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Executive summary

The 3GPP SA4 RTC SWG met in person for eight sessions.  A total of 36 delegates participated while 40 Tdocs were discussed with SWG concluding status for 36 Tdocs.  

Below is a summary of what was agreed during this meeting.

Maintenance including TEI
· CR to TS 26.114 on scene description-based overlays (Rel-17 & Rel-18) to clarify use of the sub-protocol “mpeg-sd” for the data channel 

iRTCW
· Update TS 26.113 to clarify operation of the SWAP protocol

IBACS
· Updates to the Permanent Document to include:
·  AR communication architecture alignment with SA2 (updates still expected)
·  3D model exchange with MRF
·  UE AR procedures and rendering
· Clarifications on spatial description

GA4RTAR
· Update TS 26.506 to include:
· Adding a prefix of “RTC” to the term MSH in architecture
· 5GS centric architecture diagram 
· Support of ANBR-based network assistance
· Agreed to propose TS 26.506 to be presented in SA plenary for approval with WI summary

5G_RTP
· Update of TS 26.522 to include:
· SDP signaling for PDU Set and EoB marking
· Guidelines for marking PDU Set importance
· PDU Set size semantics
· Reuse of rendered pose RTP HE in multiple streams
· Clarifications on the definitions
· Update of the permanent document
· Reports for PDU Sets. 

FS_eiRTCW
· Update to Permanent Document to include:
· High-level network model and target use cases
· Possible architecture for collaboration scenario #4

MP_RTT (Multiparty Real-Time Text)
· Revised requirements
· An RTP based solution including architecture and call flows
· Updated Permanent Document

The Adhoc Telco Schedule before SA4#124

	3GPP SA4 RTC SWG Telco #12
(July 12, 2023, 6:00 – 8:00 CEST, Host Qualcomm)
	
Submission deadline: July 10, 6:00 CEST

	3GPP SA4 RTC SWG Telco #13
(August 9 , 2023, 16:00 – 18:00 CEST, Host Qualcomm)
	Submission deadline: August 7, 6:00 CEST





The output documents from the RTC SWG sessions are:

	5
	Reports/Liaisons from other groups/meetings
	

	5.1
	SA4 SWG ad hoc meetings
	

	5.2
	Other 3GPP groups
	

	5.3
	Other groups
	

	12.3
	RTC SWG
	953

	13
	CRs to features in Release 17 and earlier
	1045&782 (CR)

	14
	Release 18 Features
	

	14.3
	iRTCW (immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
	998 (TP), 1062(TS)

	14.5
	IBACS (IMS-based AR Conversational Services)
	1017(TP), 1015 (PD)

	14.7
	GA4RTAR (Generic architecture for Real-Time and AR/MR media)
	838(TS),1038 (WIS)


	14.9
	5G_RTP (5G Real-time Transport Protocols)
	1044(TS), 1020(TP), 1025 (PD), 950 (WID)

	14.11
	MP_RTT (Multiparty Real-Time Text)
	1014 (TP), 1023 (PD)

	14.13
	TEI18 and any other Rel-18 documents
	

	15
	Study Items
	

	15.3
	FS_eiRTCW (Feasibility Study on the enhancements for immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
	1010(TP),1009(PD)

	16
	Work Items and Study Items under the responsibility of other TSGs/WGs impacting SA4 work
	

	17
	New Work / New Work Items and Study Items
	

	20
	Any Other Business
	



Agreed in RTC SWG
No status in RTC SWG
SWG Minutes during SA4#124

10.1 Opening of the session
Mr. Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm, Chairman of the RTC SWG) opened the face-to-face sessions at 14:00 CEST on May 22.
 
The minutes are shared online here: 

S4-230953 RTC SWG Report during SA4#124

Bo Burman, Saba Ahsan, Simon Gunkel and Spencer Dawkins agreed to serve as the acting secretaries for the meeting.


10.2 Registration of documents
The following documents were registered before the meeting:


	10
	Real-Time Communications (RTC) SWG
	 

	10.1
	Opening of the session
	 

	10.2
	Registration of documents
	 

	10.3
	Reports and liaisons from other groups
	 

	10.4
	CRs to features in Release 17 and earlier
	781
 
782

	10.5
	iRTCW (immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
	747, 748, 749, 802, 894

	10.6
	IBACS (IMS-based AR Conversational Services)
	832, 844, 845, 879, 896, 909, 951

	10.7
	GA4RTAR (Generic architecture for Real-Time and AR/MR media)
	800, 835, 836, 840, 872, 891
 
837, 838

	10.8
	5G_RTP (5G Real-time Transport Protocols)
	762, 776, 801, 825, 843, 848, 849, 890, 893, 903, 904, 950

	10.9
	MP_RTT (Multiparty Real-Time Text)
	766, 767, 783, 880
 
765w

	10.10
	FS_eiRTCW (Feasibility Study on the enhancements for immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
	850, 851

	10.11
	Other Rel-18 matters including TEI
	778, 779, 780, 846, 884, 885

	10.12
	New Work / New Work Items and Study Items
	 

	10.13
	Any Other Business
	 

	10.14
	Close of the session
	 




The agenda and registration of documents were approved.

10.3 Reports and liaisons from other groups


10.4 CRs to Features in Release 17 and earlier


	S4-230781
	CR on 26.114 for scene description-based overlays (Rel-17)
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.



Presenter: ??
Discussion:
· Has been revised
· No discussion on revision

Decision: revised to 1045 and Agreed without presentation

	S4-230782
	CR on 26.114 for scene description-based overlays (Rel-18)
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.



Presenter: ??
Discussion:
· Agreed with no discussion

Decision: Agreed without presentation


	S4-231045 
	CR on 26.114 for scene description-based overlays (Rel-17)
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.



Presenter: 
Discussion:

Decision: Agreed without presentation


[bookmark: _occlan92yw10]10.5 iRTCW (immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)

	S4-230747
	[iRTCW] draft TS 26.113 v0.6
	Facebook Japan K.K.

	S4-230748
	[iRTCW] cover page for TS 26.113
	Facebook Japan K.K.

	S4-230749
	[iRTCW] time and work plan v0.5.5
	Facebook Japan K.K.

	S4-230802
	[iRTCW] Updates to SWAP protocol
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies

	S4-230894
	[iRTCW] Video addition to draft TS 26.113
	KPN N.V.




	S4-230747
	[iRTCW] draft TS 26.113 v0.6
	Facebook Japan K.K.


Presenter: Kyunghun Jung
Discussion:
· Will do a revision of this document, and then we review it and present at plenary

Decision: Agreed


	S4-230748
	[iRTCW] cover page for TS 26.113
	Facebook Japan K.K.


Presenter: Kyunghun Jung
Discussion:
· Serhan - what is measure? - “measurement”
· Also answered this question on email for 794(??)
· Ryan - will this be presented to SA plenary for information?  60 percent is usually  our cutoff
· Nik - we may be a little early
· Imed - this includes QoS, which WAS out of scope at a previous meeting - text moved between specifications
· Igor - it’s still early because there’s a lot of stuff still missing or under construction - I agree
· 

Decision: Noted


	S4-230749
	[iRTCW] time and work plan v0.5.5
	Facebook Japan K.K.


Presenter: Kyunghun Jung
Discussion:
· Nik - the June ad hoc call has been canceled - we still have July and August calls
· Will be revised

Decision: Revised to 998


	S4-230998
	[iRTCW] time and work plan v0.6
	Facebook Japan K.K.


Presenter: 
Discussion:
· 
Decision: Agreed


	S4-230802
	[iRTCW] Updates to SWAP protocol
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies


Presenter: Imed
Discussion:
· Kyunghun - on the first change, is this optional? Is the third change optional? - (sorry, I missed this one)
· Kyunghun - section number in third change is wrong, needs to be updated
· Changing table header in 6.2.4.7
· Thorsten - with error code, the CT groups are recommending problem details. Can these be provided as well, with more detailed information. ASON information in other specifications are defined in a different framework. 
· Ali - what is specific about the SWAP protocol that prevents us from choosing another protocol? - many people have done protocols for their applications (like SIP over WebSockets). In the scope of the study, there are more things that we need to handle, like cross-MNO communication.
· Ali - is there a reference to SWAP? - this document is the reference, it’s a new protocol. Check section 6 in this spec, but it’s a new protocol.
· Saba - difference between source ID and target ID wasn’t clear. - when you do the first connection, you don’t know the target ID, so you have to do matching
· Thorsten - is there value in agreeing to everything prior to 6.7?
· ??? could you say something about how message ID is used, etc.? this is pretty 

Decision: revised to S4-230980


	S4-230980
	[iRTCW] Updates to SWAP protocol
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies


Presenter: Imed
Decision: Agreed


	S4-230894
	[iRTCW] Video addition to draft TS 26.113
	KPN N.V.


Presenter: Simon Gunkel
Discussion:
· Kyunghun has already provided comments via email - noting for now is OK
· Will schedule individual offline call
· Saba - why this approach in 5.3.4, and not something that already exists? - just copied what the PD said.
· Kyunghun - we provide small amounts of information, because Android and iOS don’t have a rich API for that. 
· Drafting session would probably resolve the questions about Change 1 in July meeting
· Imed -  does this belong in MeCAR? - if you check the problem description, this is about camera scope
· Ali - what is the relationship between the first and second changes? - this is device-independent, so there’s not one
· Ali - is 5.3.4 new? - we should check this, but devices should not be doing something unique here. This can be aligned with MeCAR, but it’s needed here, too. 

Decision: Noted


	S4-231062
	Draft TS 26.113 v0.6.0
	Rapporteur


Presenter: 
Decision: Not treated

[bookmark: _4nyxo7vr78k]10.6 IBACS (IMS-based AR Conversational Services)               



	S4-230832
	3D model loading with MRF assistance
	China Mobile Com. Corporation


Presenter: Yujian
Discussion:
· Alex: There are many acronyms for a media processing function. DCMF and EMRF are new to me.
· Yujian: EMRF/DCMF are names from existing call flows that are amended with additional steps.
· Simon: We have use cases and call flows. We have two options, either the UE renders or the network element renders. The rendered view is sent to the UE. Here it seems like an animated mesh is sent to the UE, which is confusing. If the UE renders, why would the receiving UE have to animate the received model?
· Yujian: The 3D model can be sent once, accessible to the UE and can be used in multiple sessions. Is your question why create expressions with this model?
· Simon: You say the central entity will animate and send to the UE. Will you not send the rendered view to the receiving UE?
· Imed: I think we should separate animation from rendering. If you need to render the full scene, you need to also have the pose of the receiver. We should look into all different options and how these combine with the split rendering. I propose you do that in the avatar study item to see what makes more sense, like what bitrate and complexity are imposed in/between different entities.
· Yujian: The option to animate on the server side may be feasible, but for the complete picture it should be considered.
· Hyun-Koo: How can DCMF/EMRF get the 3D model? Who will provide it?
· Yujian: Maybe UE or maybe AS.
· Hyun-Koo: This is related to a privacy issue. I think we need more consideration.
· Imed: I agree the study need to look into that. It is not just a 3D model, but a model that is animatable, with all the UV-maps and such.
· Yujian: With this 3D model, the privacy cannot be ignored, but in this scenario we need not touch it.
· Simon: The more we talk about it, the more I get confused. If you have a mesh, it is consistent and you have animation metadata. That is not clear in this flow, it says ‘deliver 3D model’. The animation must also be delivered. If you have a mesh, you have 3D data. You can have those in one format and you can have it separately.
· Imed: When you animate, you produce a final mesh, which is what is sent.
· Simon: Yes, the texture is the same, but the mesh points change.

Decision: Revised into 1008


	S4-231008
	3D model loading with MRF assistance
	China Mobile Com. Corporation



Presenter: Yujian
Discussion:
Simon: Still concerned about formats, but there is also the avatar study and mecar. It should be clear that the models are real-time available for creating and sharing them. 
Nik: Should we put in brackets. 
Simon: It’s okay like this. Just some thoughts that we need to consider. 
Nik: There’s a typo to fix. 


Decision: Agreed to PD.


	S4-230844
	Proposed updates on AR communication architecture
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.


Presenter: Hyun-Koo
Discussion:
· Simon: Is the CR that this is based on accepted?
· Hyun-Koo: Yes 
· Simon: Do we still keep it in brackets since there will be more updates. 
· Hyun-Koo: Yes. Architecture for UE-centric is still under discussion in SA2 and I expect the architectures will be eventually aligned so brackets should stay. 

Decision: Agreed in brackets for PD. 


	S4-230845
	UE centric procedures for AR communication
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.


Presenter: Hyun-Koo
Discussion:
· Imed: The central server (MRF) will compose the SD and use data channel to distribute that. It can be bootstrap or something else, but it would still be the same protocol. 
· Hyun-Koo: Application is different, in order to use bootstrap channel, you need to download app and establish bootstrap channel. My question is whether we want to use part of application. 
· Imed: Your entry point will be SD not javascript in this case. 
· Hyun-Koo: Yes, in SA2 they expect that this is application HTML/javascript and everything starts from there. 
· Imed: In stage 2, they can call it that. It’s good to clarify this. This can be discussed with SA2. 
· Bo: In this case, we have a hardwired AR application that can interpret mpeg-sd as a subprotocol. 
· Imed: Same way you can have a parser that parses HTML, we need a renderer that render mpeg-i SD. 
· Simon: Where does the SD arrive if you just bootstrap. 
· Bo: If you have hardwired application, then handling of datachannel will be part of that application. You don’t have to bootstrap it, you can use it as part of the application. 
· Hyun-Koo: When we defined scene-description based overlay, the text says it will use bootstrap datachannel. We found out that this text can have an impact on existing implementation, so I need to revise this text. 
· Bo: The mpeg-sd is not distributed through a bootstrap dc. The bootstrap dc exists as a concept. So this is another type of bootstrap dc that is different from the existing one. 
· Hyun-Koo: We can park this till we discuss the other contribution on UE centric. 

Decision: Merged into 879 -> 1013


	S4-230879
	[IBACS] AR rendering on UE
	ZTE


Presenter: Qiuting
Discussion:
· Hyun-Koo: We don’t have DC4 and DC6 anymore. No contribution in SA2 proposes to keep these interfaces. 
· Qiuting: I copied this from TR 26.700-
· Hyun-Koo: They have decided to remove interface dedicated to AR communication and use interface reserved for DC. 
· Qiuting: OK. We can check TS.
· Hyun-Koo: Is the rendering just for UE1. 
· Qiuting: can also be used by UE2. The data can be sent to UE2. 
· Hyun-Koo: Can be optional if this is normal conversational video and show what you can do in this work. 
· Simon: This connects to yesterday’s discussion. AR media and AR metadata will be specified by Mecar. 
· Qiuting: Yes, possibly.
· Simon: We need to figure out the right things that go in the spec. This is okay for PD, but should be clear what we move to TS. What AR media is needs to be defined clearly. 
· Qiuting: Currently in SA4 does not have these definitions. Maybe we can define this somewhere, but not in IBACS. 
· Hyun-Koo: We need more time to think what we can get from Mecar and other WGs. 
· Huanyu: UE2 can also get AR metadata and do the rendering itself. This is one of the common use case. 
· Qiuting: UE2 can render; in Step 5, UE2 renders received AR media. 
· Imed: If you are sending AR media, why does the receiver need your pose in step 4
· Qiuting: This is just an example, it can be something other than pose. 
· Hyun-Koo: this can be merged with our contribution on AR media. My contribution has SA2 call flow and then describes what’s needed in SA4. We can do the same here. This would make it easier to update when SA2 updates their contribution. 
· Qiuting: OK, we can try to merge. 


Decision: Revised to 1013


	S4-231013
	[IBACS] AR rendering on UE
	ZTE



Presenter: Qiuting
Discussion:
· Simon: This is the merged version with Imed. 
· Qiuting: Yes. 
· Simon: There are some typos, I can edit them out?
· Nik: Yes. 

Decision: Agreed to PD. 



	S4-230896
	[IBACS] Permanent Document v0.3.1
	KPN N.V.


Presenter: Simon
Discussion:
· No comments
Decision: Agreed


	S4-230909
	[IBACS] update on Spatial description 5.1
	KPN N.V.


Presenter: Simon
Discussion:
· Imed: Point 2 is confusing. I assume you want to say the common scene places participants so they can interact with each other. Do you mean anchoring?
· Simon: It addresses two things. One, based on device capabilities you may have different rendering capabilities and you need to send AR media accordingly. Two, if you have a capture device that the user is facing, then you want the rendering of other users aligned to this capture interface, same for other AR objects. 
· Imed: On the alignment, the scene takes care of it. The scene achieves alignment. The scene has references to media, if the media was encoded in an adaptive way, it depends on the scene. This is not the job of the scene creator. The compositor only puts all objects together and points to the right place. 
· Saba: 
· In 1a. I’m assuming this is an anchor the possible placeholder. 
· Simon: Yes 
· 1b: The original intent of the bullet was media description of uplink media. Is this now includes what tencent proposes to define a space around the user which is occlusion free and create a symmetric experience when multiple users join. Each user sends media description and scene space (possibly other things) and the scene creator then creates scene description so that the overall experience is symmetrical. 
· 2b. it is not clear how roles can help to address this problem. Role can be assigned to users and media but not clear how it would be assigned to capture devices. 
· Imed, roles here is the rotation of he nodes and these get transformations I don’t think this is really a role. This has to be correctly aligned during initial composition. Is that what you mean?
· Simon - you and Saba have convinced me that “role” is not the right word. 
· Simon: this is about matching real world objects that have a meta relation in the virtual (AR) space
· Simon - not sure how to move this forward
· Next offline discussion
Decision: Revised into 1055

	S4-231055
	[IBACS] update on Spatial description 5.1
	KPN N.V.


Presenter: Simon Gunkel
Discussion:
Decision: Agreed to PD.


	S4-230951
	[IBACS] Transcoding for AR Network Rendering
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies


Presenter: Imed
Discussion:
· The ideal is about transcoding, which SA2 has already put in next generation telephony, so this is like a requirement for us
· We need to set up the network for this
· In IMS, the network sees everything. Do we have time to do the same thing for XR?
· This could be transparent between the endpoints, and the endpoints can provide information to the network
· The AS would get what it needs to ?
· We might need some signaling for this (like what kind of display, what configuration it’s using
· Spencer - I agree with Imed’s proposal for involving the endpoints 
· Saba - why are we not allowing SDP to include  simpler capabilities and let the other end pick what it supports?
· Imed - can detect that this is an AR call, knows there is a data channel, 
· Spencer: Agree with what Imed says about involving endpoint, because the endpoint
· Saba: Why is the network deciding on split rendering and not the UE
· Saba: in proposal UE advertised capabilities, network detects capabilities are too low and offers split rendering for what the endpoint supports
· Imed: yes (both ways, sender and receiver) should have this capability
· Imed:  this is also a network edge, need to support both
· ???: 
· Imed: Network rendering was pushed on us by SA2, we have to support this in some way. Same way as we do transcoding. If you need it, you invoke it, and tell the AS and MMTel AS what you need
· Bo - are you thinking this is the AS involved in the media? 
· Imed - yes
· Bo - in SA2, this would be some kind of exposure. Is it in the trusted domain? This could be in an amended Media Gateway, at a high level for now.
· ??
· Imed - (missed) communication would be from UE-2 and AR AS, but there’s another session, too.
· ??
· Imed - we should do what the media gateway does, not inventing something. 
· Bo - this is somewhat in flux, SA2 is making changes, using H.248 but carrying SDP, and working to make these REST interfaces, but this isn’t complete.
· Nik - invite would be H.248
· ??? - process diagram seems incorrect because doesn’t provide INVITE message directly to AR AS (Media Gateway?)
· ??? - (sorry, I missed this) DCCF  does not apply directly for resources. Seems incorrect.
· ??? - not a common use case
· Imed - I can do an AR call, and either get AR or move around the scene
· ??? - fourth question - 7.9.6 is in conflict is in conflict with this contribution - who invokes UE capabilities. We agree with the concept but not the details of the proposal
· Imed - we are still operating with the same formats, but set up in a different way
· ??? - 5 Why are there two MRFs? 
· Imed - One may be a media gateway
· ??? Edge isn’t involved in Step 5 - edge is the last stage. You have IMS state, but not this state.
· Imed - what prevents you from doing this?
· ??? - Extended discovery
· Imed - finding closest possible AF to do rendering
· —
· ??? - there has not been input contributions on, not much work. Step 6 to Step 10 is ???
· Yoshihiro- The IP/port needs to go back as well in Step 5. 
· Imed - 5 should be bi-directional, should be feedback
· Nik - are MRF-C and MRF-P IP addresses the same for control and media plane?
· Bo - Step 5 really is 
· Bo - SIP and H.248 aren’t the same. They both use SDP, but we have to figure out how to connect one with the other
· Bo - SA2 is using H.248, but they want to move to REST
· Imed - I can try to work on a revision, but there is no urgency

Decision: noted


	S4-231015
	[IBACS] Permanent Document v0.4.0
	KPN N.V.



Presenter: Simon
Decision: Agreed to plenary


	S4-231017
	[IBACS] Time Plan v0.4.0
	KPN N.V.



Presenter: 
Discussion:
· 
Decision: Agreed without presentation to plenary.




[bookmark: _9jkrc0q4sgr0]10.7 GA4RTAR (Generic architecture for Real-Time and AR/MR media)


	S4-230800
	[GA4RTAR] Updates to procedures
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies

	S4-230835
	[GA4RTAR] pCR on 5GS centric architecture for RTC
	Samsung Electronics Austria

	S4-230836
	[GA4RTAR] pCR on Editorial update to call flow
	Samsung Electronics Austria

	S4-230837
	[GA4RTAR] Proposed Work Plan v0.6
	Samsung Electronics Austria

	S4-230838
	[GA4RTAR] Draft TS 26.506 v1.3.0
	Samsung Electronics Austria

	S4-230840
	[GA4RTAR] Revised WID on GA4RTAR
	Samsung Electronics Austria

	S4-230872
	Add support of ANBR-based network assistance
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	S4-230891
	[GA4RTAR] Removing terminology collisions
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab




	S4-230800
	[GA4RTAR] Updates to procedures
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies


Presenter: Imed
Discussion:
· Thorsten: The Edge configuration data, what is this? Can it be added to the contribution.
· Imed: As part of edge provisioning, you get templates for edge discovery. This was defined in 5GMS, not sure if it was done in RTC. I can add a reference. 
· Iraj: ?? Why is option 2 needed for RTC and not 5GMS. 
· Imed: Not really specific to RTC. This is not specific to an ongoing session, like when a new app is provisioned, the AF may push some additional information to MSH. 
· Iraj: Do we need a new resource? Is a new edge being provisioned.
· Imed: No, not new edge. Say a webrtc call is established and stun, turn server is provided. We can remove Option 2. 
· Qi: Does RTC MSH need some reference like URL for triggering step 2?
· Imed: There are standardized URL like FQDN to fetch that information, with path for service access information. 
· Qi: Do we need to consider the case where RTC AF updates the service configuration information. 
· Imed; Like some additional stun servers are added. 
· Iraj: If AF can update service provisioning and provide an update, is that the same entry point? 
· Imed: You don’t need M8. It can be done once a month, you can’t trigger it through M8. A clear case for Option 2 is when a new STUN server becomes available, then you can push this information to MSH. But we can remove option 2 for now and think more about it later. 
· Daniel: Add consistency with Trusted 5G and 5G-RTC. 
· Imed: Will wait for offline

Decision: Revised to 996


	S4-230996
	[GA4RTAR] Updates to procedures
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies


Presener: Imed
Discussion:
· Thorsten: Have you elaborated on the ‘edge configuration’?
· Imed: I think we need a reference to RTC edge procedures in clause 6, in the third bullet point above the figure. It will become clearer in stage 3, TS 26.512. <editing on-screen>
Decision: Revised into 1059


	S4-231059
	[GA4RTAR] Updates to procedures
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies


Decision: Agreed.


	S4-230835
	[GA4RTAR] pCR on 5GS centric architecture for RTC
	Samsung Electronics Austria


Presenter: Ryan
Discussion:
· Ryan: First change related to offline so can be discussed later. 
· Srinivas: In Fig. 4.1.2 the scope of 5G-RTC scope. We have this: solid lines is 5GRTC scope and dashed line is 5G scope. 
· Ryan: Yes, this can be added. 
· Qi: In 4.1.1. N9 between UPFs. In UE-UE communication the interface between the two UPFs will be N19 but that is only used for 5G RAN. 
· Ryan: will revise. 
· Thorsten: I suggest to remove N9, since it is equivalent to two N6 interfaces as already shown in the figure. 
· Yoshihiro: UPF, RAN, UE2 on the right side is not needed. Then these can be removed. It covers N9 removal.
· Ali: In Fig. 4.1.2, RTC 4 and 5 what kind of interface is this? Is it Restful API or something else?
· Ryan: That should be defined in the next work, but this is not a webRTC interface. 
· Ali: Some clarification would be good on this, since once side you have WebRTC framework and on the other side you have AS, so it would be good to understand if this would actually work. 
· Srinivas: Section 4.3.3 covers RTC 4 that covers media-centric RTP interface. It has a clear description of how the data is transported. It is not a WebRTC API but an interface that transports media over RTP and Web RTC signalling message. Additional info will be phase 3 work. 
· Ali: OK
· Imed: All AF interfaces should be REST interfaces or SBA interfaces. In NOTE 2, why do you say we exclude codecs. 
· Ryan: This is not a new NOTE in this proposal. The reason for this is that mecar will define codecs. 
· Imed: It is out of scope of this spec, but WebRTC framework will include media codecs. We can rephrase it to say that media codecs are defined in Mecar. Also, lets wait for the offline discussion before reverting to use of RTC in the naming. 
· Thorsten: The architecture in 4.1.1. shows a UE-UE  communication the general architecture should remove the right side. Does not align with the next figure  which has MSF and this one doesn’t so that should be aligned. 
· Kazuki: There is no definition for RTC endpoint, it should be added. For note under figure4.1.1., The functions indicated by yellow are part of stage 3, but it’s part of stage 2 as well. 
· Ryan: I can clarify. 
· Alexis: Where do you want to specify this stage 3? 
· Ryan: My intention is to do this here but we’ll decide during this week. 
· Imed: There is a proposal to extend the WI to stage 3 and make a new TS that will be discussed.  
· Ryan: I will revise it. 

Decision: Revised to 995


	S4-230995
	[GA4RTAR] pCR on 5GS centric architecture for RTC
	Samsung Electronics Austria


Presenter: Ryan
Discussion:
· Yoshihiro: Figure 4.1-1. - UE2 is not needed in this figure
· Yoshihiro: Figure 4.1-2. wording of NOTE 2 should not be normative
· Ryan: yes
· Yoshihiro: it should not be called API (but interface)
· Ryan: its same as in 501
· Yoshihiro: However, it is not API. We should remove it to have no confusion
· Ryan: remove here and in figure for CS#3
· Ryan: But are you happy with online edit?
· Yoshihiro: ok if these are covered!

Decision: Agreed



	S4-230836
	[GA4RTAR] pCR on Editorial update to call flow
	Samsung Electronics Austria


Presenter: Ryan
Discussion:
· Thorsten: In 5.3, the qos flow is established between UE1 and network but no QoS flow is done for UE2. If UE2 is a mobile device, it should be reflected there too. 
· Ryan: The intended scope of CS1 is to establish QoS establishment. The flow between UE1 and UE2 is outside the scope of the spec. 
· Thorsten: The scope is unclear. Earlier it was only trusted and mobile devices and now they are outside. If we include interworking, it can include devices of a CSP, but I’m not clear what part is outside the CSP. 
· Ryan: The main purpose is how to supported WebRTC inside trusted domain. We already support webrtc without MNO involvement, we are now defining the trusted domain and for that we define several scenarios which specify which functions are inside the trusted domain. The ones not listed here will have a solution in IETF. 
· Thorsten: In TS 26.506, only the left side is shown and all aspects that are not part of the trusted domain are not depicted. So the same principle should be followed here. This also has a problem with split rendering, where UE2 would not be a UE but an AS. 
· Imed: We can call it AS/UE. 
· Iraj: The best way is to show step 11 as a separate call which connects to an external entity, outside the scope of this spec. 
· Ryan: Will change it to remote endpoint. 
· Thorsten: Same should be done for all call flows 
· Imed: We agreed to use RTC-AF not 5G-RTC AF. 
· Ryan: It’s undecided. Can be made consistent.
· Thorsten: In other places it’s Trusted 5G-RTC AF and AS, should label this clearly. 
· Daniel: Why was the configuration procedure removed?
· Ryan: The intention is not to remove the configuration procedure, we will fill it based on another contribution. 

Decision: Revised to 997


	S4-230997
	[GA4RTAR] pCR on Editorial update to call flow
	Samsung Electronics Austria


Presenter: Ryan
Discussion:
· 

Decision: agreed


	S4-230837
	[GA4RTAR] Proposed Work Plan v0.6
	Samsung Electronics Austria


Presenter: 
Discussion:
· 

Decision: withdrawn


	S4-230838
	[GA4RTAR] Draft TS 26.506 v1.3.0
	Samsung Electronics Austria


Presenter: Ryan
Decision: Agreed.


	S4-230840
	[GA4RTAR] Revised WID on GA4RTAR
	Samsung Electronics Austria


Presenter: Ryan
Decision: noted


	S4-230872
	Add support of ANBR-based network assistance
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Presenter: Qi Pan
Discussion:
· Kyunghun: TS 26.114 has a warning on limitation of ANBR, a lot of overhead has to be estimated and removed from delay. If it’s added here the limitation should be referred. 
· Qi: Is there some evidence that the estimated delay is not accurate. 
· Kyunghun: If you check spec, there is some information there. The application has to remove the effect of IP, UDP etc. overhead for several layers. This delay is quite long for voice/speech. When this was studied by RAN, RAN1 did not define any physical layer either..
· Thorsten: ANBR is in scope of a QoS flow. That contradicts with the title OTT, since when a QoS flow is established it’s not OTT anymore. 
· Ryan: This is webrtc but network support function can define QoS. OTT is just the title we use for scenario 1. 
· Thorsten: Unclear but I withdraw my comment. 
· Qi: Will revise based on Kyunghun’s comment.

Decision: Revised to 993


	S4-230993
	Add support of ANBR-based network assistance
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Presenter: Qi Pan
Discussion:
· 
Decision: revised to 1047


	S4-231047
	Add support of ANBR-based network assistance
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Presenter:
Discussion:
· 
Decision: agreed without presentation



	S4-230891
	[GA4RTAR] Removing terminology collisions
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab


Presenter: Thorsten
Discussion:
· Srinivas: Under the MAF, do we include RTC MSF. 
· Thorsten: In the current spec it’s MSH and MSH is defined in TS 26.526. 
· Srinivas: Mecar does not include the MSH as part of the MAF. 
· Ryan: This was identified and will be fixed.
· Thorsten: We had an offline session on the terminology collision yesterday afternoon. We agreed that we ensure ‘MSH’ is not reused without qualification, so we use ‘RTC MSH’ for now.
· Imed: Part of the agreement was to remove ‘trusted’ and remove ‘5G’ in ‘5G-RTC AF’.
· Thorsten: ‘trusted’ is part of the deployment, so I agree to remove ‘trusted’
· Srinivas: How are we going with stage 3 work? Yesterday, we considered going with a common TS, or have two specifications, one with control plane and one with user plane. Will it be in MBS or RTC SWG?
· Imed: I think we should defer this discussion to plenary.

Decision:. Agreed.


	S4-231038
	Summary for Work Item on “Generic architecture for RT and AR/MR”
	Samsung Electronics Austria


Presenter: Ryan
Decision: Agreed


[bookmark: _mltn3wkgo9dg]10.8 5G_RTP (5G Real-time Transport Protocols)


	S4-230762
	RTP HE fields for PDU Set and Data Burst information
	MediaTek Inc.

	S4-230776
	Transitioning a clause from MeCAR PD to 5G_RTP PD
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd

	S4-230801
	[5G_RTP] SDP signaling of PDU Set and EoB marking
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies

	S4-230825
	[5G_RTP] Guidelines for marking PDU set importance in RTP HE
	InterDigital Communications

	S4-230843
	Report for PDU Set feature
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.

	S4-230848
	[5G_RTP] PDU Set Size Semantics
	Lenovo Future Communications

	S4-230849
	[5G_RTP] PDU Set Default Importance
	Lenovo Future Communications

	S4-230890
	[5G_RTP] Reuse of rendered pose RTP HE in multiple streams 
	Nokia Corporation

	S4-230893
	[5G_RTP] Guidelines on PDU Set Importance for video codecs
	Nokia Corporation

	S4-230903
	[5G_RTP] RTP header extension for pose information
	InterDigital Communications

	S4-230904
	[5G_RTP] pCR to TS 26.522 on PDU set HE
	Nokia Corporation

	S4-230950
	Revised WID on 5G Real-time Transport Protocols 
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland


Presenter: Liangping
Discussion:
· Shane: It would be good to have time for RTC to consider what was concluded in SmarTAR
· Srinivas: Imed said that this in-band end-to-end delay header extensions is burdening RTP packets.
· Liangping: SmarTAR need very accurate and very frequent delay measurements, to achieve the end-to-end delay target.
· Nik: I’d like to bring this to plenary
Decision: Not treated

	S4-230762
	RTP HE fields for PDU Set and Data Burst information
	MediaTek Inc.


Presenter: Lulin
Discussion:
· Imed: I have an issue that this is sent all the way to the gNB. Why would it need to know about regions, or even that it is video?
· Lulin: Do you think it would be implicitly in priority, not explicitly?
· Imed: Yes.
· Lulin: Putting in the important part is OK. Currently, importance is only used for simple purposes. For a single region, it falls back to a frame, and for a region based coding, the encoded data is processed/delivered sequentially.
· Imed: Keep in mind that this needs to be processed at extremely high speeds, so the less we put there the better.
· Srinivas: Why do we need to use PDU set RTP HE for transmitting region related information? Can’t we use a different RTP HE defined for such a use case?
· Lulin: One of the comments were that VVC is not yet an endorsed codec in 3GPP, so we should take that out, but could be added at a later point in time.
· Imed: I think VVC will have guidelines once it is an official codec in 3GPP. I think they want to change the importance back to two bits.
· Lulin: I think that may have been the end-of-data-burst that should be reduced to two bits?
· Imed: I think we should not be asking for more bits.
· Lulin: I’d like to hear from the meeting regarding tile sets and such?
· Imed: I think we can have guidelines if the AS knows some regions has higher importance.
· Lulin: If we go back to two bits, it’s hard to put anything there.
· Imed: With the four bits you have now, I think you can have guidelines.
· Lulin: Can we put an editor’s note in the TS?

Decision: Noted


	S4-230776
	Transitioning a clause from MeCAR PD to 5G_RTP PD
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd


Presenter: Huan-yu
Discussion:
· Igor: Is there any duplication of text that we already have in the PD?
· Huan-yu: No, this was removed from the MeCAR PD with the intent to move it to the 5G_RTP PD.
· Serhan: In 5G_RTP PD, we have another table.
· Saba: We had a discussion in RTC and the result in 5G_RTP PD is from that discussion.
· Nik: Can Huawei look at the text currently in the 5G_RTP PD and see if anything is missing and needs to be changed?
· Huan-yu: The comments were discussed offline. It seems this is more appropriate to discuss in IBACS than in 5G_RTP.

Decision: Noted



	S4-230801
	[5G_RTP] SDP signaling of PDU Set and EoB marking
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies


Presenter: Imed
Discussion:
· Igor: The title 
· Bo: it’s not up to the application to use long or short, it’s dependent on all header extensions, you cannot mix
· Imed: you can mix / there is an option
· Bo: do we require mixing
· Imed:  no
· Bo: if a client doesn’t have mix support and chooses short for this header extension and needs to include another header extension that is so large it only has the long format, it would create a conflict
· Imed: why would a client choose different if mixing is not active
· the first bytes signal if its short or long header extension
· the UPF does not see it
· Imed: so the UPF needs to guess if its short or long, how can it do that
· Imed: header extension short/long indication in SDP is mostly for configuring UPF (not other side)
· 

Decision: Revised into 965


	S4-230965
	[5G_RTP] SDP signaling of PDU Set and EoB marking
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies


Presenter: Imed
Discussion:
· Imed: Editor needs to take into account changes in 904 when moving text to TS. 
Decision: Agreed.


	S4-230825
	[5G_RTP] Guidelines for marking PDU set importance in RTP HE
	InterDigital Communications


Presenter: Srinivas
Discussion:
· Serhan: We have a similar contribution with some additional considerations. We should consider merging. GDR cannot be seen from the NAL unit type? NRI and type are not both needed.
· Srinivas: Packets with NRI value 0 can always be discarded as it has no frames dependent on it. In VVC you can have GDR in NALU type. 
· Serhan: In HEVC, GDR is not detectable that way. 
· Srinivas: I can recheck and remove that if needed. 
· Imed: Distortion impact is getting in too much detail and may not be known in advance, open GOP, refreshes may be used. We should simplify. Last requirement is very complicated. How do you balance this importance with importance of other PDU sets, like even other media such as audio?
· Lulin: The I-frame marking is similar to frame marking. Frame type may not indicate importance because inside the frame type there may be slice type, which are not considered?

Decision: Revised to 1028


	S4-231028
	[5G_RTP] Guidelines for marking PDU set importance in RTP HE
	InterDigital Communications




Presenter: Srinivas
Discussion:
· Andrei: you removed the values?
· Saba: we cannot define the values right now
· Chan: this provides basic coding for H264/H265. But we might use scalable video coding or multi-view coding. We don’t say anything about them.
· Srinivas: We agreed to only provide guidelines for approved 3GPP codecs.
· Serhan: we have considerations on temporal scalability 
· Srinivas: no spatial scalability
· Imed: add an editor’s note to reconcile the 2 sets of guidelines.
· Chan: how to compare the PSI values.
· Serhan: global within the QoS flow.
· Chan: indicate that the importance does not apply across QoS flow.
· Igor: comment on the nesting of the section. Please simplify the hierarchy.
· Nik: do you have the editor’s note drafted?
· Srinivas: sure
· Andrei: why would we tell SA2 what to define?
· Chan: they have discussed but no conclusion.

Decision: Agreed

	S4-230843
	Report for PDU Set feature
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.


Presenter: Hyun-Koo
Discussion:
· Saba: Why would you use this?
· Hyun-Koo: Can discover and report if PDU Set marking is working well or not.
· Saba: I’m not convinced that we don’t have enough reporting already. I'd still like to keep it in brackets.
· Hyun-Koo: The application server ‘pays’ something by marking PDU sets and it needs to know what is going on.
· Saba: So you think the information we already have around jitter is not enough?==>Hyunkoo: I don’t have a clear idea on the PDU Set-based jitter and my proposal is to put description on PDU Set-based timing information into brackets.
· Andrei: Thank you for the contribution. One open question from my end is who should provide these RTCP receiver reports with PDU Set granularity? Is it the UE? I am trying to understand the level of processing required from the receiver. =>Hyunkoo: The reports will be generated by an RTP receiver. If an AS added PDU Set HE, a UE will generate and send the report.   
· Andrei: Also, building on Saba’s comment - what stops the AS to aggregate existent RTCP reports from knowledge of the PDU Set that were sent already? Thanks. => Hyunkoo: The Receiver Report defined in RFC 3550 provides statistics for a certain period including a number/fraction of lost packets and interarrival jitter. Extended reports defined in RFC 3611 can provide detailed reports on reception and timing information for individual packets. If these extended reports are available for the AS, it can calculate the PDU Set-based reception statistics. But I think it can be excessive information for the AS which only has interest on the PDU Set-based reception statistics, not on delivery information for every individual packet. 
· Qi: The PDU Set feature is introduced and consumed by SA2, which is the network side. Share the same view with Saba. Not fully convinced what the application server can do based on such RTCP feedback. => Hyunkoo: My initial thought was that the characteristics of the end to end delivery path can be affected by the PDU Set based packet handling of 5GS and the PDU-Set based report can be helpful to a RTP sender for understanding what is going on the network and performing media adaptation. For example, a PDU Set based packet discarding in RAN can be observed as an increased packet loss rate with the Receiver Reports and a burst loss of packets with Extended Report, respectively. But, I agree that it is not clear how the AS can utilize this PDU Set-based report for requesting a QoS adjustment.
· Hyun-Koo: From offline discussion it seems the text can be changed as proposed but kept within brackets.
· Igor: OK.
· Qi: I suggest we add a clear note that text in the PD is work in progress and even more so, text in the PD within brackets.

Decision: Agreed for inclusion in the PD.



	S4-230848
	[5G_RTP] PDU Set Size Semantics
	Lenovo Future Communications


Presenter: Andrei
Discussion:
· Imed: I support this. I’m worried that the application server wouldn’t be able to calculate this, but it may only know the payload size.
· Andrei: That’s the intention of this, not burden the UPF but put the load to the application server. It can have some information on the overhead of UDP and IP headers.
· Imed: I’m not convinced. I support that we put the burden on the application server. 
· Bo: Would there be any risk of IP version confusion such that the application server assumes IPv6 and UPF IPv4, or vice versa, and/or using tunneling?
· Andrei: still under discussion but needs further clarification especially regarding IP versions.
· Agreed to TS.

Decision: Agreed.



	S4-230849
	[5G_RTP] PDU Set Default Importance
	Lenovo Future Communications


Presenter: Andrei
Discussion:
· Imed: I think this is still in discussion in SA2. I suggest we await what they agree. We should differentiate between PDUs that are marked with different PDU Sets and PDUs that cannot be marked at all, like when RTCP is multiplexed, which cannot be marked with RTP HE. I agree we need some default behavior. I don’t think all RTCP packets have the same priority.
· Andrei: WebRTC is using RTP and some codecs that would be in scope of SA4, like H.264, but also other codecs such as Opus. What would be the guidelines?
· Imed: I don’t think SA4 should write guidelines for codecs that are not supported in 3GPP.

Decision:  Noted.


	S4-230890
	[5G_RTP] Reuse of rendered pose RTP HE in multiple streams 
	Nokia Corporation


Presenter: Serhan
Discussion:
· Imed: This only covers the case when the pose is exactly the same for each stream?
· Serhan: Yes. In case interpolation is needed, it is up to the application.
· Imed: I think this should only cover when the information is exactly the same.
· Serhan: We entirely removed the offset aspect of the previous contribution.
· Imed: So the media list, lists the mid of the other m= lines that also apply?
· Serhan: Yes.
· Imed: I’d like to check what happens for DC multiplexing case; wouldn’t that all get the same a=mid?
· Huan-yu: We think this is a risky situation. It is not a clean design. You need a lot of information for pose in RTP HE. You should have a separate m= line for pose.
· Serhan: This proposal applies to carrying the pose used to render for a rendered bitstream downlink. It reduces the number of streams that carry the same pose information. The uplink pose is not carried in RTP HE. 
· Yujian:if video or audio is delivered using multiple real-time streams (e.g., depth + texture) with the same rendered pose, why we said that RTP header extension is the most appropriate option? it not only associates the rendered frame,it seems like a set of streams associated with pose information.
· …

Decision: agreed


	S4-230893
	[5G_RTP] Guidelines on PDU Set Importance for video codecs
	Nokia Corporation


Presenter: Serhan
Discussion:
· Srinivas: We support this kind of detail. I think this can go on top of #825, including how to handle RADL and RASL packets, and aggregation packets. In the example where you set NRI -> PSI, i understand the NRI 11 and 00, but the other two may need some consideration. For the audio part, we can have it for FFS for immersive, but for other audio we can have it highest priority. Let’s work offline.

Decision: Revised into 1028.


	S4-230903
	[5G_RTP] RTP header extension for pose information
	InterDigital Communications


Presenter: Srinivas
Discussion:
· Imed: T3, T5 and T6 have no meaning. They’re using a clock on the sender side that has no relation to the receiver side. We’re trying to save bits, so why do we send them? I’m sure we’re trying to calculate some QoE metric, but can’t we use some other method?
· Srinivas: We need this so the UE can know if.
· Imed: The receiver knows when it received the frame and when the pose was estimated.
· Srinivas: T1 and T5 use the same clock, on the server side.
· Imed: T1 is a system clock on the XR runtime, while T5 is an internal server clock. You don’t know what reference it uses. I don’t think they are related.
· Serhan: Is there a significant difference in start-to-render-at-time and scene-update-time?
· Srinivas: If there is much processing of actions, it might take some time. It depends on the case if update or rendering is the easiest.
· Srinivas: I’ve changed a bit based on comments.
· Imed: I still totally disagree that you put statistical information inside an information that is operational. You can create RTCP feedback messages. You should not put it into RTP HE.
· Srinivas: It can be within pose information, but if the group decides we can change it. There are possibilities to have it in RTCP but RTP is more straightforward.
· Igor: Are both T3 and T6 needed? Update is usually instantaneous.
· Alex: Do you measure those delays without providing these timestamps within the frame itself?
· Imed: We can use regular RTP timestamp procedures from RFC 3550.

Decision: Noted.


	S4-230904
	[5G_RTP] pCR to TS 26.522 on PDU set HE
	Nokia Corporation


Presenter: Saba
Discussion:
· Imed: Make sure we don’t have overlapping changes in another pCR.
· Andrei: On PSI importance, avoid the term ‘QoS flow’ and replace it with RTP session.
· Bo: Dangerous to use ‘RTP session’, as it applies to all RTP streams seen by all participants in a communication session, even if it is multi-party. See the RTP Taxonomy in RFC 7656 for more information.
· Hyun-Koo: Need to reformulate the first sentence of 4.4.2.5. Supporting a feature does not mean that the feature shall be used.
· Saba: I’ll try to re-formulate.

Decision: revised in 1026


	S4-231026
	[5G_RTP] pCR to TS 26.522 on PDU set HE
	Nokia Corporation



Presenter: Saba
Discussion:
· Chan: you copied the definition of PDU Set from SA2. In SA4 we can have more definition. Maybe add control and metadata information.
· Saba: the definition needs to be brief
· Lulin: based on our proposal, I would suggest region/picture
· Saba: this is not an exhaustive list 
· Lulin: maybe remove all examples in the definition
· Saba: it is obvious that we can still change the TS.
· Chan: for 4.4.6.2, maybe you can include parameter sets
· Lulin: add tiles
· Chan: what happens to multiplexing
· Saba: we asked them and we will refine the guidelines accordingly
· 

Decision: Agreed


	S4-230950
	Revised WID on 5G Real-time Transport Protocols 
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland


Presenter: Liangping 
Discussion:
· Igor: I disagree with this approach. We cannot take a conclusion in a 800-series TR from another group directly into the objectives of this work item. I’d like to see a contribution in this group that could motivate taking on such work. ‘RTP header extensions’ in the current objectives phrasing already covers such possible work.
· Liangping: That study is already finished, so the continuation should be discussed, more study or normative work.
· Igor: I’d like to have the whole proposal described here, not just as a change to the WID objectives.

Decision: Noted.


	S4-231020
	[5G_RTP] Time Plan v0.0.07
	Nokia Corporation


Decision: Agreed without presentation.


	S4-231025
	[5G_RTP] Permanent Document v0.0.6
	Nokia Corporation


Decision: Not treated.


	S4-231044
	TS 26.522 v0.0.2
	Ericsson GmbH


Decision: Agreed without presentation



[bookmark: _qp1gpfeokjq8]10.9 MP_RTT (Multiparty Real-Time Text)


	S4-230765
	Multiparty RTT architecture and call flow for RTP solution
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd

	S4-230766
	[MP_RTT] Proposed Permanent Document Update v0.2.1
	Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd

	S4-230767
	Timeplan for MP_RTT Work Item v0.1.1
	HUAWEI TECH. GmbH

	S4-230783
	Multiparty RTT architecture and call flow for RTP solution
	China Mobile Com. Corporation

	S4-230880
	Multiparty RTT requirements 
	Nokia




	S4-230765
	Multiparty RTT architecture and call flow for RTP solution
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd


Presenter: 
Discussion:
· 

Decision:



	S4-230766
	[MP_RTT] Proposed Permanent Document Update v0.2.1
	Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd


Presenter: Huan-yu
Discussion:
· No comments

Decision: Agreed.



	S4-230767
	Timeplan for MP_RTT Work Item v0.1.1
	HUAWEI TECH. GmbH


Presenter: Huan-yu
Discussion:
· Nik: will you add the telcos
· Huan-yu: yes, they were not known at the time this was updated.
· Nik: welcome to put both telcos. 
· Revised to 1014. Version 0.2.0  agreed without presentation.

Decision: Agreed


	S4-230783
	Multiparty RTT architecture and call flow for RTP solution
	China Mobile Com. Corporation


Presenter: Yujian
Discussion:
· Shane: for the first one, you say UE A calls UE-B
· Yujian: it means UE A will invite UE B and C directly
· Shane: we have calls  and conference and we have RTT. It would be good to know what is established as a pre-condition. If it is a call, how comes UE C can join later.
· Yujian: it can be a conference and other people can ask to join. 
· Huan-yu: the question relates to the meaning of call and conference. Call in the sense of 2 parties. When party A calls party B and then invites C, it becomes a conference. Maybe better wording can be chosen.
· Shane: better words instead of calls, especially in steps 10 and 11.
· Yujian: agreed.
· Shane: text after figure 2.1.1-1, when you say only 2 alternatives were selected. Is this from the RFC? copy-pasted?
· Yujian: yes.
· Alex: You have here an IMS conference and CT3 has a specification for conferencing. Is this aligned with 24.147?
· Yujian: we will check.
· Huan-yu: a question relates to the other part. This maybe a leftover. In this WI we address an IMS-based solution and an RTP-based solution. We will compare both.

Decision: Revised to  1022


	S4-231022
	Multiparty RTT architecture and call flow for RTP solution
	China Mobile Com. Corporation


Presenter: Yujian
Discussion:
· Shane: You revised the text, but you didn’t update the figure, so it indicates that UE A hosts the call. Perhaps you can put a note there to that effect?
· Yujian: OK

Decision: Agreed


	S4-230880
	Multiparty RTT requirements 
	Nokia


Presenter: Shane
Discussion:
· Huan-yu: where is the 300ms coming from in the text. RFC4103 doesn’t define the maximum transmission delay or DC delay. Where is this number coming from?
· Shane: 300ms is about the buffering time. Not coming from me.
· Huan-yu: why was the 10 packets/s deleted?
· Shane: I didn’t find any reference.
· Huan-yu: Section 2.2.3, the description of the emergency call based on RTP but not data channel. Is your change use RTP instead of DC?
· Shane: not my intention. My intention is to move the specific requirements from the general part.
· Huan-yu: maybe removing 2.2.3 and we can agree
· Shane: agree
· Agreed to put in the PD the contribution except 2.2.3.

Decision: Agreed.


	S4-231023
	[MP_RTT] Proposed Permanent Document Update v0.3.0
	Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd


Presenter: Huan-yu
Decision: Agreed


[bookmark: _i6ubcbpzfob4]10.10 FS_eiRTCW (Feasibility Study on the enhancements for immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)


	S4-230850
	[FS_eiRTCW] High-level network model and target use cases
	NTT

	S4-230851
	[FS_eiRTCW] Possible architecture for collaboration scenario#4
	NTT




	S4-230850
	[FS_eiRTCW] High-level network model and target use cases
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro
Discussion:
· Ryan - is there any overlap between 1,2, 3 use cases? - yes, between 3 and 4.
· Nik - agreed to include in permanent document? 

Decision: Agreed


	S4-230851
	[FS_eiRTCW] Possible architecture for collaboration scenario#4
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro
Discussion:
· Imed - can we still align with RTC architecture? We should be using RTC-1 and RTC-2 interfaces. Also, not clear how dynamic policy works. Maybe we can use a specialization of existing interfaces (“RTC-1w” for “RTC-1 for the web”) . We don't have to go through the MSH, we should keep using the RTC architecture, rather than reinventing new ones. 
· Yoshihiro - I think RTC-Y is different from RTC-1 and RTC-2(M2) since the interface exposes 5G-RTC functionality to Application providers. RTC-X is also different from RTC-2(M2), RTC-X supports not only application providers but also other operators.
· Ryan - Should be focused on logical entities, rather than physical
· Yoshihiro - I will try to modify the figure of focused interface of eiRTCW C-Plane signalling protocol.
· Thorsten - if one AF isn’t trusted for one network, it’s not trusted in other networks as well. We need to clarify why “trusted” means in this case. When interacting with another network, it may not be trusted any more. This kind of interworking has come up for other operators.

Decision: Revised into 1000


	S4-231000
	[FS_eiRTCW] Possible architecture for collaboration scenario#4
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro
Decision: Agreed.


	S4-231010
	[FS_eiRTCW] Time Plan v6.0.0
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro
Decision: Agreed.


	S4-231009
	[FS_eiRTCW] Permanent Document v5.0.0
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro
Decision: Agreed.


10.11 Others including TEI

	S4-230778
	Mechanism to distinguish two bootstrap data channels with the same stream ID value (Rel-18)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd


Presenter: Huan-yu
Discussion:
· Bo: We might need to reach out to CT groups about NNI as it is usually specified in GSMA. Not sure if NNI is covered by some of the 3GPP CT groups?
· Bo: could you have a reinvite; who is then the caller and callee compared to the initial invite - is there a risk for role confusion with this naming?
· Huan-yu: indeed we should clarify these details
· Hyun-Koo: Why do we need to signal stream ID
· Huan-yu: not sure
· Hyun-Koo: a media description describes a DTLS/SCTP connection between a single UE and a single server, so it is not clear why we need to point out specific stream ID
· Huan-yu: what is the alternative to stream ID
· Hyun-Koo: we can simply remove
· Huan-yu: There’s an update in drafts folder
· Bo: This might be more applicable to NNI than UNI and should thus perhaps be in TS 29.165, which would be CT3, but I’m OK with this and we can handle any pushback later..
Decision: Revised into 1068


	S4-231068
	Mechanism to distinguish two bootstrap data channels with the same stream ID value (Rel-18)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd


Decision: Agreed


	S4-230779
	Clarification to IMS data channel application retrieval
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd



Presenter: Huan-yu
Discussion:
· Bo: not clear why application location is needed in SDP information to communicate?
· Huan-yu: this is the network location not physical location
· Bo: In 26.114 there is a relation of addresses, like bootstrap DC 10 and 110, so why do you need to know where to get the application. When you get an invite you have an open connection (why do we need explicit information on the location)
· Bo: if there would be independent side, different UEs fetching and communicating with different application-providing servers on the two different sides, you also couldn’t know from UE A what application address to use on the UE B side
· Huan-yu: if you have one user initiating the download to a different location you need to sync
· Bo: for bootstrap, you have a data channel server, so you always have the same source
· Huan-yu: 4 and 5 (in TS 26.114 workflow figure) is different things 
· Bo:Data channel server knows what UE A gets.
· Imed: as more we talk about this, as more it appears underspecified
· … Discussion between Bo and Imed how this works …
· This needs to be written down in a new contribution
· Huan-yu: seems there is an issue we should solve together
· Daniel: it needs to be clear from where to download, that's why location property
· …
Decision: Noted


	S4-230780
	Clarification to usage of bootstrap data channel
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd



Presenter: Huan-yu
Discussion:
· Bo: while this is a simplification that removes some ambiguities, it mandates that you can use a single transport for a single DC. All applications will only have a single transport. It seems to be contradicting. All applications running in different browser tabs will use the same DC socket.
· Huan-yu: are we creating another one?
· Bo: if we’re ok with using a single application, then we could work with a single transport. If there is a requirement to use multiple applications simultaneously then this doesn’t work.
· Huan-yu: maybe our intention was to combine with other scenarios.
· Bo: they are contradicting.
· Huan-yu: will take your comment to the engineers.
· 
Decision: Noted


	S4-230884
	Reuse existing IMS Data Channel connections
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell


Presenter: Shane
Decision: Noted


	S4-230885
	Discussion on reusing existing IMS Data Channel connections
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell


Presenter: Shane (Xuan)
Discussion:
· Bo: which entity would act, is this the other side that acts on the connection attribute
· Nokia: the sender is the UE the receiver is the DC server
· Bo: you do have negotiation in RF8841, you can do the SDP renegotiation as described there for both SCTP and DTLS layers, not clear why we need another mechanism
· Nokia: What hinders you to establish a send channel
· Bo: for WebRTC, once you create peer connection, you can negotiate over this object including SDP. So you can create multiple peer objects with separate channels, or you can reuse once object and update the SDP with new m= lines. So you have a handling entity. So it’s not clear why there should be specified a new entity
· Nokia: [I did not got the example of bootstrapping]
· Bo: For bootstrap DC, you have basically DC as a TCP replacement layer, this is used for transmission. If you have a single bootstrap in the m= line, this can carry many bootstrap DC
· Nokia: how is the interaction between TCP / SDP  and Application. How can we understand that we use the same bootstrap across applications?
· Bo: bootstrapping data channel is different then application data channel and part of the UE implementation of bootstrapping connectivity
· Nokia: not sending an SDP offer is then ok, for bootstrap (as we assume its already established)
· Bo: As described now, new bootstrap DC would require an SDP re-negotiation to add new a=dcmap lines’, however there is option to have in band data channel negotiation (as part of the SCTP association, DCEP in RFC 8832) but its not used or discussed at all in TS 26.114
· Bo: it would be reasonable to have one application in UE to handle all bootstrap data
· Timo: What are we trying to do, do we reuse data channels?
· Nokia: yes, just reuse data channels
· Timo: could be further clarified
Decision: noted

	S4-230846
	Adding 3gpp-req-app attribute to SDP negotiation of IMS data channels
	China Mobile,   Qualcomm Europe Inc. Sweden


Presenter: Jiayi
Discussion:
· Bo: in 6.2.12.3 endpoint is described as mandatory in the text but the application-stream-info it is part of is optional, there seems to be a fix needed. Also, in the part for receiving an offer, this part might be more appropriate in the constructing-an-answer section (move to 6.2.12.4. is recommended).
· Jiayi:   6.2.12.3 endpoint mentions should be mandatory
· Bo: there is a mismatch, its described as mandatory but also mentioned as optional
· Bo:  6.2.12.3 says receiving SDP offer, but it's more applicable to 12.4.
· Bo: endpoint is mentioned as stand-alone, in 12.4. There needs to be similar clarification as in 12.3.
·  
· Hyun-Koo: the proposal includes a  one use case to multiplex data channels, to different endpoints. If this is the case we need to check the answer from SA2 for the LS we sent at the previous meeting. In my understanding, DCMF supports HTTP proxy and UDP proxy. We may need another level of proxy (SCTP or DLTS) in DCMF to support multiplexing of data channels targeted to different endpoints.
· Jiayi: this use case comes from Huawei, we should talk about the architecture in an offline discussion to understand this further
· Hyun-Koo: multiplexing could be considered as capabilities of both UE and data channel application. There should be further signaling for the multiplexing, like in the SIP or initial SDP offer.
· Jiayi: multiplexing is not mandatory. UEs can simply reject
· Hyun-Koo: we need to negotiate the multiplexing before an application is retrieved by UE. Let's assume a UE A that does not support multiplexing and the data channel application supporting multiplexing. Then UE A may not be able to generate a subsequent Offer for creating data channels for that data channel application. 
· Jiayi: let's take these comments offline
· Jiayi: There was additional discussion offline but no conclusion. The previous version of this document was endorsed last meeting so should keep the same status here
Decision: Endorsed.



[bookmark: _geol4pa5by25]10.12 New Work / New Work Items and Study Items


10.13 Any Other Business


10.14 Close of the session
The RTC SWG Chair closed the session at 12:44 CEST on May 25.
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	Mechanism to distinguish two bootstrap data channels with the same stream ID value (Rel-18)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd
	discussion
	10.11
	 
	revised
	 
	S4-231068

	Clarification to IMS data channel application retrieval
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd
	discussion
	10.11
	 
	noted
	 
	 

	Clarification to usage of bootstrap data channel
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd
	discussion
	10.11
	 
	noted
	 
	 

	CR on 26.114 for scene description-based overlays (Rel-17)
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
	CR
	10.4
	 
	revised
	 
	S4-231045

	CR on 26.114 for scene description-based overlays (Rel-18)
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
	CR
	10.4
	13
	agreed
	 
	 

	Multiparty RTT architecture and call flow for RTP solution
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	discussion
	10.9
	 
	revised
	 
	S4-231022

	[GA4RTAR] Updates to procedures
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	pCR
	10.7
	 
	revised
	 
	S4-230996

	[5G_RTP] SDP signaling of PDU Set and EoB marking
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	pCR
	10.8
	 
	revised
	 
	S4-230965

	[iRTCW] Updates to SWAP protocol
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	pCR
	10.5
	 
	revised
	 
	S4-230980

	[5G_RTP] Guidelines for marking PDU set importance in RTP HE
	InterDigital Communications
	pCR
	10.8
	 
	revised
	 
	S4-231028

	3D model loading with MRF assistance
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	discussion
	10.6
	 
	revised
	 
	S4-231008

	[GA4RTAR] pCR on 5GS centric architecture for RTC
	Samsung Electronics Austria
	pCR
	10.7
	 
	revised
	 
	S4-230995

	[GA4RTAR] pCR on Editorial update to call flow
	Samsung Electronics Austria
	pCR
	10.7
	 
	revised
	 
	S4-230997

	[GA4RTAR] Proposed Work Plan v0.6
	Samsung Electronics Austria
	Work Plan
	10.7
	 
	withdrawn
	 
	 

	[GA4RTAR] Draft TS 26.506 v1.3.0
	Samsung Electronics Austria
	draft TS
	10.7
	14.7
	agreed
	 
	 

	[GA4RTAR] Revised WID on GA4RTAR
	Samsung Electronics Austria
	WID revised
	10.7
	 
	noted
	 
	 

	Report for PDU Set feature
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
	discussion
	10.8
	to PD
	agreed
	 
	 

	Proposed updates on AR communication architecture
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
	discussion
	10.6
	to PD
	agreed
	 
	 

	UE centric procedures for AR communication
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
	discussion
	10.6
	 
	merged
	 
	S4-231013

	Adding 3gpp-req-app attribute to SDP negotiation of IMS data channels
	China Mobile,   Qualcomm Europe Inc. Sweden
	CR
	10.11
	 
	endorsed
	S4aR230077
	 

	[5G_RTP] PDU Set Size Semantics
	Lenovo Future Communications
	pCR
	10.8
	to TS
	agreed
	 
	 

	[5G_RTP] PDU Set Default Importance
	Lenovo Future Communications
	discussion
	10.8
	 
	noted
	 
	 

	[FS_eiRTCW] High-level network model and target use cases
	NTT
	discussion
	10.10
	to PD
	agreed
	 
	 

	[FS_eiRTCW] Possible architecture for collaboration scenario#4
	NTT
	discussion
	10.10
	 
	revised
	 
	S4-231000

	Add support of ANBR-based network assistance
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	pCR
	10.7
	 
	revised
	 
	S4-230993

	[IBACS] AR rendering on UE
	ZTE
	discussion
	10.6
	 
	revised
	 
	S4-231013

	Multiparty RTT requirements 
	Nokia
	discussion
	10.9
	to PD
	agreed
	 
	 

	Reuse existing IMS Data Channel connections
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR
	10.11
	 
	noted
	 
	 

	Discussion on reusing existing IMS Data Channel connections
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	discussion
	10.11
	 
	noted
	 
	 

	[5G_RTP] Reuse of rendered pose RTP HE in multiple streams 
	Nokia Corporation
	discussion
	10.8
	to PD
	agreed
	S4aR230079
	 

	[GA4RTAR] Removing terminology collisions
	Ericsson GmbH, Eurolab
	pCR
	10.7
	to TS
	agreed
	 
	 

	[5G_RTP] Guidelines on PDU Set Importance for video codecs
	Nokia Corporation
	discussion
	10.8
	 
	merged
	 
	S4-231028

	[iRTCW] Video addition to draft TS 26.113
	KPN N.V.
	discussion
	10.5
	 
	noted
	 
	 

	[IBACS] Permanent Document v0.3.1
	KPN N.V.
	other
	10.6
	PD
	agreed
	 
	 

	[5G_RTP] RTP header extension for pose information
	InterDigital Communications
	discussion
	10.8
	 
	noted
	 
	 

	[5G_RTP] pCR to TS 26.522 on PDU set HE
	Nokia Corporation
	pCR
	10.8
	 
	revised
	 
	S4-231026

	[IBACS] update on Spatial description
	KPN N.V.
	discussion
	10.6
	 
	revised
	 
	S4-231055

	Revised WID on 5G Real-time Transport Protocols 
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland
	WID revised
	10.8
	14.9
	not treated
	S4-220783
	 

	[IBACS] Transcoding for AR Network Rendering
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	discussion
	10.6
	 
	noted
	 
	 

	RTC SWG Report during SA4#124
	RTC SWG Chair
	Report
	N/A
	12.3
	not treated
	 
	 

	[5G_RTP] SDP signaling of PDU Set and EoB marking
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	pCR
	10.8
	to TS
	agreed
	S4-230801
	 

	[iRTCW] Updates to SWAP protocol
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	pCR
	10.5
	to TS
	agreed
	S4-230802
	 

	Add support of ANBR-based network assistance
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	pCR
	10.7
	 
	revised
	S4-230872
	S4-231047

	[GA4RTAR] pCR on 5GS centric architecture for RTC
	Samsung Electronics Austria
	pCR
	10.7
	to TS
	agreed
	S4-230835
	 

	[GA4RTAR] Updates to procedures
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	pCR
	10.7
	 
	revised
	S4-230800
	S4-231059

	[GA4RTAR] pCR on Editorial update to call flow
	Samsung Electronics Austria
	pCR
	10.7
	to TS
	agreed
	S4-230836
	 

	[iRTCW] time and work plan v0.6.0
	Facebook Japan K.K.
	discussion
	10.5
	14.3
	agreed
	S4-230749
	 

	[FS_eiRTCW] Possible architecture for collaboration scenario#4
	NTT
	discussion
	10.10
	to PD
	agreed
	S4-230851
	 

	3D model loading with MRF assistance
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	discussion
	10.6
	to PD
	agreed
	S4-230832
	 

	[FS_eiRTCW] Permanent Document v5.0.0
	NTT
	other
	10.10
	15.3
	agreed
	 
	 

	[FS_eiRTCW] Time Plan v6.0.0
	NTT
	Work Plan
	10.10
	15.3
	agreed
	 
	 

	[IBACS] AR rendering on UE
	ZTE
	discussion
	10.6
	to PD
	agreed
	S4-230879
	 

	Timeplan for MP_RTT Work Item v0.2.0
	HUAWEI TECH. GmbH
	Work Plan
	10.9
	14.11
	agreed
	S4-230767
	 

	[IBACS] Permanent Document v0.4.0
	KPN N.V.
	other
	10.6
	14.5
	agreed
	 
	 

	[IBACS] Time Plan v0.4.0
	KPN N.V.
	Work Plan
	10.6
	14.5
	agreed
	 
	 

	[5G_RTP] Time Plan v0.0.7
	Nokia Corporation
	Work Plan
	10.8
	14.9
	agreed
	 
	 

	Multiparty RTT architecture and call flow for RTP solution
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	discussion
	10.9
	to PD
	agreed
	S4-231022
	 

	Multiparty RTT Permanent Document v0.3.0
	HUAWEI TECH. GmbH
	discussion
	10.9
	14.11
	agreed
	 
	 

	[5G_RTP] Permanent Document v0.0.6
	Nokia Corporation
	other
	10.8
	14.9
	not treated
	 
	 

	[5G_RTP] pCR to TS 26.522 on PDU set HE
	Nokia Corporation
	pCR
	10.8
	to TS
	agreed
	S4-230904
	 

	[5G_RTP] Guidelines for marking PDU set importance in RTP HE
	InterDigital Communications
	pCR
	10.8
	to TS
	agreed
	S4-231028
	 

	Summary of Work Item on "Generic architecture for RT and AR/MR"
	Samsung Electronics Austria
	WI Summary
	10.7
	14.7
	agreed
	 
	 

	TS 26.522 v0.0.2
	Ericsson GmbH
	other
	10.8
	14.9
	agreed
	 
	 

	CR on 26.114 for scene description-based overlays (Rel-17)
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
	CR
	10.4
	13
	agreed
	S4-230781
	 

	Add support of ANBR-based network assistance
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	pCR
	10.7
	to TS
	agreed
	S4-230993
	 

	[IBACS] update on Spatial description
	KPN N.V.
	discussion
	10.6
	to PD
	agreed
	S4-230909
	 

	[GA4RTAR] Updates to procedures
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	pCR
	10.7
	to TS
	agreed
	S4-230996
	 

	[iRTCW] Draft TS 26.113 v0.6
	KPN N.V.
	draft TS
	10.5
	14.3
	not treated
	 
	 

	Mechanism to distinguish two bootstrap data channels with the same stream ID value (Rel-18)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd
	discussion
	10.11
	
	agreed
	S4-230778
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