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MBS SWG ad-hoc #81 
1.     Opening of the session (16:00 CET)
	Telco#1 (Topic: SAND, 28 March 2017, 16-18 CEST, Host: Intel)
	·         Consider technical input contributions toward addressing the work item objectives and agree on draft CRs to TS 26.247 and TS 26.233
·         Contribution submission deadline: 24 March 2017, 23:59 CET


MBS SWG Tdoc list available at:
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ARnexsn3OL-QsBOO8a7ZvDCbWnG1mZfDmOtr3uOFcW4/edit?usp=sharing
Attendance: Frédéric Gabin (Ericsson, MBS SWG chairman), Ozgur Oyman (Intel, SAND co-rapporteur), Paolo Usaï (MCC), Paul Szucs (Sony), Ann-Christine Eriksson (Ericsson), Cédric Thiénot (Expway), Lucia D’Acunto (TNO), Serhan Gül (Fraunhofer HHI), John Lambrou (Motorola), Bernard Feiten (DT), Kwon Woosuk (LG).
2.     Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
	S4-AHI704
	Proposed agenda for MBS SWG ad-hoc #81 on SAND, 28 March 2017, 16-18 CEST, Host: Intel
	SA4 MBS SWG Chairman (Ericsson)
	#81
	2
	


The agenda was approved.
3.     Reports and liaisons from other groups
There was no input on this.
4.     SAND (Server and Network Assisted DASH for 3GPP Multimedia Services)
	S4-AHI705
	Draft CR 26.247 SAND Support in 3GPP DASH
	Intel, Sony Mobile Communications, Ericsson LM
	#82
	4


Ozgur notes that this is a merged document, so he can start the presentation, but either Ericsson or Sony should present the network assistance part.
Ozgur presents the document. This is the result of the merge agreed at SA4 #92 (Tallinn), documents S4-170006 and S4-170110. Network assistance text was basically available in Tallinn, but there is some new text on consistent QoS/QoE and proxy caching.
References and abbreviations are added.
The overview introduces the DANE.
New clause 13 is on SAND support. There is background information on SAND itself, and brief mention of TR 26.957.
13.2 lists SAND messages and protocols used to fulfill the use cases.
13.3 is void here, but the following contribution provides content for this part. Intel believes this is essential content. Ozgur invites questions at this stage. There are none so Ozgur continues.
There are clause on guidelines for each use case. text for some of these is provided in further contributions.
HTTP usage is specified, but this does not preclude other transport mechanisms.
The table of mandatory messages originates from the SAND spec, bold type indicates mandatory functionality.
Pause for questions.
Cedric - mandate all SAND messages mentioned or define a profile, or allow subsets to be supported?
Ozgur - this is not the complete set, there are over 20 SAND messages. Here we use 9 of them. These are absolutely necessary to fulfill the three use cases. There could be further break-down for the messages but essentially we have here a profile in effect.
Cedric - flexibility to support only a part of this? Ozgur - possibly; needs to be spelt out clearly. The aim is to use SAND to fulfill the 3 use cases, all of them. Cedric - so can we allow implementations to support only one of the use cases? It would aid adoption of the spec. Frederic - implementer can choose which use case(s) to support, hence does not need to support all of these messages? Cedric - exactly, if possible. Concern that mandating everything in one shot could be difficult. Ozgur - this could be done; e.g. specify which messages are needed in order to support each of the use cases. Network assistance and consistent QoS/QoE might require the same messages, but proxy caching likely different, Frederic - so there are “shalls” for each use case, but the implementer can choose which to support. SO there are pro’s and con’s either way. Cedirc - ok, just helpful to state something on these issues.
Lucia - use of HTTP best choice, considering the architecture? Ozgur - web sockets also an option, for example, but the requirement for HTTP will remain, For OOB DANE websockets could be appropriate, can accommodate this in addition to HTTP as minimum requirement. This could be addressed per sub-feature. Lucia - agrees this could be a good approach. Ozgur welcomes other opinions; so far sees the need to break down SAND into sub-features, foresee input on this for SA4 #93. Frederic - clarify what is meant. Set of features based on use cases rather than any set of SAND messages?
Paul - ok to consider this, would be good to see an example worked through. 
TNO, Expway, Ericsson also in favour.
Bernhard not so clear on “sub-features”. Ozgur - these are well documented in the TR. We will draft dedicated sub-clauses, i.e. for each of the 3 use cases, consisting of 2 groups at the moment, whereby proxy caching will likely require different messages and protocols from the other 2 use cases. Bernhard - makes sense now.
frederic - ok, so there is general support to proceed in this way. Websockets also. Lucia - websockets applicable for OOB DANE use cases. Ozgur supports this, is already mentioned in the TR and in a different contribution. Frederic - so also here some support.
Paul introduces the network assistance part. This is essentially text that was already reviewed in Tallinn with some minor changes.
Paolo - “guidelines” should be in an informative annex? Frederic - would have the same question, but suspect the word “guidelines” is not meant there? Ozgur - believe the only normative statements are in 13.2 and 13.3. The rest reads like informative text, but ok to go either way, Maybe better to have all SAND text in one clause rather than have a separate informative annex, Frederic - since we agreed in principle on sub-features, we can expect these use case clauses to contain normative text. Will need to go further than just stating which messages are used, e.g. specifying how, meaning that a heading “guidelines” is not appropriate. Paolo is ok with this.
Frederic summarises the agreement. It is noted, overall seen as good. Will split into sub-features matching use cases. CLient can support based on sub-features. No “guidelines”. Consider websockets, possibly recommend for SAND clients.
	S4-AHI706
	Draft CR 26.247 Event-Driven Normative Client and DANE Behaviors for SAND
	Intel
	#82
	4


Ozgur presents the document.
Ozgur - sees the need for consistent framework in how the client interacts with the DANE in the handling of the SAND messages, hence an event-driven framework is proposed. For each event provide some actions, either mandatory or optional, Events can also be broken down according to sub-features.
Ozgur - DANE controlled by 3GPP network in the PSS context. Behaviour defined for each event,
Paul - events means within DASH event framework? Ozgur - no, it’s in the context of SAND messages. frederic - same issue. Ozgur - ok, can change this. Paul - so it’s a list of messages again, with added behaviour? Ozgur - goes further, set requirements upon the actions.
Paul - trying to define this generically for all use cases? Ozgur - thinks these are the actions that are needed. 8-9 messages, some PER, some status. Paul - need to split this up into the 2 or 3 sub-features? Also “action” sounds better than “event”. Ozgur - ok, will consider terminology.
Anne-Christine - have not yet described all the use cases, so can we already have this list fixed? Ozgur - ok, if we agree to break this down into sub-features then this content needs that too.
Ozgur agrees this proposal is not ready for agreement, needs re-writing, alignment with overall agreements. Ann-Christine - the use case definitions will determine the contents of this section.Ozgur - not sure, not a strong dependency on the use cases. We should define messages and protocols and the use cases are essentially examples of usage of these elements. Paul - sees this as a bottom-up definition of messages and actions; need to verify they can fulfill the foreseen use cases. Ozgur - ok with that, agrees might need to modify the actions and behaviour.
Frederic - the document is noted, expect an update at SA4 #93.
	S4-AHI707
	Draft CR 26.247 Guidelines on the use of SAND for Proxy Caching
	Intel
	#82
	4


Ozgur presents the document. It provides text for the use case sub-clause in the draft CR.
The workflow is much the same as that in the TR, but think it is good to include it in the CR.
At least the heading needs changing - e.g. “Use of SAND for proxy caching. No further comments or questions
Frederic - so the content is agreeable, but expect a revision at SA4 #93. Ozgur - so can include this in the merged CR? No objections, so agreeable. 
Cedric - this means at the same time a DASH client and DANE implementation? Ozgur - yes, but the DANE is controlled only within PSS environment. the workflow is just an example, not normative. The mandatory actions are between the DANE and DASH client. Cedric - maybe needs more clarity. Ozgur happy to consider this, will propose something before integrating this into the draft CR for SA4 #93.
There are no further comments.
Frederic - the document is noted.
	S4-AHI708
	Draft CR 26.247 Guidelines on the use of SAND for Consistent QoE/QoS  
	Intel
	#82
	4


Ozgur presents the document. This provides text for the remaining use case, on consistent QoE/QoS. This also includes some minimum description of the use case, derived from the TR text.
Paul - figure 13.x looks unfamiliar - was this foreseen in the TR? Also really an architecture definition? Ozgur - it’’s in clause 8. Agree maybe should not be an “architecture”.
Paolo - same issue with “guidelines”.
Ozgur - again an example workflow. Can agree that websockets could be a good way to embody it.
Anne-Christine - how does figure 13.x relate to SAND architecture and messages? Which line is SAND? Ozgur - the VAC is part of the DANE, aslo assumed as part of the PSS server, accepts it could be shown more clearly. Anne-Christine - in-band or out? Ozgur - out-of-band. Anne-Christine - connected to the server, adn what are the arrows to the VAC? → inform about specific propertis of the content. So is this SAND? Ozgur - not supported by SAND. Assume content provider will share this information via business agreement, allowing the VAC to derive QoS parameters. The DASH spec already includes guidelines on this, deriving parameters from the MPD, but there might be other frameworks for doing this. → MPD implies in-band? → not necessarily, separate flows; could be in-band too. → so need some communication to the video server. Ozgur - can map to either in-band or out-of-band DANE. It can be made more explicit.
Anne-Christine - so need clarification on what is SAND here, connection to core network, link between “CN” and LTE EPC, etc. Ozgur - ok, need to re-draw this diagram.
Paul - this was the root fo confusion for me - problematic to include such an architecture in the draft CR, since some unclear entities are introduced, e.g. “scheduler”. 
Ozgur agrees the diagrams need re-drawing or might be omitted, possibly cross-referenced to the TR. Guess same issue holds for figure 13.y? → yes. Ozgur - it is RAN-targeted usage.
Paul - con cerned about overlap with network assistance use case. Ozgur - indeed, can take offline.
Frederic - time is up. This document is noted.
5.     Review of the future work plan
Frederic - next SAND session will be at SA4 #93.                          
6.     Any Other Business
Paolo - confirm the SA4#93 agenda with Frederic.
Paolo - there is a problem with 3GU system, cannot allocate contributions to R15 so far.                                                               
7.     Close of the session (18:00 CET)
�	M. Frédéric Gabin
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