult to do now because it will depend on collaboration scenario
· Thorsten: has anybody a concern about a “common” section?
· Thomas: no concern as long as there is one clause that makes clear what needs to be done for downlink and one clause that makes clear what needs to be done for uplink
· Richard: 1 table in clause 4 for downlink streaming and one in clause 5
· Thomas: lets use the term and meaning of “general” and not “common” aspects
· Richard: is clause 6 only going on HTTP APIs or other too?
· Richard: Thomas, do the other APIs (eg. CTA wave) have common data types?
· Thomas: these people do not document things, they mostly export code
· Thomas: just call them “data types”, no need to add “common”
· Fred: clause 4.1. to be called “relevant APIs”
· Thomas: we are going in the good direction. if we talk about downlink streaming, is this a monolithic thing or are there several, e.g. depending on collaboration scenario?
· Thorsten: likes this distinction among collaboration scenarios
· Cedric: if we extend one API which is common, only for uplink for example, what do you do?
· Thorsten: you always have the option to use a separate API to do the extended functionality. He wants to avoid that one API has a specific “uplink name” if it can be used for downlink too.
· Cedric: there should be no need to share something that doesnt need to be shared
· Richard: Cedric, would you prefer if APIs for down and up are completely separated from day 1, or would you prefer to use the same name now because they are identical and change the name later when they differ (if they do) between the modes
· Cedric: prefer first option mentioned by Richard
· Thorsten: prefers second option
· James: code should not have to change
· Thorsten: new APIs will require change of code, and so old phones need to use old APIs and new phones the new APIs
· Imed: adding a parameter should not require API upgrade
· Fred: can we separate structure of spec and versioning of APIs? does the versioning of APIs have an impact on the structure of the spec?
· Thorsten: it’s more important to distinguish between collaboration scenarios than up and down link
· Imed: adding collaboration scenarios may complicate things even more, we have 9 of them at the moment
· Thorsten: ok we dont touch all the collaboration scenarios, maybe only the most important ones, for example distinguish between MNO hosting and external hosting
· Richard: we can make a matrix to distinguish the collaboration scenarios
· Fred: let’s do that in the collaboration scenario clause
· Fred asks whether this structure shown by Thorsten is a good one and can be used as a basis to discuss offline in the next 2 weeks.
Decision:
· pCR with new draft is agreed but new structure is not.
· Continue discussion offline.
· Generally, discuss by email on MBS reflector.
S4-AHI969 is partially agreed.


	S4-AHI966
	5GMSd AF-based Network Assistance
	Ericsson
	4
	



Presenter: Thorsten Lohmar (Ericsson)
Discussion: 
· 
Decision:
· 
S4-AHI966 is postponed


	S4-AHI971
	Updates to the RAN-based Assistance Proposal
	Qualcomm Inc.
	4
	



Presenter: Imed Bouazizi (Qualcomm)
Discussion: 
· 
Decision:
· 
S4-AHI971 is postponed


	S4-AHI967
	M1d Procedure for Dynamic Policy Provisioning
	Ericsson
	4
	



Presenter: Imed Bouazizi (Qualcomm)
Discussion: 
· 
Decision:
· 
S4-AHI967 is postponed


	S4-AHI968
	API for Service Access information acquisition
	Ericsson
	4
	



Presenter: Thorsten Lohmar (Ericsson)
Discussion: 
· 
Decision:
· 
S4-AHI968 is postponed



	S4-AHI970
	Updates to the Dynamic Policy Configuration Procedure Proposal
	Qualcomm Inc.
	4
	



Presenter: Imed Bouazizi (Qualcomm)
Discussion: 
· 
Decision:
· 
S4-AHI970 is postponed

[bookmark: _heading=h.uwh8xvpuqu6v]TS 26.511



5.  Review of the future work plan	

6.  Any Other Business

	S4-AHI963
	Draft CR to TS 26.501 - Fixing sequence diagrams
	BBC
	4
	



Presenter: Richard Bradbury (BBC)
Discussion: 
· Richard: mostly editorial and format changes
· No questions / comments from the call participants
· Thorsten spotted additional correction in the figure7-3.1: step 2 and 3, 
Decision:
· Approved.
S4-AHI963 is agreed.

	S4-AHI964
	Draft CR to TS 26.501 - Consolidated changes from SA4#108-e
	Tencent, BBC, Sony, Ericsson
	4
	



Presenter: Richard Bradbury (BBC)
Discussion: 
· Fred: change category to F
· Thomas: is this an implementation of previous agreements or further changes?
· Richard: its both
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Thomas: it’s hard to agree on this now because of the new changes
· Fred: it’s best to agree on this draft CR as soon as we can
· Richard: all new changes are highlighted with his own name
· Fred: all the other changes were previously agreed
· Fred: this will become a CR at the meeting, that’s why we need a review beforehand
· Thomas: read and discuss this work offline
· Thorsten: at this call, let’s focus on key open issues
· Thorsten: is there anything crucial to bring up?
· Richard: there is a list of outstanding issues, Gunnar already helped closing 2 of them. its fine to go by Thomas’ suggestion and review / resolve them offline
· Richard calls for the authors of the various sections to help resolve the issue
· Thorsten: missed the table because it was at the bottom of the email, now he knows
Decision:
· doc is noted, outstanding issues will be worked out offline.
S4-AHI964 is noted.
		
[bookmark: _heading=h.fds4yojco2yb]7.	Close of the session (18:04 CEST)

The chairman thanked the delegates and closed the call.
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