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Executive Summary

The SWG received a total of twelve input Tdocs. 
· In iRTCW, the adhoc agreed to a baseline for a new draft TS that will specify the media profiles, codecs, and formats for RTC services that will be separate from TS 26.113.  
· In 5G_RTP, it was agreed to further study how to support PDU Set identification when the TURN protocol is used.  
· In IBACS, a clarification on how the UE might use the scene received from the MRF was agreed.  
· In FS_eiRTCW, the adhoc agreed on requirements for key issues related to WebRTC-IMS Interworking, subject to getting more feedback from SA2 on the new NNI-based approach to the problem.
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4.1 Opening of the session and registration of documents
	S4aR230107
	Proposed agenda for SA4 RTC SWG 25 October 2023 Teleconference
	RTC SWG Chair


The agenda and registration of documents were approved. 
S4-231624 Report for RTC SWG 25 October 2023 Teleconference.docx
Andrei Stoica and Simon Gunkel 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)

	S4aR230109
	[iRTCW] Updates from offline discussion
	Samsung Electronics, CO., LTD


Presenter: Ryan
Discussion: 
· Imed: Support creating new spec. Should pay more attention to TS 26.114 and align new TS to 114 and sections there especially for video encoding/decoding.
· Ryan: ok, we can see how to align to 114
· Saba: Same comment as Imed. Are we going to refer from 113 (iRTCW) to this new TS?
· Nik: For 511 do they cross-reference protocols from 512?
· Ryan: No, 511 = media capabilities and 512 = media protocols. So separated, 511 refers to 117 spec and many IETF RFC.
· Fred: In 26.512 protocol spec we have a reference to 26.511 for M4 regarding the formats carried. Up to the group, but 26.113 may refer to new TS for the relevant interface
· Saba: Yes, that is what I meant
· Fred: Ok
· Igor: Context in Section 4 = format capabilities?
· Ryan: Yes
· Igor: Can we change to “capabilities”in Editor’s Note of Clause 4? 
· Ryan: Yes
Decision: revised into S4aR230120

	S4aR230120
	[iRTCW] Updates from offline discussion
	Samsung Electronics, CO., LTD


Decision: agreed (as basis for further work with suggested changes to be implemented later)

	S4aR230110
	PDU Set identification with TURN data delivery
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.



Presenter: Hyun-Koo
Discussion: 
· Imed: Good to identify this issue. Ideally should not use TURN but sometimes cannot be avoided. Indeed problematic as UPF. Usage of PDU Set not possible for TURN sessions.
· Thorsten: Yes, ack the problem. SA2 did not consider this problem. SA2 assumes that AF provides info about the data, so my assumption is that network is not restricted to require this TURN server.
· Andrei: RTC API involves RTC-3? Do we refer to AS and AF?
· Hyun-Koo: RTC API involves RTC-5 interface UE to AF.
Decision: agreed

4.5 IBACS (IMS-based AR Conversational Services)

	S4aR230111
	​[IBACS] Adding AR scene Note to TS 26.264
	KPN N.V.


Presenter: Simon
Discussion: 
· Igor: Scene send as scene “sent”.
· Simon: Ok.
· Serhan: Rendering characteristics: why only these considered, what about other factors, e.g., network?
· Simon: Tried to capture other factors, “should be as example” instead of in example. 
· Nik: Good to add Serhans point on the network conditions. Maybe add?
· Simon: Ok
Decision: revised into S4aR230121

	S4aR230121
	[iRTCW] Updates from offline discussion
	Samsung Electronics, CO., LTD


Decision: agreed (with included changes)

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

	S4aR230108
	[5G_RTP] RTP header extension for rendered pose
	Nokia Corporation


Presenter: Serhan
Discussion: 
· Bo: Coordinate in meters what format does it have (floating point)?
· Srinivas: We need to clarify - MPEG specs mention they are binary floating points
· Serhan: Yes, then we need to add this clarification
· Hyun-Koo: What is unit for next pose (quaternion) element?
· Serhan: These do not need units
· HK: What format do they have then?
· Serhan: Also floats. Needs to also be added.
· Imed: When XR space not in scope, should we reference how to signal XR space, e.g., SR_MSE allows SRC to share configuration with SRS. Could be better to refer here to it?
· Serhan: Yes, either reference to MeCAR or SR_MSE. Both define this and include XR space. Referencing to MeCAR spec would be better idea
· Imed: I prefer MeCAR but MeCAR does not/will not define exchange of XR space configuration. Right now only SR_MSE defines this. If MeCAR takes over we can refer it
· Nik: Brackets?
· Serhan: Just the note in brackets
· Gazi: If refers to SR_MSE does IBACS cannot use this spec (5G_RTP)?
· Imed: SR_MSE we use signaling protocol from 113 to exchange XR space config. Does not mean you need to implement the full SR_MSE, but the semantics are defined there.
· Nik: Keep brackets - discuss this point later
· HK: Action ID is a stream in SR_MSE, but you encode it as an integer
· Serhan: I understand is defined an integer
· Imed: It is in SR_MSE, but that is why we need to refer to SR_MSE.
· HK: SR_MSE v0.6.0 action id is a string identifier
· Imed: Should be an integer. Action definition is a string (e.g., user_right_arm as per OpenXR), but we want to have a mapping from OpenXR definition into a number which is exchanged in the config. Let me check if mistake there…
· Nik: Quite some details to fix which should be resolved offline due to limited time, I suggest we note for now.
Decision: noted

	S4aR230118
	[5G_RTP] PDU Set Size Signaling Aspects
	Lenovo


Presenter: Andrei
Discussion: 
· Thorsten: Did we already discuss this last call?
· Andrei: No, this is preparation for the Chicago meeting.
· Thorsten: So we should decide as SA4 if we support this use case
· Andrei: yes, proposal here is to solve this problem in Release 18 as there are some relevant cases using this configuration
· Qi Pan: I don't think SA2 is asking us for a solution. It is not possible to have information on the data between UPF and AS.
· Thorsten: There is no signaling on the IP version and PDU. So UPF cannot make corrections. It's not that SA2 does not like it but there is simply no information.
· Andrei: We should take a decision on whether to support, agree with Thorstens comment, data is simply missing.
· Andrei: if we do not want to support no action is needed, but if we do, we need to take action in chicago meeting
· Nik: any opinions if we like to do this in RL18
· Hyunkoo: The AS can provide correct PDU information if aware of the NAT46/64.
· Thorsten: This is not my understanding.
· Nik: So, Hyunkoo you propose to solve the problem?
· Hyunkoo: yes!
· Nik: due to lack of time, let’s note this document and delegates are asked to clarify with their SA2 colleagues on what their position is and we can discuss in Chicago whether SA4 will try to solve this problem in Rel-18.
Decision: noted

	S4aR230119
	[5G_RTP] RTP header extension for in-band end-to-end delay measurement
(LATE)
	Qualcomm Incorporated


Presenter: 
Discussion: 
· 
Decision: not treated (skipped due to late submission and lack of time)

4.7 MP_RTT (Multiparty Real-Time Text)

4.8 FS_eiRTCW (Feasibility Study on the enhancements for Immersive Real-Time Communication for WebRTC)

	S4aR230112
	[eiRTCW] Key Issue#4 updates on FS_eiRTCW Permanent Document
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro
Discussion: 
· Imed: Need requirement for alignment with WebRTC IMS as defined in the SA2. So we should make that clear.
· Yoshihiro: Proposal is not to interact with WebRTC IMS
· Imed: Should not look into solutions, but first set requirements. Any solution should be aligned with WebRTC IMS in 23.228. Any solution that is not reusing solutions in IMS spec is problematic or at least needs SA2 vetting.
· Yoshihiro: We expect NNI connection to IMS network. 
· Nik: If we pursue a different solution - we should notify SA2 we plan this
· Imed: Yes, and good to understand why use NNI solution.
· Yoshihiro: Send LS to SA2 that we intend to specify RTC to IMS interworking using existing IMS to external IP multimedia network interface (specified in TS 29.162). Will draft LS to SA2 in Chicago meeting
· Nik: Ok
· Saba: For SI do we still need feedback from SA2 or can we explore other solutions?
· Nik: Good to explore, but better to capture feedback and even document it
· Yoshihiro: Add note to TR that feedback from SA2 is needed.
Decision: agreed (with note on feedback from SA2)

	S4aR230113
	[eiRTCW] Solution#4 updates on FS_eiRTCW Permanent Document
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro
Discussion: 
· Shane: On general arch: do you see IMS as “other networks”?
· Yoshihiro: We need to clarify other networks not to include IMS
· Shane: Assumption is then IWF is related to interaction with the RTC AS not the RTC AF?
· Yoshihiro: Yes
· Shane: Should wait for SA2 feedback to align this assumption
· Yoshihiro: Yes
· Daniel: Do you suggest the UE should always go through the RTC-AS? E.g., for IMS call?
· Yoshihiro: WebRTC endpoint is connected to WebRTC Signaling Function in RTC AS to connect other RTC endpoint. For IMS call the RTC endpoint needs to connect RTC AS as same as RTC call.
· Daniel: Problem is IMS arch needs a gateway function to include this interaction with the RTC AS (e.g., via RTC-10). Right?
· Yoshihiro: IMS already defines an interface to connect with other SIP-based IP multimedia networks. RTC AS sends SIP to connect to this interface so we use this. I see no problem if we use SIP.
· Daniel: The WebRTC call coming from UE to RTC AS and to the IMS. The IMS should translate this functionality, right?
· Yoshihiro: This is handled by RTC AS interworking function and this uses SIP to interact with the IMS
· Nik: In the draft LS to SA2, maybe try to capture this questions from Daniel to explain no impact to IMS?
· Yoshihiro: Yes
Decision: noted

	S4aR230114
	[FS_eiRTCW] New Key Issue for Protocol-level interworking between RTC network and IMS network
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro
Discussion: 
· Daniel: Control plane + user plane media interworking: are RTC-4 and RTC-5 involved?
· Yoshihiro: No, it is RTC-10 interface and internal interface between WSF and IWF. IWF interworks WebRTC signalling protocol and IMS SIP. TGF interworks RTC media session and IMS media session. 
· Nik: Good to clarify in a note that this is across the RTC-10 interface?
· Yoshihiro: Yes.
· Nik: Still part of interworking discussion planned to SA2?
· Yoshihiro: Yes, depends on the liaison discussed in the other Tdocs
· Nik: Okay maybe good to add additional note on the dependency to SA2 feedback
· Yoshihiro: Yes
Decision: agreed (with above modifications)


	S4aR230115
	[FS_eiRTCW] New Solution for Key Issue of Protocol-level interworking between RTC network and IMS network
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro
Discussion: 
· Daniel: As operator with IMS network and a RTC network deployed for a particular use case, why would you like the RTC client to connect to IMS
· Yoshihiro: Want to connect RTC network for IMS network (different subsystems), e.g., for Teams call to IMS. Not intend to connect RTC endpoint to IMS UNI basis.
· Daniel: On the flow diagram: RTC client would always have to go through WSF to terminate its call. Who will take call the IWF, is it part of RTC or IMS? 
· Yoshihiro: IWF is completely specified by RTC spec (e.g., 26.506).
· Imed: Do you anticipate the WSF to be an enhanced PCSCF?
· Yoshihiro: This is a completely new architecture only RTC side, no enhancements to PCSCF. 
· Imed: Why do this like this? We need to consult with SA2.
· Yoshihiro: Proposal is to put the IWF between the RTC and IMS in the RTC.
· Imed: We should leverage what exists already
· Yoshihiro: We expect to connect RTC users belonging to RTC service to IMS via NNI. not expect to connect via UNI.
· Imed: Really need to check with SA2 on PCSCF enhancements.
· Yoshihiro: Okay, It should be covered by the liaison to SA2.
· HK: On flow diagram: how can PCSCF find appropriate RTC endpoint?
· Yoshihiro: Based on operator agreement there is a database to forward the INVITE request to IWF as same as the case CFCFs/IBCF forwards the call to other IMS network. IWF identifies then which user in the RTC network is destination.
· HK: This is existing procedure to connect to other network?
· Yoshihiro: Yes, we expect to use existing capabilities of IMS.
· HK: Mention data channel in the protocol stack for the interwork.
· Yoshihiro: Yes, I will add that 
· Daniel: Why do you want to establish connection via the RTC/IMS services if both are deployed? Why does the customer want to do this?
· Yoshihiro: Convenience for user from demands to transfer RTC services to IMS, like internet service to telephony service such as IMS.
· Nik: Share the LS draft with Daniel, Shane and Imed to make sure these questions are relayed to SA2.
Decision: noted


	S4aR230116
	[FS_eiRTCW] New Key Issue for requirements for eiRTCW service control API
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro
Discussion: 
· 
Decision: not treated

	S4aR230117
	[FS_eiRTCW] TR 26.930 v0.1.0
	NTT



Presenter: Yoshihiro
Discussion: 
· 
Decision: not treated


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 18:00 hours CEST.
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