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Executive Summary

The SWG received a total of 19 input Tdocs, including ones that could not be treated in the last telco.  A draft of TS 26.113 was reviewed with some differing opinions on whether any codecs should be referenced here or reply on the work on MeCAR. The proposal for iRTCW signaling received some questions on the design and NTT expressed another design approach which needs to be discussed and potentially harmonized. The proposal for the IANA registration of RTCP for viewport was generally agreeable but the value and registration procedures need to be confirmed with the SA4 Secretary. The proposal on Stream ID collisions for Data Channel Applications raised many questions that need to be addressed.  The proposal to distinguish two bootstrap data channels with the same Stream ID also generated good discussions and questions that need to be addressed. The proposed correction on the ABNF syntax for ITT4RT needed a minor editorial update then made into a formal CR. The missing syntax of the overlay attribute will try to merge into another contribution. All of these contributions and the ones not treated due to lack of time were noted.

4. Real-Time Communications (RTC) SWG Opening of the Call
 
	3GPP SA4 RTC SWG Telco #4/8 
(Feb 1, 2023, 
6:00 – 8:00 CEST, 
Host Qualcomm)
	Submission deadline: Jan 30, 06:00 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 6:05 CET.  
 
	S4aR230004
	Proposed agenda for SA4 RTC SWG 1 February 2023 Teleconference
	RTC SWG Chair
	4.1



The agenda and registration of documents were approved.
 
Saba Ahsan and Bo Burman 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: 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1z4M9nW1YGIrvyvZ7BIJRM9849xWg2WpkQxAThVD6lqM/edit?usp=sharing


4.2 Reports/Liaisons from other groups/meetings

	S4aR230041
	Adding 3gpp-req-app attribute to SDP negotiation of IMS data channel
	Qualcomm Europe Inc. Sweden



Not presented. 
Decision: Noted

4.3 iRTCW (Immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)

	S4aR230023
	[iRTCW] draft TS 26.113 v0.2.x
	Meta Ireland



Presenter: Kyunghun
Discussion: 
Imed: Do the definition of codecs belong to iRTCW or MeCAR?
Kyunghun: It’s in the WI description. We only include references to MeCAR. 
Stefan D: There is a may requirement for all codecs, including codecs outside of 3GPP scope. What are the minimum requirements? 
Kyunghun: iRTCW is an enabler, not a service specification.
Stefan D: Then everything is a may.
Kyunghun: It creates a modular spec. from where developers can pick the items that they need. 
Stephane: Inclusion of webrtc codecs are excluded in this WI in our opinion as per earlier discussions. Note1 in 5.2.3 should not be here. For the other codecs, even as an enabler a minimum requirement should be added to ensure interoperability. The main text for 5.2.3 should have some shall requirements. 
Kyunghun: It’s not a service, we can’t just mandate something. 
Stephane: It should be specified that if audio is supported then these codecs shall be supported. 
Imed: There should not be any codec sections here. 
Kyunghun: It just references other specs. 
Imed: WebRTC can be used for conversational and split rendering. Codecs should be left for Mecar and 26.114 and not defined here. 
Kyunghun: We can remove the notes. 
Imed: We shouldn’t be adding a shall requirement. If we keep it, then the requirement should be a may. 
Stephane: Keep “may” in brackets. 
Stefan D: Rephrase to “Codec support for iRTCW terminals is specified in [x4] and [x7]
Imed: I support that. 
Kyunghun: OK. Do we specify the same for video? 
Imed: Is the audio section about audio rendering capabilities? 
Kyunghun: ??
Stefan D: Remove hanging paras. In 5.2. these terms are defined in 26.114, it should also be said that this is about immersive communication and remove the ‘may’ and refer to 26.114. 
Yoshihiro: I’ll send my comments offline via mail.
Nik: Doc can be revised with inputs from QC, NTT…. 

Decision: Noted


	S4aR230036
	[iRTCW] Signaling Protocol for iRTCW
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland



Presenter: Imed
Discussion: 
Naotaka: 1) It looks like the relay is similar to a stateless SIP proxy. I need more information about your design thinking. 2) It seems response is only sent from the server. But accept and reject are also responses. What is the design principle behind this? 3) Regarding versioning, the agreement in the last SA4 meeting, November is to put the version number in request URI, which should be captured. 4) Some of the signaling requirements are not completed as a sentence. Please double check. We have a different approach, so next time, we might have a different proposal.
Imed: This topic has been dragging, so we need to progress. The WASP server needs to be stateful.
Nik: Please progress offline.
Naotaka: We will try to provide material before the February meeting.
Decision: Noted

	S4aR230043
	[iRTCW] High-level architecture
	NTT



Not discussed

4.5 GA4RTAR (Generic architecture for Real-Time and AR/MR media)
 
4.6 5G_RTP (5G Real-Time Transport Protocols)

	S4aR230037
	[5G_RTP] RTP Header Extension for PDU Set Marking
	QUALCOMM Europe Inc. - Italy



Not presented. 
Decision: Noted


4.7 FS_eiRTCW (Feasibility Study on the enhancements for immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
 

	S4aR230038
	FS_eiRTCW Permanent Document
	NTT



Not presented. 
Decision: Noted


	S4aR230039
	Discussion for restructuring FS_eiRTCW PD
	NTT



Not presented. 
Decision: Noted

	S4aR230042
	Revision of Feasibility Study on the enhancements for immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC (FS_eiRTCW)
	NTT



Not presented. 
Decision: Noted

4.8 Others including TEI

	S4aR230020
	[ITT4RT] IANA registration of RTCP feedback for Viewport
	Nokia Corporation



Presenter: Saba
Discussion: 
Bo: Suggest using “is registered” instead of “can be…”, to more state a fact in the spec.
Spencer: The values should be chosen by IANA, not put here for now. You can suggest a value but not rely on it being chosen. I can help with phrasing.
Imed: My comment was on the same point. I think the value 11 is already registered. We also need to provide a contact point in 3GPP to IANA. I think we also need to notify the single contact point.
Nik: Verify with Andriana before our Feb SA4#122 meeting how that is done.
Decision: Noted.

	S4aR230024
	On Stream ID Collision of Application Data Channels
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd



Presenter: Huan-yu
Discussion: 
Bo: For this collision, I assume the applications use the same m lines. If they were different m lines they would be scoped with UDP and SCTP port. It is not defined to reuse the m lines right now. Is this your own assumption. 
Huan-yu: Yes. In the last call, there was a discussion to try to combine the m lines as much as possible. 
Bo: I don’t see a reason why m lines should be combined like this. Don’t remember exactly, but I think it was related to resource issues but it was not clear what these resource issues were. I don’t see a strong motivation to do this right now. 
Huan-yu: We will sort out these details for SA4#122 and provide a clear motivation. Maybe China Mobile can explain the motivation?
Zhanxin: The SDP can get very long if there is an m line for each data channel. If the destination is the same, we can combine these into one line, then it would not reserve more resources and make the SDP shorter. If SDP is too long, the SIP can divide it into two parts and it may become more prone to error. 
Igor: How is the range for the stream IDs defined. 
Huan-yu: There is no reason. 30000 is chosen without any particular meaning, we can use 2 to the power of 15 for example.
Igor: Maybe 2^15 is a better choice. If a UE/network picks a stream ID, how is it known which application it belongs to. 
Xiaokun: It is decided by the application executed. 
Igor: Okay. I thought it would be done by including the application ID in the offer. 
Bo: On the topic of SDP getting long, if the same application wants to use the same m line it can work. Using the same m line across applications can create problems. In WebRTC, you will then need to reuse RTCPeerConnection also reused. This would become a handling problem and may need us to either abandon the WebRTC use or introduce reuse of software objects across different execution contexts. The problem of SDP getting too long should be strongly motivated to choose this route. 
Zhangxin: ?? We use a single m line when the application server is the same for multiple applications. 
Bo: The data channels you want to reuse across application, then the application itself is not doing any datachannel handling. Then the datachannel is like a bootstrap channel, and is not enabled by WebRTC or MTSI, but just an HTTP connection. 
Zhangxin: Yes. 
Bo: Then my earlier concern on the RTCPeerConnection issue will not be severe, because the bootstrap-type PeerConnection is already in a more basic scope than individual applications. Thanks for the clarification.
Huan-yu: Then the only change is the range. 
Bo: If it’s just HTTP channels, then should we consider using the WebRTC DCEP (Data channel establishment protocol, RFC 8832) where you don’t even need to use SDP but are handled in-band. Would that be an easier handling for HTTP connections then instead of dcmap? You could use an SCTP connection and negotiate in-band. Did you consider this?
Nik: You can discuss this offline.
Marcelo: I understand that in this case we have different peer to peer applications now sharing the data channel. I agree with Bo’s initial comment. If you’re leveraging the bootstrap data channel then that’s okay, but if you’re creating new channels then that’s not clear for me. 
Nik: We can take the discussion offline in the interest of time. 

Decision: Noted. 

	S4aR230025
	Mechanism to avoid stream ID collision of application data channels (Rel-18)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd


Not presented, decisions based on S4aR230024.
Decision: Noted 

	S4aR230026
	Mechanism to avoid stream ID collision of application data channels (Rel-17)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd



Not presented, decisions based on S4aR230024.
Decision: Noted 


	S4aR230027
	Mechanism to avoid stream ID collision of application data channels (Rel-16)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd



Not presented, decisions based on S4aR230024.
Decision: Noted 

	S4aR230028
	Distinguishing two bootstrap data channels with the same stream ID value
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd



Presenter: Huan-yu
Discussion: 
Bo: This dcmap=100 in this contribution, would they be on the same m line?
Huan-yu: Yes. 
Bo: This is not allowed in 8864. You would need to separate them. 
Xiaokun: This is possible to do in the same m line, but can also be done in different m lines. Even on different lines, the network needs to differentiate which one is from the callee and which one is from the network. 
Bo: I agree. We have another contribution on identifying applications. Not sure if that would resolve this, if not then the proposed label can be used. 
Marcelo: Our CR tries to clarify this. In this contribution, the SDP you receive from UE A should not have an IP address. The one that is being propagated is an offer to B, so it should have a specific IP address. I’m okay with the label, but it should be possible to identify from the SDP, which one is coming from the UE and which one is being added by the Network A. 
Xiaokun: Do you mean the id of the two dcmap:100 are different. 
Marcelo: In 1. INVITE, there is only one c line. It may change hop by hop but it’s the same c line. The offer in 2. INVITE, should keep the old m line, and then add another one for dcmap:100. The difference is where it is terminated, the first line is terminating on Network B and the other terminates on UE B. I think there is enough information to avoid this problem without the label. 
Xiaokun: We need to consider the case when there is only one dcmap:100 line between Network A and Network B. How would Network B know how to handle that single dcmap:100, to anchor and offer to UE A or treat as an offer from Network A to UE B?
Marcelo: It seems to me you’re creating one multiplexed line for sending data from Network A to Network B and from Network A to UE B. I don’t think that was the intention, but I guess it’s possible. 
Xiaokun: Yes. 
Huan-yu: Marcelo, are you saying that this is not needed and not suggesting a modification. 
Marcelo: I don’t think it’s fully motivated. It creates the problem that if this is your implementation then you expect the same implementation on Network B. The label is not contradictory and may make it easier but is not needed. 
Huan-yu: Then do we need to add more?
Bo: I still think it should be separated into two m lines but the solution with using a label seems viable. 
Huan-yu: Do you support the idea of adding labels?
Bo: Yes. 
Hyunkoo: There should be a better way to identify the intention of dcmap=100 rather than another dcmap parameter, it should be on media description level, not dcmap/streamID level. 
Xiaokun: The dcmap label is more flexible, because two data channels can use different m lines, but can also be on the same m line. 
Hyunkoo: A single media description cannot contain two dcmap with same stream ID. How would we multiplex the data in a single stream ID? 
Xiaokun: It is the policy of the operator. In 26.114, the traffic may go through the DCS when they have the same anchoring point. 
Hyunkoo: For example, the bootstrap data channels can go through the MS and then use the same m line. 
Bo: I strongly agree with Hyunkoo. It is not possible to use the same m line. The packets do not contain the label, but only the stream ID. There will be no way to differentiate which packet is meant for the AS and which one will go to the UE. You need to separate the m lines if it’s the same stream ID. 
Huan-yu: I think it can be agreed that there needs to be two m lines. We still have a problem that needs a solution. What can be the way forward?
Bo: If the two m lines are separated, then either we use the label on dcmap level or we define an attribute on media description level. One of these can be the solution.
Huan-yu: We will discuss with the design team and provide a revision. 
Decision: Noted.

	S4aR230029
	Mechanism to distinguish two bootstrap data channels with the same stream ID value (Rel-18)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd



Not presented, decisions based on S4aR230028.
Decision: Noted

	S4aR230030
	Mechanism to distinguish two bootstrap data channels with the same stream ID value (Rel-17)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd



Not presented, decisions based on S4aR230028.
Decision: Noted

	S4aR230031
	Mechanism to distinguish two bootstrap data channels with the same stream ID value (Rel-16)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd



Not presented, decisions based on S4aR230028.
Decision: Noted

	S4aR230032
	Proposed corrections on ABNF syntax for ITT4RT
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd



Presenter: Hyun-koo
Discussion: 
Saba: I think the “|” is supposed to be an “or” line. I’ll provide more offline.
Decision: Noted

	S4aR230033
	Missing syntax of overlay attribute
	Nokia Corporation



Presenter: Saba
Discussion: 
Saba: Maybe we can even merge this change with the Samsung contribution in #32.
Decision: Noted

	S4aR230040
	Clarifications to IMS data channel description
	Qualcomm Europe Inc. Sweden



Not presented.
Decision: Noted

4.9 Close of the session
                                                                               
The RTC SWG Chair, Nikolai Leung, closed the conference call at about 8:07 hours CET.
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Annex 1: Meeting Agenda (the final revision)
Source:                	SA4 MTSI SWG Chairman[1]
Title:                      	Proposed agenda for SA4 RTC SWG 1 February 2023 Teleconference
Document for:    	Approval
Agenda Item:      	4.1 
 
4. Real-Time Communications (RTC) SWG Opening of the Call

 
	3GPP SA4 RTC SWG Telco #4/8 
(Feb 1, 2023, 
6:00 – 8:00 CEST, 
Host Qualcomm)
	Submission deadline: Jan 30, 06:00 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
 
	S4aR230004
	Proposed agenda for SA4 RTC SWG 1 February 2023 Teleconference
	RTC SWG Chair
	4.1


 
4.2 Reports/Liaisons from other groups/meetings
 

	S4aR230041
	Adding 3gpp-req-app attribute to SDP negotiation of IMS data channel
	Qualcomm Europe Inc. Sweden



4.3 iRTCW (Immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
  
	S4aR230023
	[iRTCW] draft TS 26.113 v0.2.x
	Meta Ireland


 

	S4aR230036
	[iRTCW] Signaling Protocol for iRTCW
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland



	S4aR230043
	[iRTCW] High-level architecture
	NTT



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)
 

	S4aR230037
	[5G_RTP] RTP Header Extension for PDU Set Marking
	QUALCOMM Europe Inc. - Italy



4.7 FS_eiRTCW (Feasibility Study on the enhancements for immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
 

	S4aR230038
	FS_eiRTCW Permanent Document
	NTT

	S4aR230039
	Discussion for restructuring FS_eiRTCW PD
	   NTT

	S4aR230042
	Revision of Feasibility Study on the enhancements for immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC (FS_eiRTCW)
	NTT




4.8 Others including TEI
 
	S4aR230020
	[ITT4RT] IANA registration of RTCP feedback for Viewport
	Nokia Corporation

	S4aR230024
	On Stream ID Collision of Application Data Channels
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd

	S4aR230025
	Mechanism to avoid stream ID collision of application data channels (Rel-18)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd

	S4aR230026
	Mechanism to avoid stream ID collision of application data channels (Rel-17)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd

	S4aR230027
	Mechanism to avoid stream ID collision of application data channels (Rel-16)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd

	S4aR230028
	Distinguishing two bootstrap data channels with the same stream ID value
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd

	S4aR230029
	Mechanism to distinguish two bootstrap data channels with the same stream ID value (Rel-18)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd

	S4aR230030
	Mechanism to distinguish two bootstrap data channels with the same stream ID value (Rel-17)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd

	S4aR230031
	Mechanism to distinguish two bootstrap data channels with the same stream ID value (Rel-16)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd

	S4aR230032
	Proposed corrections on ABNF syntax for ITT4RT
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd

	S4aR230033
	Missing syntax of overlay attribute
	Nokia Corporation

	S4aR230040
	Clarifications to IMS data channel description
	Qualcomm Europe Inc. Sweden


 
4.9 Close of the session
                                                                                                                     
Note: The deadline for document submission is Jan 30, @ 06:00 CET.  Please use the 3GPP portal to request Tdoc#’s.

[1]  	Nikolai Leung (nleung@qti.qualcomm.com)
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	4.8
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	Mechanism to distinguish two bootstrap data channels with the same stream ID value (Rel-16)
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	Qualcomm Europe Inc. Sweden
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	Revision of Feasibility Study on the enhancements for immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC (FS_eiRTCW)
	NTT
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	S4aR230043
	[iRTCW] High-level architecture
	NTT
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	Noted
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