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Executive Summary

The SWG received a total of eight input Tdocs and agreed on an update to the FS_eiRTCW Permanent Document and a pCR to TR 26.930 documenting the considerations/lack of impact to other 3GPP Working Groups and external SDOs.  All other documents were noted except for one Tdoc that could not be treated due to lack of time.  

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

	3GPP SA4 RTC SWG Telco #16
(December 6, 2023, 16:00 –18:00 CET, Host Qualcomm)
with special permission to send LS to CTx on PDU Set
	 
Submission deadline: December 4, 6:00 CET


 
4.1 Opening of the session and registration of documents

	S4aR230131
	Proposed agenda for SA4 RTC SWG 6 December 2023 Teleconference
	RTC SWG Chair



The agenda and registration of documents were approved.
S4-240026 Report for RTC SWG 6 December 2023 Teleconference.docx
Andrei Stoica and Saba Ahsan volunteered to take the minutes.
4.2 Reports/Liaisons from other groups/meetings
4.3 CRs to features in Release 17 and earlier
4.4 iRTCW (Immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
 
	S4aR230125
	[iRTCW] current status and next steps for completion
	Samsung R&D Institute UK


Presenter: Ryan
Discussion:
· Igor: We would like to have 2D codecs for iRTCW and make a reference to TS 26.114 in Rel-18 and have updates in Rel-19. 
· Ryan: Not against the idea but current challenge is 26.113 title is profiles and APIs so it’s not the best place to define these. 
· Igor: That is a name, but the intention of the objectives should be followed. Name is just a formality. 
· Ryan: One objective is the immersive media component, that TS 26.114 has nothing about. 
· Igor: That can be left for Rel-19 but 2D codecs should be added as a base. 
· Ryan: OK. We put an informative annex with reference to 26.114. 
· Thomas: We should add this specification is not limited to the codecs in TS 26.114 but a UE supporting TS 26.114 can use this. I will draft some text and share in the chat for people to review.
· Yoshihiro: What do you want to describe in clause 4.3?
· Ryan: 4.3 will cover media encapsulation and SWAP procedures as well. Some text covered in SWAP clause can be referred or copied here.
· Yoshihiro: Signalling procedure should refer the signalling protocol (e.g.,SWAP). I will contact you to propose a description later. (I’m happy to bring a pCR for the clause.)
· Saba: If we do not specify codecs and deviate from WID objectives we need the SA4 group to agree to this decision. This needs to be clarified as it does not cover only immersive codecs, but all codecs (i.e., informative reference only).
· Nik: Fair point - let’s wait on Thomas’ suggestion for spec text.
· Thomas: Given a lot of “red traffic lights” fair to say we drop objectives. Which ones should be dropped for better time management?
· Ryan: Good point. Objectives 3 (codec related), 4, and 5 are now in red. We could complete Obj. 3 based on current discussion. We can also achieve Obj. 4 (RTC signaling protocol and media encapsulation). Obj. 5 is most confusing (RTC examples to assist implementers). Do not know how to achieve Obj. 5 - we can drop it.
· Rufael: Is dropping postponing to next release?
· Ryan: Need to double check - if an objective is not vital we may not need to cover it. I don’t think Obj. 5 is essential. We can complete work on iRTCW even without Obj. 5.
· Thomas: No “automatic” Rel-19. A new WID needs to be started and agreed. Added text to chat for the Codecs and Media Capabilities Clause:
· “4.X   (Codecs and Media Handling)

· This specification primarily specifies the protocols and APIs for real-time communication. The APIs and protocols defined in this specification are not restricted to specific codecs. However, in order to support minimum service interoperability, a terminal implementing the protocols and APIs defined in the present document should implement the UE codec and media handling requirements as specified in TS 26.114.

· NOTE: It is expected that terminals implementing this specification also implement TS 26.114 and hence the above recommendation is expected to be fulfilled.
· Igor: “If audio and video are supported then they shall be supported as specified in TS 26.114”.
· Thomas: Specs can be deployable independently. Other codecs are not precluded if this spec is used separately. This spec is not intended to define codecs.
· Nik: If we use a loose structure like 5GMS, it may be difficult to mandate codecs use.
· Igor: Intention not to mandate codecs but where to look for supported codecs.
· Thomas: A conforming implementation for 26.113 does not include implementing codecs.
· Igor: We can further improve but good to keep spirit as comment above, e.g:
· This specification primarily specifies the protocols and APIs for real-time communication. The APIs and protocols defined in this specification are not restricted to specific codecs. However, in order to support minimum service interoperability, a terminal implementing the protocols and APIs defined in the present document and supporting audio and video shall implement the UE codec requirements as specified in TS 26.114.
· Stephane: Should be general as in media requirements and not codec specific.
· Thomas: Service interoperability is not defined and we cannot define all of this. Someone defines a service and that is why I prefer “should”. I am ok to refer to media handling capabilities. 
· Nik: Suggest to reach an agreement offline given the options above.
Decision: Noted.

4.6 5G_RTP (5G Real-Time Transport Protocols)

	S4aR230124
	On the Mismatch of IP Address Types and PDU Set Size Adjustment
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland


Presenter: Liangping
Discussion:
· Rufael: May be better that the UPF always does this conversion and the IP overhead is removed from the PSSize>
· Liangping: Assumption is that UPF needs to do the correction only due to IP mismatch to lower UPF overhead. The proposed solution here is of signaling one bit IP address version to avoid the need for AF signaling.
· Rufael: Why would the IP overhead information be in the PDU Set information? It seems it is very difficult to design an RTP packetizer.
· Thorsten: What was the conclusion from the last meeting related to the PDU Set size? Why should we include this information if the proposal is to postpone to Rel-19?
· Liangping: This is an old submission to Chicago meeting and we were asked for resubmission for documentation. 
· Nik: PD will not continue into Release 19. But I can see some value in documenting this for further discussion.
· Thorsten: What about the correctness/technical side of the content and the need to extract the local IP address? I would do the AF based signaling differently. I am not sure SDP signaling is needed at all. SA2 works on the assumption Device B is operating in a cloud environment so you can’t get the local IP address directly from Device B, but actually based on configuration.
· Andrei: SA2 liaised with us that no solution is available in Rel-18 and they do not plan to do anything in Rel-19 of XRM based on current plans. Do you plan to involve SA2 and have some work in parallel there regarding this? What will happen to previous agreements if we agree or even note this? In particular what happens to the previous agreements for supporting this NAT46/64 in Rel-18 and to the feature of adding the number of PDUs to the PDU Set information?
· Liangping: Not planning to input any work tasks to SA2 XRM. This is only to save this information in the PD for future work since we could not reach agreement in Chicago.
· Nik: What was the outcome of Chicago offline regarding support of NATs?
· Andrei: Agreed to support this in Rel.18 with number of PDUs added to PDU Set information. Still partial solution since we did not agree on how to additionally signal the IP version to the network. And I believe this is what this contribution tries to cover.
· Liangping: That is true - no agreement on the IP version. But adding the number of PDUs in the PDU header extension may not be a good solution. Maybe it is good to add a note in the current specification on how the number of PDUs should be used when an UPF needs to handle the PDU set size correction.
· Andrei: No need to note how UPF handles this - as per SA2 up to UPF implementation. 
· Nik: We seem to not advance at this point - good to note now and come back to this issue.
· Rufael: How important is it to have this size fully accurate?
· Liangping: From RAN perspective the size should be exact.
Decision:  Noted.

4.7 MP_RTT (Multiparty Real-Time Text)

4.8 FS_eiRTCW (Feasibility Study on the enhancements for Immersive Real-Time Communication for WebRTC)
 
	S4aR230122
	[FS_eiRTCW] Annex A: Use cases
	NTT


Presenter: Haruka
Discussion:
· Liangping: In Fig 1, step 3, why avatar control and not something generic like pose, gaze information. VR streaming cases can be realized without avatar. If it’s avatar only then the clause title should be changed. 
· Haruka: It’s the simplest case.
· Kenjiro: We can remove avatar control from the text. 
· Liangping: Figure in clause 8,3 is the third person view, why is the data channel bidirectional. The common info is multicast to multiple UEs then there’s no need to send pose, wonder if it’s justified to have a bidirectional data channel. 
· Haruka: It’s VR streaming of a fixed camera and many people in the screen using avatar, so data information should be sent also from UEs. 
· Liangping: If the info from server to UE is common then it would not take into account data from multiple UEs. 
· Yoshihiro: The data from UE is for avatar control. 
· Liangping: Annex 8.4, is it necessary for VR stream to go through analytics server. This can create problems depending on where the analytics server is located. Is it possible for the analytics server to tap into the media path instead so the media path is not affected. 
· Haruka: That’s fine. 
· Nik: Let’s note and agree on changes offline.  
Decision: Noted.


	S4aR230123
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Annex A: Use cases
	NTT


Presenter: Haruka
Discussion:
· No comments
Decision: Noted.


	S4aR230127
	[FS_eiRTCW] Key Issue #7 and solution #7: Related groups considerations
	NTT


Presenter: Haruka
Discussion:
· No comments.
Decision: Agreed.


	S4aR230128
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #11 and solution #11: Related groups considerations
	NTT


Presenter: Haruka
Discussion:
· No comments.
Decision: Agreed.

	S4aR230129
	[FS_eiRTCW] New Solution for service control API
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro
Discussion:
· Liangping: KI labels differ from PD and TR. KI #5 should be corrected. The definition of RTC source ID is confusing, since in the text you refer to RTC ID Resource. What does this RTC resource ID mean? Good to define with an example.
· Yoshihiro: RTC resource ID is the URI itself, but is not clear from RTC ID resource. Will clarify this then. Will also correct the KI numbering.
· Daniel: What is the RTC-x and where is it added to 26.506?
· Yoshihiro: RTC-x is for service control between ASP and MNO networks.
· Daniel: This note should then be modified as it is not yet included in 26.506.
· Yoshihiro: This is pointing to some future work. So should it be clarified?
· Daniel: You cannot add a new interface in this SI before adding it in 26.506. The note is inaccurate, as it is not present in 26.506 yet.
· Yoshihiro: Ok. Good to then say “is expected to be added to 26.506”.
· Daniel: Ok if this goes to PD.
· Nik: Note this for today as there is another document pushing this to TR.
Decision: Noted.


	S4aR230130
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on updating Solution #1
	NTT


Presenter: 
Discussion:
· 
Decision: Postponed to next telco on January 10, 2024

4.9 Others including TEI

4.10 New Work/ New Work and Study Items

4.11 Close of the session
                                                                               
Nikolai Leung closed the conference call at about 18:?? hours CET.
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