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At the end of clause 6.2.3, add:
===== CHANGE 1  =====
Piggybacking timestamps rather than the timestamp message or timestamp reply message to an RTP data packet may reduce the communication overhead. For example, the Timestamp message or Timestamp Reply message are of the following format (RFC792):

    0                   1                   2                   3
    0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1
   +-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+
   |     Type      |      Code     |          Checksum             |
   +-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+
   |           Identifier          |        Sequence Number        |
   +-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+
   |     Originate Timestamp                                       |
   +-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+
   |     Receive Timestamp                                         |
   +-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+
   |     Transmit Timestamp                                        |
   +-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+
Figure 6.2.3-3: The packet format of Timestamp Reply message in RFC792
For the Timestamp message, the size is 12 bytes. If only the timestamp portion – the Originate Timestamp – is piggybacked, the size is reduced to 4 bytes. To let the receiver know the type of the information (i.e., how many timestamps are contained), the Type field can be added. As a result, the total size is 5 bytes. The savings is 7 bytes. This may not look much but can be significant if frequent measurements are needed.
Similarly, for the Timestamp message, the size is 20 bytes. If again only the timestamps and the Type information is included in the piggybacked RTP packet, the size is reduced from 20 bytes to 13 bytes. 
Assuming the number of Timestamp messages are the same as the number of Timestamp Reply messages, the average saving is 44%.  
===== END OF CHANGE 1  =====



