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Executive summary

The 3GPP SA4 RTC SWG met in person for nine sessions.  A total of 30 delegates participated while 76 Tdocs were discussed with the SWG concluding status for 71 Tdocs. 
 
Below is a summary of what was agreed during this meeting.
 
iRTCW
· Restructured TS 26.113 to accommodate stage-3 work for all reference points and functions defined in TS 26.506
· Revised WID to add stage-3 objective and impacted spec to TS 26.51x in coordination with 5GMS_Pro_Ph2
· Completion date change: 12/23 → 03/24
IBACS
· Updates to the Permanent Document to include:
· AR data transport analysis for IBACS
· Updates for supporting Audio-Driven Avatar AR Calls
· Call flows and architecture updates
· Updates to TS 26.264:
· New Structure
· Generic Text
· Scene Description
 
5G_RTP
· For TS 26.522 text on Guidelines for 
· a) PDU Set identification without PDU Set RTP HE 
· b) PDU Set size
· c) PDU Set importance
· For Permanent document text on Transmission of timing information data for QoE measurements.
· Two LSs to SA2 regarding RTP Header Extensions for PDU Sets
· On the end of data burst (EDB) signalling
· RTP PDU Sizes and IPv4/v6 NAT interworking
 
MP_RTT (Multiparty Real-Time Text)
●  Updates to the PD for the following
· IMS data channel solution and the call flow over RTP
· Comparison between RTP and IMS Data Channel Solutions
· Interworking between RTP and DC based solutions
· Security considerations 

FS_eiRTCW
● Update to Permanent Document to include:
	○ Updates of Key issue#1 and Solution#1 for Architecture
	○ Updates of Key issue#2 and Solution#2 for C-Plane requirements
	○ Updates of Key issue#3 and Solution#3 for U-Plane requirements
	○ Updates of Key issue#5 and Solution#5 for Tethered case

The Adhoc Telco Schedule before SA4#126

	3GPP SA4 RTC SWG Telco #14
(October 11, 2023, 6:00 – 8:00 CEST, Host Qualcomm)
	
Submission deadline: October 9, 6:00 CEST

	3GPP SA4 RTC SWG Telco #15
(October 25 , 2023, 16:00 – 18:00 CEST, Host Qualcomm)
	Submission deadline: October 23, 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
	PDU set : 1140n (RAN2), 1146n (SA2), 1147 (SA2) -> Replied to in 1430 (SA2)

IMS DC : 1144n (SA2)

	5.3
	Other groups
	



	11
	LSs received during the meeting and Postponed Liaisons (from A. I. 5)
	 

	12
	Reports and general issues from sub-working-groups
	 

	12.3
	RTC SWG
	 1408

	13
	CRs to features in Release 17 and earlier
	 

	14
	Release 18 Features
	 

	14.3
	iRTCW (immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
	WID: 1521
TP: 1372
TS: 1522


	14.5
	IBACS (IMS-based AR Conversational Services)
	TP: 1488
PD: 1489
TS: 1531

	14.8
	5G_RTP (5G Real-time Transport Protocols)
	TS: 1544
TP: 1535
LS: 1435
PD: 1468


	14.9
	MP_RTT (Multiparty Real-Time Text)
	PD: 1529
TP: 1530

	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)
	PD: 1456
TP: 1458


 

Agreed in RTC SWG
No status in RTC SWG
SWG Minutes during SA4#125

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 August 21.
 
The minutes are shared online here: 

S4-231408 RTC SWG Report during SA4#125

Saba Ahsan, Simon Gunkel, Andrei Stoica and Bo Burman 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
	PDU set : 
1140n (RAN2)
1146n (SA2)
1147 (SA2)

IMS DC:
1144

	10.4
	CRs to features in Release 17 and earlier
	1266->1401 

	10.5
	iRTCW (immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
	1260, 1355, 1370, 1371
 
TP: 1372

	10.6
	IBACS (IMS-based AR Conversational Services)
	1229, 1259, 1261, 1262, 1270, 1285, 1287, 1313, 1352, 1354, 1388

	10.7
	5G_RTP (5G Real-time Transport Protocols)
	1180, 1275, 1277, 1288, 1305, 1350, 1351, 1354, 1356, 1374, 1396
 
1349w

	10.8
	MP_RTT (Multiparty Real-Time Text)
	1269, 1271, 1272

	10.9
	FS_eiRTCW (Feasibility Study on the enhancements for immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
	1181, 1281, 1282, 1283, 1284, 1310->1319, 1311, 

	10.10
	Other Rel-18 matters including TEI
	1312, 1321
 
 
1263w, 1320w




The agenda and registration of documents were approved.

10.3 Reports and liaisons from other groups

	S4-231140
	LS response to N6 PDU Set Identification
	RAN2



Presenter: Nikolai

Discussion: 
· Srinivas: there is another LS, that they don't want any more information, it's not clear however how they came up with 1 bit. I also had some conversation with RAN participants 1 bit is not mandatory
· Imed: RAN will only use 1 bit, any more is not useful. We can keep 3 bites, that can be translated to 1. In RL 19 this might change and we can reuse
· Srinivas: so lets reserve and use if needed
· Serhan: yes let's mark 2 bits reserved for future use
· Andre: There is a contribution 1277 that proposes 2 bits to be reserved. 
· Liangping: Huawei’s proposal is to keep 1-bit and reserve 2 bits. Another option is to keep 3 bits but just define the semantics for 1st bit. 
· Nik: We can discuss that when we see that contribution. 

Decision: Noted


	S4-231146
	Reply LS on the N6 PDU Set Identification
	SA2



Presenter: Peng (Oppo)
Discussion: 
· 
Decision: Noted

	S4-231147
	LS Reply on Design of RTP Header Extension for PDU Set handling
	SA2



Presenter: Nikolai
Discussion: 
Question 1
· Bo: What is marked and not marked with a header extension
· Chunshan: RTCP and RTP is an example, in some cases RTCP is not carrying a HE and not mapped to PDU set and we need to specify
· Bo: Does the GTP-U header take care of this mapping, or will there be inconsistencies. Would this new PDU be part of an existing PDU set 
· Chunshan: ???
· Imed/Nik: lonely RTP packets have their own PDU
· Nik: do we have a recommendation for RTCP (RTP seems clear)
· Imed: it depends as RTP has audio and video
· Andrei: For example we would not mark opus. RTCP unmarked packets are one case, another is mixing video and audio
· Imed: Do they know what they are getting into?
Question 2
· Liangping: 1275
· Chunshan: if the end of packet is lost, how will SA2 provide decision to RAN, perhaps we can decide based on last packet, SA4 needs to decide which way is best
· Imed: we do not have guidelines for UPF, the behavior of UPF is up to SA2 spec. UPF needs to be smart to detect a PDU lost may be an end of a burst. This is their problem to solve
· Nik: looks like they look at us if we have a better understanding on RTP and media to solve this
· Srinivas: its not clear how some issues are handled with just 1 bit
· Andrei: there is a contribution (S4-231275) on this. We can provide guidelines but ultimately it’s up to UPF implementation
· Nik: they look for guidance, if we find agreement we can provide
· Andrei: yes

Decision: 
· Andrei will draft a reply - > S4-231430


	S4-231430
	Reply LS to Design of RTP Header Extension for PDU Set handling
	Lenovo



Presenter: Andrei 

Discussion: 
· Qi: I agree on lost and end of packet
· Hyun-Koo: ???
· Andrei: PDU set from AS and UPF, hase same sequence number
· Hyun-Koo: no good definition on PDU sequence number, so they have their own space, there is not common understanding
· Andrei: name spacing was not discussed
· Bo: marking and non-marking packets … all non-market packets will be mapped. That is my interpretation but i see problems
· Hyun-Koo: scope of PDU sequence number needs to be clear
· Nik: we should add this assumption
· Andrei: i will add that
· Andrei: Multiple cameras have different srcc
· Bo: you can have multiple streams in one PDU session
· Andrei: for RTP is clear and for PDU its not clear
· Bo: yes not clear for PDU
· Bo: m bit and ssrc bit, the m bit is still applicable (from RTP header)
· Qi: so you can distinguish the streams of RTP via m bit
· Qi: UPF will add sequence number from SA2 perspective
· Andrei: that was my assumption
· Qi: text is clear to me
· Andrei: not clear to us
· Hyun-Koo: single space for sequence number is OK to track QoS flow
· Andrei: implicit mapping from sequence number to m can be a problem, but if we keep same name space its ok
· … parked -> r01 …
· hyun-koo: The rtp session formulation might still cause confusion to
· Andrei: i can reformulate, and mention call flow
· Saba: are we still saying we use 1 bit; do we need to mention that end of burst is not marked by AS (AS does not understand this), perhaps UPF needs to know
· Andrei: can we simply copy what we discussed in document 275, we need need to align
· See notes 1436
· 1 bit part is removed and we mention this will be studied in SA4

Decision: agreed


	S4-231144
	Reply LS on IMS Data Channel
	SA2 



Presenter: Nikolai Leung

Discussion: 
· Bo: Not having multiple data channels for different apps in the same m=line will impact the 3gpp-req-app attribute that is included in a CR we will look at later. 
· Nik: We can keep this in mind. 

Decision: Noted

10.4 CRs to Features in Release 17 and earlier


	S4-231266
	Notes on supporting HD video calls
	China Mobile Com. Corporation



Presenter:
Discussion: 
Decision: 

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

	S4-231260
	[iRTCW] Video addition to draft TS 26.113
	KPN N.V.



Presenter: Simon Gunkel

Discussion:
· Saba: For the first section we can wait for some mecar discussions. For the second, is the size possibly to be used for creating scene description. 
· Simon: We need this information for rendering the objects, and we would need to provide this information to the other ends. 
· Imed: This is purely guidelines, then this should be described in an informative Annex.
· Simon: There is a lot of use for RGB-D data including AR use cases. Capturing and rendering is done with several user studies, which I can point to. This is not only kinect type devices but all RGBD cameras are based on a pinhole type cameras so this reconstruction is used. 
· Ryan: Revisiting a comment from Kyunghun, he said that there are different solutions for inverse projection transformations. 
· Simon: I would like to hear a clear recommendation on how the text should be changed. 
· Ryan: For me the text is okay, but the detailed parameters presented here are quite basic but I can’t say if they are implementation-specific or not. 
· Imed: Is the use that I get an RGBD and render you as a point cloud. 
· Simon: Yes. 
· Imed: To me this is guidelines only.
· Ryan: We should separate what is informative and what is normative here.  
· Saba: We need to stop bringing use cases and requirement discussions over and over and start talking about formats. 
· Imed: Format discussion should be in Mecar. 
· Saba: Agreed. 

Decision: Noted.


	S4-231355
	[iRTCW] Packet-loss handling in iRTCW clients
	InterDigital Communications



Presenter: Srinivas Gudumasu

Discussion: 
· Bo: If WebRTC is being used, some of this info is part of RFC8834 and 8835. Some aspects are new and should be defined here, the rest should be brought here. If we define something new it can collide with earlier implementations, so a delta building on the earlier RFC would be better. 
· Srinivas: OK (I will make the delta with earlier RFC)
· Imed: Should this be moved to 5GRTP as it’s very RTP specific. FEC was removed as per agreement between SA2 and SA4 during Rel-18, so we need to make a decision on what FEC code will be used. I think we should not have it in Rel-18.
· Hyun-koo: Decision from SA2 is that they do not consider FEC for PDU set. This is normal RTP traffic. 
· Imed: But since we told them that we won’t do in Rel-18, it is connected so we should consider it. 
· Ryan: There are too many shall statements, which can confuse implementors. So we shall rephrase it.
· Srinivas: I will take this into consideration when doing the delta. 
· Bo: Some of the RTP related aspects will be defined in 5GRTP. 
· Srinivas: I am not defining new profiles here, which is why I chose iRTCW so we can define it for iRTCW client. Will share a revision. 


Decision: Revised to 1420


	S4-231420
	[iRTCW] Packet-loss handling in iRTCW clients
	InterDigital Communications



Presenter: Srinivas

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: agreed



	S4-231370
	[iRTCW] Revised WID on immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA



Presenter: Ryan Lee

Discussion: 
· Saba: Lets not change the objectives at this point maybe later if architecture requires it. Preference is not to change them at this moment. We can clarify the objectives if see a need later
· Ryan: It's OK. Impression is that objectives are currently too vague, so we should cleanup. 
· Saba: still better to clean after architecture discussion
· Ryan: we need to revise the WID anywise, so its a good time to clarify
· Saba: clarify to SA or to us
· Ryan: to SA
· Saba: do we need to update SA for these changes
· Nik: i will check
· Imed: Objective 5 is removed
· Ryan: yes
· Imed: Objective 5 is about normative parts, it should not be completely removed. It's good to keep until we know where it will be addressed
· Chunshan: Regarding Objective 2, pose is not enough, it needs a timestamp (pose can change quickly), this is the same for position and direction
· Nik: this relates to the solution and does not need to be in the work item description

· Nik: Checked with Fred, if we change objectives or rapporteurship we need to inform SA!

Decision: Revised to 1521


	S4-231521
	[iRTCW] Revised WID on immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA


Presenter: Ryan Lee

Discussion: 
· Nik: how we impact 51x?
· Ryan: iRTCW will impact 51x 
· Srinivas: Session handling and supporting procedures will go to 51x and 113 will go to 51x. RTC related stuff will have to go to 51x, RTC-1,RTC-5 etc.
· Nik: will objectives be part of the annex?
· Ryan/Nik: not guaranteed we keep them all 

Decision: agreed


	S4-231371
	[iRTCW] Proposed update on TS26.113
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA



Presenter: Ryan Lee

Discussion: 
· Yoshihiro: 
· Figure 4.2 -> WebRTC Application should be Native Application
· Section 5, Title should be modified, “signaling” is missing
· Section 6, editor notes are red
· Ryan: all ok, editor notes are temporary
· Imed: is there a better term for sensor, it can mean different things (metadata, etc.)
· Ryan: we clearly use sensor as camera
· Saba: I liked the old architecture; iRTCW covers both AR and non-AR, would be good to have this with clear ref to MeCAR
· Saba: Signaling, this defines session signaling. Why is it a subsection of transport
· Ryan: we are going to change the tile as suggested by yoshihiro
· Ryan: Why the old architecture
· Saba: its more generic to cover both AR and non-AR
· Ryan: should we keep both
· Saba: best to reference to MeCAR instead of new architecture
· Nik: there are some new reference points in the Architecture
· Saba: we should identify those differences
· Saba: also could be good to not redo the whole architecture but also focus on the differences
· Imed: this is immersive so should cover AR, VR, XR
· Saba: but also not only immersive also non-immersive clients
· Imed: but main focus on immersive
· Ryan: indeed also traditional

Decision: Revised to 1419


	S4-231419
	[iRTCW] Proposed update on TS26.113
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA



Presenter: Ryan

Discussion: 
· Shrinivas: should we mention that RTC-x refers to M-x? 
· Ryan: we will do it by reference to 5GMS
· Ryan: we will make a 51x WID that will refer from 512 as per agreed alignment of MBS and RTC

Decision: agreed


	S4-231372
	[iRTCW] Proposed Time plan
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA



Presenter: Ryan Lee

Discussion: 
· Nik: telco times are CEST
· Ryan: yes there was a mistake in the previous times, it should be CEST

Decision: Agreed


	S4-231522
	[iRTCW] TS 26.113
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA



Presenter: Ryan Lee

Discussion: 
· Saba: did you implement the CR with further changes given RTC-MBS alignment?
· Ryan: yes
· Saba: I am not clear, option 2 was explained to have a single section with reference to 51x but this is something different. 
· Ryan: option 2 this has all APIs while some refer to 51x. It is equivalent to 512 in 5GMS. this spec will define all APIs defined in 506
· Saba: ok. what section is SWAP in now?
· Ryan: Protocols of real-time media communication (Clause 12)
· Saba: But this now has 10 sections instead of a short section that would reference 51x. We can have it for now but I will need to revisit this. 

Decision: Agreed



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

	S4-231259
	[IBACS] Status on WID objectives
	KPN N.V.



Presenter: Simon
Discussion: 
· Saba: Thanks for bringing this to our attention. We need to define what we want to realize. We previously thought the MIV would be done in MeCAR but we might need to do this here already now. Maybe we need to analyze what is really the dependency to MeCAR. Because of MTSI we have a limited scope. We should have a discussion and find out what is really missing.
· Simon: Regarding the requirements we hoped MeCAR would do, we might need to do more work on streams’ transmission.
· Saba: We expected to get 3D format from MeCAR but we’re not getting it. We need to expand the scope of IBACS that will not be done elsewhere. We could continue waiting.
· Simon: Even with RGBD, which seems is all we have, there are still gaps.
· Saba: I don’t understand that. If it is RGBD with multiple cameras, let’s define that. Stop deferring discussions and decisions to MeCAR. We need to define what we mean with 3D, e.g.
· Simon: There’s not so much for us to decide because we won’t get too much from MeCAR.
· Nik: What if the Video SWG needed a transport format from us and we couldn’t do it, we wouldn’t want them to go ahead and define it. I’d be careful to run around the other working groups. We could discuss with them, maybe in plenary.
· Saba: I’m not suggesting to define a format, but to list the requirements on it. Let’s be clear on what we want to realize. Our common understanding has to be the specification. RTC will define what we want, the requirements on it, and how to transport it. Either we take that to MeCAR, or if that is possible, we define it as just a capability in MTSI.
· 

Decision: Noted


	S4-231270
	Update IMS-based AR communication split rendering
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd



Presenter: Huanyu
Discussion:
Hyun-ko: We don’t need to integrate everything in SR_MSE into IBACS as it is. IBACS may have different client architecture based on TS 26.114 instead of SR_MSE architecture based on 5G-RTC.  
Bo:  Nit: In clause 3 Procedures, are the arrows in steps 14-15 intended to end at the AR AS? Should they rather (instead or also) terminate in the AR MF?
Huanyu: We will discuss offline. 

Decision: Noted. 



	S4-231388
	AR data transport analysis for IBACS
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd



Presenter: Huanyu
Discussion: 
Bo: For the SDP parameters max-retry or max-time, you can’t have both, just one. 
Serhan: The parameters loss and latency, where are they defined and what happens if they get overridden by some entity. 
Nik: They are defined in TS 26.114 and are just hints. 
Huanyu: Will revise with removing one of the max-retry or max-time parameter. 
Nik: Can be agreed with these minor modification ine examples. 

Decision: Agreed with minor modifications. 



	S4-231313
	Network centric procedures for AR communication
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.



resenter: Hyun-koo
Discussion: 
· Saba: The AR media that goes over data channel, is the real-time media?
· Hyun-koo: no concrete answer this is not well specified in SA2
· Saba: we need to define, what is AR media, what is transported before we get to this discussion. 
· Hyun-koo: I currently consider AR media as … ?
· Bo: some AR media is video, we need to define the format
· Hyun-ko: agree, we need a payload format
· Nik: is AR media is not over RTP because we do not have a payload format?
· Bo: If we have MIV or V3C we could simply use RTP because an RTP payload format is defined but if we have other types of data, data channels might be needed. So data channel can be used to send this. 
· Nik: So an application can come up with its own format and send it over a datachannel
· Huanyu: AR rendering and split rendering cannot be downloaded via  bootstrap data channel 
· Bo: with bootstrap channel you need a hop not direct download, with xml the DCSF can also handle this over web
· Saba: main point for data channel is non-realtime, we need to define what AR media is
· Nik: if it does contain real time media, how does the call flow changes?
· Hyun-koo: Its possible, IMS can notify datachannel; no change on the callflow
· Saba: we are not there yet, we need to understand this in SA4
· Hyun-koo: lets add a note to 4p
· Nik: best way forward
· Hyun-koo: just put in PD and check with CT
· Saba: people might misunderstand this as that we agree on this, better to postpone
· Bo: we can agree on media negotiations (we leave formats, etc out, but flow still applies); we can add this to PD (even without the media details, flow will not change)
· 

Decision: Noted. 


	S4-231285
	Updates to TS
	Nokia Corporation



Presenter: Saba 

Discussion: 
· Simon: Some chapters may not be needed but other sections are a good basis. 
· Yujian: Is AR media defined somewhere else?
· Saba: No. 
· Yujian: It seems AR media cannot be transported over data channel which can have an impact. There can be media like pose and interaction. 
· Saba: Pose and interaction are metadata and and not included in media. Data channel has its own section. 
· Hyun-koo: Instead of MTSI client it should be AR-DCMTSI client. 
· Bo [offline]: Suggest definition of AR-MTSI to include something like “...DCMTSI client that also supports AR…”, just for brevity of the term itself, not needing “DC” in every mention of it.


Decision: Revised  to S4-231474


	S4-231474
	Updates to TS
	Nokia Corporation


Presenter: Saba 

Discussion: 
· Simon: we pushed some of our changes here, but is good baseline to go forward (we clarify in the next meeting what we keep and change/modify)

Agreement: agreed

	S4-231287
	Creating scenes for AR calls
	Nokia Corporation



Presenter: Saba 

Discussion: 
· Simon: Made some offline comments for better integration of the space. 
· Saba: I can take a look at it and integrate. 
· Hyun-Koo: SDP may not always be used for sending media capabilities, can be done via application layer. 
· Bo: Data channel may be a case where SDP would not be able to tell media capabilities. 
· Saba: Okay will fix. 
· Bo: What is occlusion-free?
· Saba: Occlusion-free space is area around the media device that can be used for rendering the scene. 

Decision: Revised to S4-231476



	S4-231476
	Creating scenes for AR calls
	Nokia Corporation



Presenter: Saba

Discussion:
· Hyun-hoo: there is another SDP to remove 8.2.1
· Saba: ok, I will remove that one in revision
Decision: agreed (without presentation)


	S4-231229
	Call flows and architecture updates
	Vodafone



Presenter: Elmira
Discussion:
Simon: Is this copy/paste from the SA2 TS. 
Elmira: Yes. 
Simon: This is very welcome but there is another China Mobile document that has some updated text, we can check if some alignment is needed. 
Bo: IMS AR AS is not from SA2?
Elmira: I put the IMS AR AS there to support what we are doing in IBACS. 
Bo: So it can be either IMS TAS or IMS AR AS. 
Hyun-Koo: There is also in the figure IMS AR Application Server. is this the one defined by SA2. Why do we need the other AS here. 
Elmira: The IMS AR Application server at the top is for media path, the other is control. 
Bo: The IMS AR Application Server only has SIP so we should take out the IMS from that. 
Some online editing. 
Elmira: Will change and add clarification 

Decision: Revised to Elmira#


	S4-2311481
	Call flows and architecture updates
	Vodafone, China Mobile Com. 



 
Presenter: Elmira

Discussion:
· Nik: Note 4 can we remove “in this release of the specification”?
· Elmira: ok - let’s remove
· Simon: just PD we can remove with modification on NOTE 4 as minuted
Decision:agreed (with modification on NOTE4)


	S4-231261
	Updates on AR communication architecture and Network Function
	China Mobile Com. Corporation


 
Presenter: Yujian
Discussion:
Yujian: Would need to define the AR media to match earlier discussion. The architecture aspects can be erged with the 1229.
Hyun-Koo: In 2.3.2, the second sentence on This scenario represents is wrong or what is “This”
Elmira: This scenario can be network-assisted IMS based AR communication in my opinion.
 
Decision:Merged to Elmira#



	S4-231262
	[IBACS] Updates for supporting an Audio-Driven Avatar AR Call
	China Mobile Com. Corporation



Presenter: Yujian 
Discussion:
Liangping: The figure can be updated to the new architecture. Also in the arrow audio can be mentioned. 
Simon: I am okay with documenting in the PD but I believe this will not be handled in Rel-18. 
Yujian: This is okay. 
Nik: Will be revised with Liangping’s comments and agreed without presentation. 

Decision: Revised to S4-231482


	S4-231482
	[IBACS] Updates for supporting an Audio-Driven Avatar AR Call
	China Mobile Com. Corporation



Decision: Agreed without presentation



	S4-231352
	[IBACS] Considerations on the transport of XR pose
	Nokia Corporation



Presenter: Serhan 
Discussion:
Bo: Regarding SDP attributes, why would you use SDP attribute? Why does it have to be negotiated as part of the session. Is it an announcement?
Serhan: It can be an announcement or negotiation. Receiver of the pose may want to set a minimum rate. If we are going to start grouping pose samples into a compound packet, then the receiver knows when to do it. 
Bo: This seems to be related to bandwidth, and the receiver only knows maximum bandwidth, but then the adaptation does not require SDP level negotiation. 
Serhan: The receiver can use these mechanism but a part of it can be negotiated by the receiver and sender. If it is split rendering, the thresholds can vary and something that requires agreement. 
Bo: I would like to see an elaboration on why this negotiation is needed, and what will happen in the absence of it. 
Hyun-Koo: Agree with Bo. SDP attribute may not be needed. 
Imed: Right now we have only split rendering for pose updates, which has pose predictions and multiple values can be sent at once. So delaying the pose is not needed. 
Srinivas: In the compound packet, what kind of poses are added. 
Serhan: Sequential poses or future poses. 
Gazi: Not all XR Runtimes can predict pose for multiple display times, so actual poses may be sent. 
Liangping: The sender can detect the bandwidth and adapt, SDP is slow. 
Bo: Since we are using the data channel, the rtx scheme so it knows well how to adapt.  
Decision: Noted. 



	S4-231488
	[IBACS] Timeplan v0.5.0
	KPN N.V.



Presenter: Simon

Discussion: -


Decision: Agreed and moved to Plenary


	S4-231489
	[IBACS] Permanent Document v0.5.0
	KPN N.V.



Presenter: Simon

Discussion:
· Simon: I remember I have remove “in this release” from NOTE 4
· Elmira: yes, true
· Nik: I guess we can keep it for now and address it in future

Decision :agreed


	S4-231531
	[IBACS] TS 26.264
	Samsung



Presenter: Kyun-Hoo

Discussion:
· KH: Reference to [3] should be removed
· Saba: Yes, “clause 6.2.4 in [3]

Decision : agreed (with modifications)

[bookmark: _mltn3wkgo9dg]10.7 5G_RTP (5G Real-time Transport Protocols)


	S4-231180
	[5G_RTP] RTP header extension for in-band end-to-end delay measurement
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland

	S4-231275
	Guidelines for PDU Set identification without PDU Set RTP HE
	Huawei, HiSilicon, KDDI

	S4-231277
	[5G_RTP] Correction of End of Data Burst for the RTP HE
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	S4-231288
	[5G_RTP] PDU Set Size Guidelines
	Lenovo

	S4-231305
	[5G_RTP] On Origin IP Version and PDU Set Size
	Lenovo

	S4-231349
	[5G_RTP] Support of L4S for RTP 
	Fraunhofer HHI

	S4-231350
	[5G_RTP] Transitioning clause from PD to TS 26.522
	Nokia Corporation

	S4-231351
	[5G_RTP] Updates to Guidelines for PDU Set Importance
	Nokia Corporation

	S4-231354
	[5G_RTP] Transmission of timing information data for QoE measurements
	InterDigital Communications

	S4-231356
	[5G_RTP] Support of L4S for RTP
	Fraunhofer HHI, Deutsche Telekom

	S4-231374
	[5G_RTP] On the RTP header extension for the rendered pose
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland

	S4-231396
	5G_RTP Permanent Document v. 0.0.7
	Nokia Italy




	S4-231180
	[5G_RTP] RTP header extension for in-band end-to-end delay measurement
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland



Presenter: Liangping

Discussion: 
· Bo: Why would u use pad in the format
· Liangping: This is not part of the header extension
· Bo: in 4.4.3.2 there is 2 pad
· Liangping: its not fully clear but its not part of header extension
· Bo: first padding is wrong in this case
· Liangping: yes
· Andrei: who is the consumer of this metric. Why is there T1, there is a header extension (used in WebRTC) its also proposed. 
· Liangping: consumer can be, 5G system, in that case T1 is essential for 5G system. In figure 2 this is shown clearly. You need T1 to know T2. This allows estimating one way delay. Another consumer could be a device, e.g. for congestion control. 
· Hyun-Koo: We can use the report from xxx to use for one way delay
· Hyun-Koo: in Figure 2 packet caries T1, T2, T3, we do not need to signal T1 and T2 separately. 
· Serhan: End to end delay is misleading here
· Liangping: why
· Serhan: which end
· Liangping: server
· Shrinivas: what is the metadata (pose). Why do we need specific delay measurements
· Liangping: there is a study in SmarTAR. It's about accuracy.

Decision: noted


	S4-231275
	Guidelines for PDU Set identification without PDU Set RTP HE
	Huawei, HiSilicon, KDDI



Presenter: Qi Pan

Discussion: 
· Serhan: 1. duration of RTP payload format is ok, we should not add VVC however; 2. we previously agreed not to add frame marking 3. PDU sequence number, we cannot derive it in the way explained
· Qi: 
· 1. VVC is not included in 3GPP, i will remove
· 2. frame marking was checked with IETF colleagues, it should stay
· 3. (regarding 2.1) sequence number can be derived from end of frame signal, the mark bit in PDU allows to identify end of frame
· Serhan: my question was on 2nd bullet, timestamp is not enough to identify PDU sequence number
· Qi: videos share same timestamp, so UPF can identify, UPF can only get the end of timestamp, so problem is with next frame
· Nik: problem here is really with slices
· Shinivas: if there is more then one slice per frame, this is not working, as only end of frame is indicated but not the slice
· Thorsten: with slices timestamp becomes meaningless
· Shinivas: RTP header extension conflicts with PD, we should remove 2.1 section maybe 2.2
· Andrei: Its not a valid standard yet
· Thorsten: this is currently only in proposal state and then in the annex
· Hyunkoo: Marker bit depends on format
· … Parked for offline addressing of all the comments … 

Decision: revised to S4-231524


	S4-231524
	pCR on Guidelines for PDU Set identification without PDU Set RTP HE
	Huawei, HiSilicon, KDDI



Presenter: Qi

Discussion: 
· 
Decision:agreed


	S4-231277
	[5G_RTP] Correction of End of Data Burst for the RTP HE
	Huawei, HiSilicon



Presenter: Qi Pan

Discussion: 
· Serhan: the reserved bits should be made clear that reserved means for future burst correction
· Thorsten: 2 reserved bit it's simply to keep the header, but at this point we should not restrict the usage to data burst correction
· Bo: same as Thorsten, this is for future compatibility
· Qi: there is also a note for the data burst 
· … some additions and modifications in the document

Decision: revised to 1436


	S4-231436
	[5G_RTP] Correction of End of Data Burst for the RTP HE
	Huawei, HiSilicon



Presenter: Qi

Discussion: 
· Saba: All previous proposal (Qualcomm, Interdigital, Nokia) always consider 2-bit. Perhaps the 1-bit proposal is too early and we need to evaluate further. How do we mark end-of-burst.
· Qi: so we need to evaluate AS. end of burst is just end-of burst
· Qi: SA2 says 1-bit
· Saba: SA2 they do not say 1-bit, just need end of burst
· Saba: this is about the RTP header extension, so far I did not see any 1bit proposal, we really need to understand how this impacts the UPF
· Nik: so should we look at the guidelines
· Saba: there are currently no agreed guidelines
· Andrei: there is also the LS that they do not see benefit in 3-bits
· Andrei: seems we need to solve this, what do we need to encode and how many states do we have related to end of burst
· Nik: seems SA2 does not understand and we still have limited knowledge on how the UPF resolves this
· Saba: do we have to say 1-bit in the LS, perhaps we can skip this as changing this later will be difficult
· Andrei: two options
· 1. lets remove the feedback in question
· 2. lets postpone and respond after next RTC call
· Nik: RTC call might be to late for SA2
· Qi: if we give the power to telco, we might just want to remove
· …

Decision: noted


	S4-231288
	[5G_RTP] PDU Set Size Guidelines
	Lenovo



Presenter: Andrei

Discussion: 
· Liangping: H.264 each packet contains micro blocks, if you set 1400 pipe size it still varies. Total RTP payload size can allow to calculate packet numbers
· Andrei: this is behavior from the PAyloader, who takes care of this, here i mention NAL unit which form the RTP payload of the PDU Set. its not clear how 
· Liangping: Initial number for micro blocks
· Thorsten: the formula mentioned is too complicated, implementers should have room to do it in different ways. The multiplication gives a wrong impression it should be a sum
· Andrei: multiplication is a sum 
· Shrinivas: each RTP packet has a different size, its a sum
· Andrei: we can mention you need to consider each header, not each one has same header extension
· Liangping: i also have a histogram on the distribution of packet size
· Andrei: it really depends on the payloader, e.g. WebRTC distributes more even
· Serhan: “shall” in notes should be in main text
· Andrei: i will fix this
· Thorsten: more general comment: this is a guideline to create PDU size, we mainly consider video here, but we also we have audio and other cases (this should be clarified)
· Thorsten: video encoders gets blobs and packetises this (RTP), its assumed people not MTU size and packets are below this size, as this is a guideline we should add some assumptions, and then some examples
· Thorsten: we should not talk about a AS but rather RTP sender
· Saba: we discussed to add IPv4 and IPv6, would the UPFP be confused if we do not add UDP? and only RTP
· Andrei: the UPFP can identify IPv4 and IPv6
· Saba: but this can change
· Andrei: there is another contribution
· Thorsten: this is covered in SA2
· … parked for offline discussion …

Decision: revised to 1533


	S4-231533
	[5G_RTP] PDU Set Size Guidelines
	Lenovo



Presenter: Andrei

Discussion: 

Decision: agreed


	S4-231305
	[5G_RTP] On Origin IP Version and PDU Set Size
	Lenovo



Presenter: Andrei

Discussion: 
· Thorsten: The problem is relevant, it's no clear is explicit signaling is needed; were is IPv6 deployed (access, cloud, internal). A turn surfer is a media proxy, so it might need to change (PDU) headers. Could be good to bring this to SA2, however not clear how much SA2 considers NAT
· Andrei: agree, feedback i got this should be no problem for SA2 (they see it as configuration issue)
· Liangping: RTP sender assumes what happens in the network. There seems to be no issue.
· Andrei: both options are valued, but both signaling options have issues. This contribution addresses one of them.
· Liangping: there is also a note in the meeting minutes, it's not final; now we need to find fixes for out decisions of the past.
· Liangping: we should inform SA2 that additional signaling is needed and check if they want to be involved
· Saba: agree! PS size might be PDU set size
· Andrei: this is a group decision
· Andrei: we always need some signaling, no matter what we choose, PS size needs to be signaled to the network (this was agreed)
· Saba: can you clarify why this is needed if we do not add this in the header extensions
· Andrei: the UPF will have no knowledge of optional fields, so we need to notify, this is done via protocol description
· Thorsten: end of burst, was clear = 1 bit; if we now add in band signaling, etc., SA2 might have an opinion, unless things can simply be fixed in the implementation, we need to check with SA2
· Andrei: there is already some agreement, protocol description is important here (and we need to do some signaling)
· Nik: do you like to draft a LS to SA2
· Andrei: ok

Decision: noted


	S4-231435
	LS on PDU Set Size and Signaling Aspects
	Lenovo




	S4-231354
	[5G_RTP] Transmission of timing information data for QoE measurements
	InterDigital Communications




Presenter: Srinivas

Discussion: 
· Serhan: On Timestamps, do you like to remove T1 + T3 from render and add here
· Srinivas: yes, add to XR messages
· Serhan: why do we need T5, we can just create difference and transmit that
· Srinivas: it's about user interaction delay
· Saba: this is split rendering specific, could also relate to transcoding in MRF, we might need to define further application scenarios
· Srinivas: yes, we can also use reserved bits for extra info
· Saba: I did not consider extended scenarios beyond split rendering, but we should, lets analyze this further before adding to TS 
· Srinivas: yes this can be extended for supporting the extended scenarios beyond split rendering. Yes intention is to add to TS later
· Thorsten/Andrei: Clarify ACTION by removing redundant question
· Bo: want to understand what will we do if SA2 replies yes
· Andrei: nothing in terms of signaling as the UPF will be aware of NAT
· Bo: good, let’s add “always” to the question as we want to understand if signaling is needed
· Liangping: we should let SA2 know that the RTP payload size can be uniform or vary significantly based on payloader/codec configuration
· Andrei: ok
· Thorsten: we don’t mention RTP PDUs before let’s talk of PDUs and RTP packets
· Liangping: ok
· Nik: took online comments and live edited the agreements

Decision: agreed (with online edits)


	S4-231349
	[5G_RTP] Support of L4S for RTP 
	Fraunhofer HHI



Presenter: 

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: 


	S4-231350
	[5G_RTP] Transitioning clause from PD to TS 26.522
	Nokia Corporation



Presenter: Serhan

Discussion: 
· Thorsten: chapter 4.4.3 - is a split rendering defined in .553, we need to be careful of terminology. we might need to move this to 5G split rendering spec (seems split rendering will not be defined here)
· Thorsten: frames are defined into slices and slides into PDU. Also there is metadata. There is no general objections but text should be (re)framed
· Serhan: we can simply say server, rather then split rendering server
· Serhan: this more related to frame rather then PDU, framerate is important here (for split rendering)
· Thorsten: Imed made some proposals. Again perhaps best to have this text in .565 (split rendering spec)
· Shirninas: Here we work on immersive communication 5G RTP. We like to be complete here, so we should keep it here.
· Thorsten: At least we need a reference, a spec reader needs to understand what is split rendering
· Srinivas: timing information should be moved into different spaces, we should not use header extensions for split rendering. We have a new proposal for T3
· Serhan: It is not clear why we agreed this before (in PD) if there are problems
· Liangping: there are 2 technical issues
· 1. Audio and video have different sampling … its not clear how audio relates to the pose
· Serhan: we discussed this, so we added a note, in case there is a mismatch in framerates
· Liangping: is there a note in this document?
· Serhan: note in the bottom
· Liangping: there is a typo, m is the number of time frames - there is no m
· Serhan: thanks


Decision: revised to 1438


	S4-231438
	[5G_RTP] Transitioning clause from PD to TS 26.522
	Nokia Corporation



Presenter: Serhan

Discussion: 
· See comments from 1534.

Decision: noted


	S4-231534
	[5G_RTP] Transitioning clause from PD to TS 26.522
	Nokia Corporation



Presenter: Serhan

Discussion: 
· Serhan: Due to lack of time document will be withdrawn and we note 1438

Decision: withdrawn


	S4-2315xx
	[5G_RTP] TS
	Nokia Corporation



Presenter: Bo
Discussion: 
Decision: not treated (plenary)


	S4-231351
	[5G_RTP] Updates to Guidelines for PDU Set Importance
	Nokia Corporation



Presenter: Serhan

Discussion: 
· Thorsten: 
· 1. Importance, is importance not to drop packet. PDU set importance, we should make clear it's not about scheduling but about dropping (reminder for implementers)
· 2. This shows a lot of shalls, (this is old text, never the less) we should agree if this is guidelines!?
· 3. Audio shall be set with highest importance (might not hold true for football). We should recommend, that people consider what is most important but not make audio most important by default
· 4. If we have a short GOP is it really most important to have I frames on highest quality? We have packet drops if there is congestion, however dropping reference frames might have the biggest impact to solve congestion.
· Overall good summery
· Serhan
· good comments from Thorsten
· also good comment on reference frames, we could add a comment or change shall to should
· This is normative work
· Thorsten: maybe we should name from guidelines to something else
· Srinivas: if you drop reference, all following frames get useless
· Thorsten: if you have an iframe only stream, the text is fine actually, but let's write out assumptions and impact
· Srinivas: conversational does not use Intra only
· Thorsten: then its only P frame … main point is to clarify assumptions
· Imed: agree with Thorsten. Also we agreed with SA2 that we make guidelines, we should only have shoulds not shalls.
· Qi: this is done on 0.2.0 but i could only find 0.1.0 (last meeting)
· Shrinivas: there is an editorial mistake; ARDL, should be lower importance
· Andrei: For clarification, any of the guideline statement should not contain “shall” statement

Decision: Revision to 1440


	S4-231440
	[5G_RTP] Updates to Guidelines for PDU Set Importance
	Nokia Corporation



Presenter: Serhan

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: agreed



	S4-231354
	[5G_RTP] Transmission of timing information data for QoE measurements
	InterDigital Communications



Presenter:

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: agreed


	S4-231356
	[5G_RTP] Support of L4S for RTP
	Fraunhofer HHI, Deutsche Telekom



Presenter: Jangwoo

Discussion: 
· Serhan: The proposal belongs to SA2 since TS 23.501 is in their domain. Proposal to remove Reference to RAN may not be a good idea. Better to let Ran update their spec.  In general SA4 has no discussed L4S yet. 
· Qi: RAN spec is updated at end of release
· Qi: Congestion control. ECN-marked packets can be used to estimate congestion. End device might not need to understand how ECN-marking is done

Decision: noted


	S4-231374
	[5G_RTP] On the RTP header extension for the rendered pose
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland



Presenter: Liangping

Discussion: 
· Serhan: we have another contribution, that moves this part from PD to TS, we will update our contribution with this change
· Srinivas: Is it possible to insert length field at that spot
· Liangping: this is consistent
· Srinivas: ok i check again
· Srinivas: Imed raised a concern regarding timing in header, we have a contribution for split rendering, we should wait until we concluded the discussion on time stamps in the header; nokia is also having a similar proposals (we should discuss all 3 contributions together )
· Serhan: we agreed last meeting, start render time and estimated-at-time
· Nik: It this related to this contribution, the fix in this contribution does not relate to timestamps
· Srinivas: yes

Decision: agreed


	S4-231396
	5G_RTP Permanent Document v. 0.0.7
	Nokia Italy



Presenter: Igor

Discussion: 
· no comments

Decision: revised to 1468


	S4-231468
	5G_RTP Permanent Document v. 0.0.8
	Nokia Italy



Presenter: Serhan

Discussion: 
· 

Decision:agreed


	S4-231535
	5G_RTP Time Plan v. 0.0.8
	Nokia Italy



Presenter: Serhan

Discussion: 
· 

Decision:agreed

[bookmark: _qp1gpfeokjq8]10.8 MP_RTT (Multiparty Real-Time Text)


	S4-231269
	 [MP_RTT] Updates to MP_RTT PD
	China Mobile Com. Corporation



Presenter: Yujian

Discussion: 
· Shane: I have a list of small comments uploaded to the portal. Must and should can be removed from the text for PD. Some clarifications were added to the wording. In clause 5, the text is from RFC so a reference was added. 
· Shane: I want to ask if the gateway solution proposed the only solution or can other be considered. 
· Nik: We can add advantage in the first column of table that RTP solutions are already deployed. 
· Hyun-Koo: The table says data channel does not support RTP mixer. 
· Bo: Do you mean the the MRF does not support multiparty mixing of data channels?
· Yujian: It may support but is not deployed. 
· Bo: If it’s deployment, then this would apply to both sides. 
· Nik: But some IMS deployments do have RTP mixer. 
· Yoshihiro: What do you mean by IMS supports RTP mixer. 
· Bo: Do you mean that the IMS supports multiparty RTT RTP mixing as defined in RFC 9071. 
· Online editing. 

Decision: Revised to S4-231484
[bookmark: _wa51prxqpw9f]

	S4-231484
	 [MP_RTT] Updates to MP_RTT PD
	China Mobile Com. Corporation




Presenter: Yujian
Discussion:
· Nik: “transformation” is a weird term, 
· Yujian: ok, we can take out
· Nik: does MRF support mixing of RTP/RTT
· Yujian: yes
· Nik: maybe take out the “transformation”
· Yujian: okay
Decision: agreed (with modification on “transformation”)


	S4-231271
	[MP_RTT] Updates to IMS Data Channel Solution
	Nokia Austria



Presenter: Shane

Discussion: 
· Offline discussion with Huanyu, two mirrored versions of the solution are needed. 
· Hyun-Koo: In the first figure DCMF/MRF means that there is no DC application but MRF uses native DC channel. 
· Shane: The figure is from the PD, but in the text below they specify there is a conference application which is the AS. 
· Bo: Agree with Hyun-Koo. In IMS the application means the SIP application and not the AS. So for this case you would need a DC application on the MRF as well. Adding the AS here would not be wrong but would be incomplete, so it should AS and MRF in the brackets. 
· Bo: DC AS from SA2 have no media, so this is not possible. 
Hyun-Koo: DCMF can forward media traffic in application data channels to DC AS via MDC2 interface. 
Decision: Revised to 1475


	S4-231475
	[MP_RTT] Updates to IMS Data Channel Solution
	Nokia Austria



Presenter: Shane

Discussion:

Agreement: agreed (without presentation)


	S4-231272
	[MP_RTT]Updates on Multi-party RTT Solutions
	China Mobile Com. Corporation



Presenter: Yujian

Discussion: 
· Shane: The chairman in the end need to be changed to the originator or call. 
· Bo: There is a term conference creator used earlier, should that be reused?
· Yujian: Conference creator is the host of the conference, I can check earlier text and align. 
· Nik: Shared some online edits for better flow. 

Decision: Revised to 1483


	S4-231483
	[MP_RTT]Updates on Multi-party RTT Solutions
	China Mobile Com. Corporation



Presenter: Yujian
Discussion:
· 
Decision:Agreed

[bookmark: _r2gz1n5pxk4d]
[bookmark: _i6ubcbpzfob4]10.9 FS_eiRTCW (Feasibility Study on the enhancements for immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)



	S4-231181
	[FS_eiRTCW] Key Issue#5 Tethered Cases
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland




Presenter: 

Discussion: 
· Daniel: Figure 5.6-2, you want to say two
· Liangping: Yes
· Daniel: Usually this type of operation will use one sender. 
· Liangping: Conversational immersive applications may have both parties as senders.
· Daniel: like 3D video call
· Daniel: similar to something that NTT proposed with RT-9 between operators.
· Liangping: this is relevant to CS4. 
· Daniel: You’re just proposing the problem here, no solutIon?
· Liangping: yes
· Yoshihiro: What is the tethered and what is it expected to do. 
· LIangping: I’d like to say that we need to define the use case for this issue. 
· Yoshihiro: Does it consider phone tethered to another phone.
· Liangping: AR device doesn’t have sufficient capability to connect to network. 
· Yoshihiro: are you considering IoT devices? Phone to phone is not considered.
· Liangping: is not explicitly considered.
· Yoshihiro: could you please clarify it in the text.
· Daniel: the role of a tethered device in this UC is not completely. The whole e2e architecture is dealt with in 26.506. What is WebRTC endpoint for you?
· Liangping: it is already in the architecture.
· Ryan: does it mean that glasses have capability for session management?
· Liangping: looking at it the tethered device is the endpoint. It is up to the group to decide.
· Ryan: Let’s assume the tethered device is 5G-RTC.
· Ryan: so it is just translating the network access
· Liangping: yes plus other functions.
· Daniel: use case is ambiguous.
· Liangping: which part exactly.
· Daniel: how WebRTC architecture from 2 different MNOs interact.
· Liangping: if you do Avatar call
· Daniel: there is architecture and solutions already.
· Liangping: not dealt with since not considered.
· Ryan: Even if you propose eiRTCW, it still relies on the outcome of RTC and 26.506.
· Liangping: No solution for CS-4.
· Ryan: please keep in mind.
· Yoshihiro: glasses have a sim card? How to authenticate them?
· Liangping: I don’t know.
· Yoshihiro: what is studied in this Key issue? Please modify key issue to clarify if glasses have IP add
· Liangping: yes it has an address but maybe only phone is visible.

Decision: revised to 1455



	S4-231455
	[FS_eiRTCW] Key Issue#5 Tethered Cases
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland




Presenter: Liangping (draft was presented)
Discussion:
Nik: You don’t need two MNOs but is it okay to say only one here. 
Liangpingi: This is specific to one MNO. 
Nik: Should we say this also applies to when there are more than one MNO involved. 
Liangping: I will revise. 
Ryan: Change non-3GPP to non-5G. 
Nik: Minor modifications discussed/online edits can be fixed in the final upload and will be agreed. 

Decision: Agreed. 


	S4-231281
	[FS_eiRTCW] Key Issue#1 and Solution#1 updates on PD
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Daniel: RTC-4m, the word enhanced?
· Yoshihiro: RTC-4 supports such traffic, but RTC-4m is not clearly mentioned in current TS. Want to make sure that it is also included.
· Daniel: isn’t it the same
· Ryan: what about using extended instead of enhanced?
· Yoshihiro: ok.
· Shane: on the terminology: what is network network interface. Is it defined in this TR or other?
· Yoshihiro: Not sure where NNI is defined. At least IMS has NNI. I think it can be found in other specs. If not necessary, it would be removed. 
· Shane: add a reference or if not necessary, remove.
· Ryan: 21.905 defines a different NNI.
· Yoshihiro: There may be many usages of the abbreviation NNI in 3GPP. Then, I clarified in this document for the time being.

Decision: Agreed into PD.



	S4-231282
	[FS_eiRTCW] Key Issue#2 and Solution#2 updates for C-Plane requirements on PD
	NTT



Presenter:  Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Yoshihiro: Most of the changes are editorial modifications. A requirement is clarified and solution evaluation is modified for readability.
· Nik: Are the all editorial?
· Yoshihiro: Yes.

Decision: Agreed into PD.



	S4-231283
	[FS_eiRTCW] Key Issue#3 and Solution#3 updates for U-Plane requirements on PD
	NTT



Presenter:  Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Ryan: struggling to understand the second sentence of the note. What is the intention? rephrase: “detailed specification of this usage is out of scope of this study” 
· Yoshihiro: OK. Will integrate in PD.

Decision:Agreed.



	S4-231284
	[FS_eiRTCW] Call flow examples of C-plane signalling for FS_eiRTCW
	NTT



Presenter:  Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· No objection to the proposal but document was noted.

Decision: Noted. 



	S4-231310
	[FS_eiRTCW] draft eiRTCW signalling protocol details
	NTT



Presenter:  Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· 

Decision:




	S4-231311
	[FS_eiRTCW] Permanent Document version 5.0.0
	NTT



Presenter:  Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Ryan: are there any updates compared to Berlin
· Yoshihiro: No update. In this meeting this is provided for information and will be used as basis for the next version.

Decision: Noted.


	S4-231458
	[FS_eiRTCW] Timeplan
	NTT



Presenter:  Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: agreed

	S4-231319
	[FS_eiRTCW] draft eiRTCW signalling protocol details
	NTT



Presenter:  Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Ryan: Respect the effort. What is the environment, where the Respect protocol is going to be applied?
· Yoshihiro: this covers CS4 and CS3. It covers both cases: same MNO and different MNO.
· Yoshihiro: User 1 makes call. If user in same network, then contact otherwise send to remote MNO.
· Ryan: Does this protocol support NNI.
· Yoshihiro: yes.
· Noted but no objections, so will be the basis for further work.

Decision: Noted.


10.10 Others Rel-18 matters including TEI

	S4-231312
	Clarification of future updates on collaboration scenarios
	NTT



Presenter:Yoshihiro
Discussion: 
Yoshihiro: Based on the offline discussion, we propose not pursued as it does not give any value to the existing TS. Without this CR, FS_eiRTCW can proceed the work for the potential enhancement to RTC architecture by agreement.  
Decision: Not pursued. 


	S4-231321
	Adding 3gpp-req-app attribute to SDP negotiation of IMS data channels
	China Mobile,   Qualcomm Europe Inc. Sweden, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell




Presenter: Yujian
Discussion: 
Bo: In light of the LS that this would not be supported in Rel-18, the negotiation for multiple m=line is added but the network would not support it. Are we okay with this? So, this would be proprietary. 
Nik: Is the note referring to the UE or network. 
Bo: The note applies to UE, but SA2 says it’s not defined in the network. So the network part including demultiplexing for different apps will also be proprietary. Should we instead do this in Rel-19 when we have network support. 
Nik: I think it’s better to take it out, since it’s confusing to have it here when there is no network support. How will we ensure backward compatibility?
Bo: Removing the ability to have multiple 3gpp-req-app lines will be one way to take care of it. But when we add it back, then we need to make sure that we define how to cater when an entity removes the additional lines for 3gpp-req-app that it does not support. 
Yujian: Would we need to then define this capability in SA2 for Rel-19. 
Bo: Yes. Defining the forward compatibility for removing lines may pave the way for support during Rel-19. 
Nik: Discuss it offline. 

Decision: noted



	S4-231458
	[FS_eiRTCW] Timeplan
	NTT



Presenter:  Yoshihiro
Discussion: 
No comments. 

Decision: Agreed. 

[bookmark: _geol4pa5by25]10.11 New Work / New Work Items and Study Items
None

10.12 Any Other Business
Nikolai reminded the SWG that he will be stepping down from the chair position after SA4#127 and reminded delegates interested in chairing this SWG to contact himself or the SA4 Chair.

10.13 Close of the session
The RTC SWG Chair closed the session at 12:43 CEST on August 24, 2023.
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