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Executive Summary

The SWG received a total of 9 input Tdocs.  The proposed Modification of protocol version identification method by NTT was agreed for inclusion in the iRTCW Permanent Document.  Also the Multiparty RTT use cases and requirements from Huawei were agreed for inclusion in the MP_RTT Permanent Document.  All the other Tdocs were noted.

4. Real-Time Communications (RTC) SWG Opening of the Call

	3GPP SA4 RTC SWG Telco #9
(March 15, 2023, 15:00 – 17:00 CET, Host Qualcomm)
	Submission deadline: March 13, 6:00 CET
 
Contributions with multiple sources will be given higher priority in the Tdoc review to encourage offline discussion and expedite progress in handling the many Rel-18 features in the RTC SWG.



4.1 Opening of the session and registration of documents
The call started at 15:04 CET.  

	S4aR230056
	Proposed agenda for SA4 RTC SWG 15 March 2023 Teleconference v2
	RTC SWG Chair
	4.1


 
The agenda and registration of documents were approved.
 
Bo Burman and Spencer Dawkins volunteered to take minutes on the conference call. The chair also requested the participants to add their names to the attendance list at the end of the on-line minutes located here: 
S4-230XXX Report for RTC SWG 15 March 2023 Teleconference

4.2 Reports/Liaisons from other groups/meetings

	S4-230435
	Reply LS on N6 PDU Set Identification
	SA2
	4.2


Presenter: Nik
Discussion:
· Imed: They expect this work to be finished in May. If we send our work on 5G_RTP Header Extension to them from our April meeting, they should be able to close the dependency.
· Stefan D: Does the jitter here have any impact on what we are familiar with?
· Imed: It will indirectly impact, especially when we get into CDRX mode, when data is sent in bursts to save radio power. If the end-of-burst indication is incorrect, it might have adverse effects.
· Stefan: If they do jitter estimates on QoS level, could we avoid doing the same?
· Imed: Perhaps we can. The focus now is more on how the scheduling could be improved. We’ll have time to consider.
· Nik: How hard will it be to get an agreement in April?
· Imed: I think it should be a prioritized topic.
Decision: Noted

4.3 iRTCW (Immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)

	S4aR230047
	[iRTCW] draft TS 26.113 v0.4.0
	Meta Ireland
	4.3


Presenter: Kyunghun
Discussion:
· Saba: In 4.1, the last sentence says “iRTC”, would it rather be “iRTC terminal”?
· Kyunghun: It is an enabler, not a single device.
· Yoshihiro: I think RTC system is good.
· Saba: Suggest to change “a scenario” to “one scenario”.
· Stefan D: In figure 5.5.x, is that the outcome of the protocol stack discussion?
· Kyunghun: Yes. I didn’t receive any other comments.
· Stefan D: In the Annex, microphone description, how are they referenced, how do they fit in the main text?
· Kyunghun: I can move to clause 4.
· Imed: In ToC, can you explain what you expect in the future? I’m specifically interested in the relation to 5G_RTP. Do you expect stage 3 to be defined here? Can we also have the latest version of the PD?
· Stephane, in chat due to limited time for questions: ref [x11] on G.712 does not seem appropriate, this is related to performance transmission based on G.711 (narrowband legacy codec). Here we should rather assume linear PCM with more bit resolution, potentially with no specific reference (see use of linear PCM in 26.114)
Decision: Noted

	S4aR230048
	AR Call Solution For Smartphones or Tablets
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	4.3


Presenter: Jiayi
Discussion:
· Imed: In MeCAR, we agreed to use OpenXR as a reference framework. If developers want to use something else, it should be possible to do a mapping to these proprietary frameworks. On the host of this discussion, I don’t think it is just RTC, but a better place for this discussion could be MeCAR.
· Jiayi: We agree to reference OpenXR. The flowchart is very generic. We can add OpenXR. If this belongs to MeCAR or not; when checking the WID of MeCAR, it seems to be targeted for glass-type. We think this is also applicable to iRTCW.
· Imed: Last meeting, we added a new device type with 2D display, smartphone-type, to MeCAR, just for your information.
· Jiayi: I can add this also as a MeCAR input.
Decision: Noted


	S4aR230050
	[iRTCW] Modification of protocol version identification method
	NTT
	4.3


Presenter: Yoshihiro
Discussion:
· Kyunghun: I think this will only impact the PD, as the TS doesn’t yet have such text.
· Yoshihiro: Yes.
· Imed: I support this change. Do you have a protocol name in mind that will be developed in FS_eiRTCW? We might call it “swap”, or “3gpp-swap”.
· Yoshihiro: We will propose a different name than “swap”, because this will be a different protocol. We can make a proposal in the April meeting or in the next call.
· Imed: I support putting this in the PD.
· Yoshihiro: I agree.
· Stephane: For the signaling, since it is for the CT groups, is it OK that SA4 works on signaling?
· Imed: I think we’ve done signaling as well, end-to-end and application signaling. In the PSS times, we also did signaling. It is not IMS signaling.
· Stephane: I think we should still verify with CT. I don’t think it belongs to SA4 scope to do signaling for communication services.
Decision: Agreed for inclusion in PD


4.4 IBACS (IMS-based AR Conversational Services)
                
4.5 GA4RTAR (Generic architecture for Real-Time and AR/MR media)
 
4.6 5G_RTP (5G Real-Time Transport Protocols)
 
	S4aR230046
	[5G_RTP] Signaling end of burst
	Qualcomm Korea
	4.6


Presenter: Imed
Discussion:
· Thorsten: What qualifies a PDU Set to be included in a data burst?
· Imed: If it qualifies to be in the same QoS flow.
· Thorsten: That confuses me. I thought that when doing CDRX, you want a silent period? When combining multiple PDU Set streams, how would you set the end-of-burst marking?
· Imed: It depends if the CDRX works on the QoS flow level or even below.
· Thorsten: EOB would indicate that now it is safe for the radio to sleep, for some idle time. If the sender starts the next PDU Set right away, the EOB would be misleading.
· Imed: We propose to work on the guidelines. For a single QoS flow, it works when there’s an end of a burst.
· Yue: CDRX is handled at a very low layer, and PDU Set in the application layer. Would the low layer have to look into the application data?
· Imed: UPF can extract this information from the Application Server and put it into the GTP, where radio extracts the information. We propose to work on this but the solution can need more discussion.
· Saba: We need to study what a “burst” is, also from a RAN perspective, and what it means for us on the application layer.
· Andrei: It is not clear yet whether a 5-tuple can contain both PDU sets as well as PDUs that are not marked as part of a PDU set. This would greatly influence the design of an end of burst indication. We suggest carefully discussing these matters going further. It is fine to work on it, but first we need to clarify some of the basics of data burst and data burst definition.
Decision: Noted

	S4aR230054
	[5G_RTP] Guidelines for the PDU set Header Extension
	Nokia Corporation
	4.6


Presenter: Saba
Discussion:
· Bo: I commented in the last meeting on a proposal for an extensible header - if we do that, we should verify with RAN that this is OK, because they are likely expecting a fixed header to allow deep packet inspection. 
· Imed: We should also document that we need to decide on the options of fixed or extensible header. We can study, be let’s keep the timeline and do it fast.
· Saba: Maybe we need more looking into the problems. Companies that have proposed solutions should be able to elaborate on what the problem is.
· Imed: I think the optimizations are well known and needed. We should take the time to describe the guidelines on how to use this, but that should not block SA2 while we work on the guidelines. We need to define the header extension quickly.
· Saba: I’ve made a few edits on-screen. I think what we said was that we wouldn’t want a randomly chosen set of fields included in an extensible header. Both option 1 and 2 (as now on screen) would be different variants of a fixed header, with a single variant or multiple variants.
· Srinivas: We need the guidelines, not only for the importance field, so we should mention that in the conclusions.
· Hyun-Koo: We should be focusing on what kind of extension can be done to the GTP-U extension header, such that UPF can just copy this information from RTP into GTP-U.
· Saba: I generally agree but I don’t know how to indicate that.
· Imed: I agree to aligning, but not matching. We need to balance that.
· Hyun-Koo: We should align with the GTP-U header extension mechanism.
· Qi: The UPF just copies the information from the RTP HE. The GTP-U design is governed by RAN3 or RAN2 and can reference the RTP HE. I don’t know why we need to keep that in mind?
· Imed: Maybe we should add a statement that we should inform them, liaise or CC?
· Qi: Yes.
· Hyun-Koo: How can they define future versions of this RTP HE, announced in the SDP? That would mean there could be different RTP HE put into the GTP-U header. RTP HE can be extended with new versions, but I’m not sure GTP-U has the same possibility.
· Nik: Let’s do our design and send it to RAN3 and let them complain if it is not OK.
· Andrei: I agree.
Decision: Revised into 057(?), which was agreed without presentation
 

4.7 MP_RTT (Multiparty Real-Time Text)
  
	S4aR230052
	Multiparty RTT use cases and requirements
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd
	4.7


Presenter: Huan-yu
Discussion:
· Huan-yu: The proposal is to put the use cases and requirements into the PD, not the “call flow” that the document mistakenly says.
Decision: Agreed
 
4.8 FS_eiRTCW (Feasibility Study on the enhancements for immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
 
4.9 Others including TEI
 
	S4aR230051
	Why It Need to be Supported That Multiple DC Apps Multiplex One "m=" line
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	4.9


Presenter: Yue (CMCC)
Discussion:
· Bo: if you can just multiplex stream ID then it is fine. However, if you use DTLS connections, then merging them in the same m line wouldn’t work. Can you elaborate?
· Yue: DTLS and SCTP just tunnels for the application layer
· Bo: not sure how it is done/implemented in the terminal. How you instantiate the DTLS connection is fundamental to whether this is possible or not. Not aware of an implementation that does this. 
· Yue: 2 aspects. SDP negotiation and tunnel establishment is done at IMS stack in chipset. 2nd aspect, already did implementation in our Lab and it works. 
· Bo: so technically possible to do.
· Yue: focus on the need.
· Bo (not voiced, put directly into MoM): How can single applications know how to statistically multiplex their bandwidth, at least not without explicit cross-application coordination? If, for example, two applications with low latency requirements are used simultaneously, it would be undesirable to let one application stay back because of lack of bandwidth, as it would introduce extra latency. Isn’t statistical multiplexing workable only with a larger set of sources, and here there are probably only at most a handful?
· Hyunkoo (not voiced, put directly into MoM): In my understanding, this multiplexing can not be supported by WebRTC User agent implemented using WebRTC library. 
Decision: Noted


	S4aR230053
	Options Addressing the Issue in S4-230117
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd
	4.9


Presenter: Huan-yu (Huawei)
Discussion:
· Hyunkoo: question on proposal 3. You mention scope is larger, but I think it is sufficient. Not sure why we need signaling in scope of stream ID instead of media description.
· HU: we want to distinguish stream not whole media level. 
· Hyunkoo: but that has meaning only if mapping to different streams. Not sure if we have a use case. Current spec, perspective of stream mapping is in UE point of view. If they are targeted to different UEs, then they cannot be multiplexed to single media description. 
· Hu: up to data channel server to determine if it is terminated or forwarded
· Yue: this is linked to the previous discussion paper. All information required at media component level maybe used at stream level as well.
· Bo: same concerns as Hyunkoo. Option 4 says an IANA update is required, but disagree; a=dcmap is not defined as extensible wrt. parameters. You will need a new RFC replacing or updating RFC 8864 in that case.
Decision: Noted
 

4.10 Close of the session
                                                                               
The RTC SWG Chair, Nikolai Leung, closed the conference call at about 17:05 hours CET.

List of Annexes:
1.	Annex 1: Meeting Agenda (the final revision)
[bookmark: _35nkun2]2.	Annex 2: List of documents
3.	Annex 3: List of participants
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Source:                	SA4 MTSI SWG Chairman[1]
Title:                      	Proposed agenda for SA4 RTC SWG 15 March 2023 Teleconference
Document for:    	Approval
Agenda Item:      	4.1 
 
4. Real-Time Communications (RTC) SWG Opening of the Call


	3GPP SA4 RTC SWG Telco #9
(March 15, 2023, 15:00 – 17:00 CET, Host Qualcomm)
	Submission deadline: March 13, 6:00 CET
 
Contributions with multiple sources will be given higher priority in the Tdoc review to encourage offline discussion and expedite progress in handling the many Rel-18 features in the RTC SWG.
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	4.1
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	S4-230435
	Reply LS on N6 PDU Set Identification
	SA2
	4.2




4.3 iRTCW (Immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)

	S4aR230047
	[iRTCW] draft TS 26.113 v0.4.0
	Meta Ireland
	4.3
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	AR Call Solution For Smartphones or Tablets
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	4.3

	S4aR230050
	[iRTCW] Modification of protocol version identification method
	NTT
	4.3



4.4 IBACS (IMS-based AR Conversational Services)
                
4.5 GA4RTAR (Generic architecture for Real-Time and AR/MR media)
 
4.6 5G_RTP (5G Real-Time Transport Protocols)
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	[5G_RTP] Signaling end of burst
	Qualcomm Korea
	4.6
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4.7 MP_RTT (Multiparty Real-Time Text)
  
	S4aR230052
	Multiparty RTT use cases and requirements
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd
	4.7


 
4.8 FS_eiRTCW (Feasibility Study on the enhancements for immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
 
4.9 Others including TEI
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	Why It Need to be Supported That Multiple DC Apps Multiplex One "m=" line
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4.10 Close of the session
                                                                                            
Note: The deadline for document submission is March 13, @ 06:00 CET.  Please use the 3GPP portal to request Tdoc#’s.

[1]  	Nikolai Leung (nleung@qti.qualcomm.com)
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