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Executive summary

The 3GPP SA4 RTC SWG met in person for 11 sessions, with a joint session with the Audio SWG and another joint session with the MBS SWG.  A total of 28 delegates participated (four listening online) while 91 Tdocs were discussed with the SWG concluding status for 83 Tdocs. 

Below is a summary of what was agreed during this meeting.
 
iRTCW
· TS 26.113 updates: descriptions on procedures and APIs per each reference point
· Text of media codecs and capabilities discussed (to be presented in plenary)
· Request for extension via Exception sheet for final alignment with 26.510

IBACS
· TS 26.264 updates:
· Clarification of Terminal Architecture in section
· update for Generalized IMS DC Architecture to support AR communication
· Spatial description for anchoring
· Added AR call flows in normative annex
· Added Metadata data channel message
· Added Scene Description (mpeg-sd)
· Request for extension via Exception sheet in S4-240353 to complete functionality in TS:
· Definition of AR Media and signaling in alignment with MECAR and IVAS
· Completion and alignment with MECAR of missing AR Metadata functionality
· Completion and alignment with 5G_RTP of missing AR Data Transport functionality
· Consistency and alignment check on Release 18 features of other work items (MeCAR, iRTCW, and 5G_RTP)

5G_RTP
· TS 26.255 updates:
· Editorial updates
· Definition of XR Timestamp in the Pose RTP HE
· Definition of pose RTP HE for 3DoF pose
· Clarifications and Corrections to PDU Set Text
· ABNF syntax for the RTP header extension for PDU Set Marking
· NPDS in the RTP header extension for PDU Set marking
· Updates to RTCP extended report for QoE timing information 
· Continuation of the work:
· Agreed to complete the Rel.18 TS in the first Telco after SA4#127
· Agreed not to request for an extension of the WI, but to do the leftover work in a new 5G_RTP Phase 2 work item.
 
FS_eiRTCW
· This study item is completed with key findings instead of conclusions.
· TR 26.930 will be sent to the upcoming SA plenary for approval.
· RTC SWG agreed the following:
· Sending liaison from SA#4 to other relevant groups to get feedback for Key Issues and Solutions in TR 26.930
· Treatment of the key findings of TR 26.930 will be decided in the RTC SWG, based on feedback from other relevant groups 
· TR 26.930 may be updated under TEI18

MP_RTT
· Changes to TR 26.982 brought up by Nokia/Huawei/Samsung (in S4-240186 and online suggestion),  as well as some changes from ETSI STF 642 in S4-240349 were agreed. The final version of the TR ready for agreement.
· The WI will be completed.

The Adhoc Telco Schedule before SA4#127-bis-e

	3GPP SA4 RTC SWG Telco #18
(February 21, 2024, 16:00 –18:00 CET, Host Qualcomm)
Special permission to agree on TS 26.522 v0.4.0 and endorse a WI Summary (5G_RTP)
	
Submission deadline: February 19, 6:00 CET



	3GPP SA4 RTC SWG Telco #19
(March 6, 2024, 6:00–8:00 CET, Host Qualcomm)
	
Submission deadline: March 4, 6:00 CET



	3GPP SA4 RTC SWG Telco #20
(March 27, 2024, 16:00 –18:00 CET, Host Qualcomm)
	
Submission deadline: March 25, 6:00 CET




The output documents from the RTC SWG sessions are:

	5.2
	Other 3GPP groups
	158n
167n
168n 
007-> reply 351 (Huan-Yu)
009-> reply 363 (Bo)



	12
	Reports and general issues from sub-working-groups
	 

	12.3
	RTC SWG
	 446

	14
	Release 18 Features
	 

	14.3
	iRTCW (immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
	127 & 270
ES: 390
TP: 391
TS: 392

	14.5
	IBACS (IMS-based AR Conversational Services)
	ES: 353
TP: 354
TS: 393

	14.8
	5G_RTP (5G Real-time Transport Protocols)
	TS: 332

	14.9
	MP_RTT (Multiparty Real-Time Text)
	TR:355
WI Summary: 445

	14.13
	TEI18 and any other Rel-18 documents
	CR:450

	15
	Study Items
	 

	15.2
	FS_eiRTCW (Feasibility Study on the enhancements for immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
	TR: 340




Agreed in RTC SWG
No status in RTC SWG
SWG Minutes during SA4#127

10.1 Opening of the session
Nikolai Leung opened the face-to-face sessions at 14:00 CET on January 29, 2024.
 
The minutes are shared online here: 

S4-240446 RTC SWG Report during SA4#127

Simon Gunkel, Liangping Ma, Elmira Ramazanirend, Saba Ahsan, and Yoshihiro Inoue, Shane He, Ryan Lee 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
	158, 166
007, 168
009, 167


	10.4
	CRs to features in Release 17 and earlier
	 

	10.5
	iRTCW (immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
	Draft TS v101: 062
Procedure: 035 & 144
APIs: 036 & 037 & 146, 217
Scope: 148
Media Capability: 127 & 270 ->(Joint Audio Tuesday 9:00AM)
Depth Info: 246
 
155 -> A.I 8.8 (5GMS_Pro_Ph2)
LS: 001app
034w


	10.6
	IBACS (IMS-based AR Conversational Services)
	145->250, 161, 163, 164, 165, 248, 273

	10.7
	5G_RTP (5G Real-time Transport Protocols)
	053, 054, 104, 228, 233, 235, 237, 239, 293


	10.8
	MP_RTT (Multiparty Real-Time Text)
	186

	10.9
	FS_eiRTCW (Feasibility Study on the enhancements for immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)
	014, 015, 016, 017, 018, 019, 020, 021, 022, 023, 024, 025, 040, 041, 042, 061, 137w, 169, 185, 192, 193, 295

	10.10
	Other Rel-18 matters including TEI
	272

	10.11
	New Work / New Work Items and Study Items
	 

	10.12
	Any Other Business
	 

	10.13
	Close of the session
	 




The agenda and registration of documents were approved.

10.3 Reports and liaisons from other groups


	S4-240007
	LS on Clarification on the AR media specification
	CT4



Presenter: Huan-Yu

Decision: Replied to in 351


	S4-240166
	Reply LS on the clarification on the AR media specification
	HUAWEI TECHNOLOGIES Co. Ltd.



Presenter: Qi Pan

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: Revised to 351 


	S4-240168
	LS to SA4 on lonely PDUs
	SA2



Presenter: Qi Pan


Decision: noted


	S4-240009
	LS from TSG IMSDCAS to 3GPP SA4 on the non-transparency of stream IDs from JavaScript data channel applications
	GSMA TSG IMSDCAS



Presenter: Nik

Discussion: 
· Bo: we have a need to distinguish bootstrap DCs and app DCs. Today we use 1000 as a threshold. We could well use DCEP, and Ericsson is open to using DCEP if SA4 agrees.
· Bo: will draft a reply in 363
Decision: Not treated as the document was not available during the RTC SWG sessions.


	S4-240167
	LS from TSG IMSDCAS to 3GPP SA3 on the data channel application authorization to access DCMTSI client in terminal signalling services and the general security principles that should apply
	ETSI



Presenter: Nik

Discussion: 
· Bo: it is sent to SA3. We can note it.

Decision: 

Noted


	S4-240158
	Discussion on lonely PDUs for PDU Set based QoS handling
	Huawei, HiSilicon



Presenter: Qi Pan

Discussion: 
· Bo: easy to distinguish multiple RTP streams by RTP header. Lonely PDU is separate scheme
· Thorsten: possible to send RTP packets in different 5-tuples to support identification. Lonely PDU is non-marked PDUs, consistent stream is possible. Also, RTCP can do.  
· Igor: not sure to send reply LS nor implications. Should study deeper, possibly with other SWG, audio?
· Thorsten: we have created problem. agree that we don’t have opinion, but need to make
· Igor: prefer to wait and to make more meaningful reply.
· THorsten: good to make guidelines to prevent RTP sender from this. 
· Bo: muxing RTP and RTCP is not causing a problem.
· Thorsten: no need to rush. no need for an immediate answer. 

Decision: noted


	S4-240166
	Reply LS on the clarification on the AR media specification

	Huawei



Presenter: Huanyu

Discussion:
Bo: added the sentence “SAE assumes the corresponding application media processing exists in both the device and AR media rendering function, and exactly how this is indicated does not need to be standardized”.
Huanyu: agreed.
Decision: agreed to revise into 351 with added text


10.4 CRs to Features in Release 17 and earlier

[bookmark: _jcwo7ffxuy4y]
[bookmark: _occlan92yw10]10.5 iRTCW (immersive Real-time Communication for WebRTC)



	S4-240001
	PDU Set marking configuration within the Policy APIs
	SA4


Presenter: 

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: (Noted / Agreed / Revised to)


	S4-240035
	[iRTCW] Update of procedures for RTC-7
	NTT


Presenter: Not presented

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: Merged to 318


	S4-240036
	[iRTCW] Update of RTC AS to RTC AF interface (RTC-3)
	NTT


Presenter: 

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: Merged to 319

	S4-240037
	[iRTCW] Clarification of relationship between RTC-1 API and M1 API
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Imed: we do not need to extend the Metric Reporting Provisioning in the table
· Shrinivas: but the scheme will be an extension
· Imed: but API will be the same
· Richard: the data models are also the same (identical) in the provisioning APIs, only the report is different so it would be common.
· Yoshihiro: OK. 

Decision: Revised to 320 and agreed without presentation


	S4-240062
	Draft TS 26.113 v1.0.1
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd


Presenter: Ryan

Discussion: 
· Richard: Service access to access reference points (table 4.1-1)
· Imed: References are to 113 or 510
· Ryan: 113
· Imed: but ultimately point to 510
· Ryan: yes
· Imed: Interface name (on reference) is based on 506
· Ryan: yes

Decision: Agreed

	S4-240127
	[iRTCw] pCR on Media Capability support
	Qualcomm Tech. Netherlands B.V



Presenter: Nik (Qualcomm)

Discussion: 
· Igor: There is a second document describing another description.
· Stephane: If we want to have minimum solution, “should” does not work. Why we should have such a description in TS 26.113. Should we have pointer to TS 26.114?
· Ryan: There is a capability for RTC and we tried to make specification for RTC. This is a first option from Qualcomm, and another from Nokia. RTC member agreed to “not mandate to specific codec”.
· Stephane: minimum operation for interoperability is manddate something.
· Nik: We try to refer a spec from 113.
·  
Decision: not concluded, go to plenary 

	S4-240128
	Audio contribution (Introduction of IVAS codec)
	Ericsson LM



Presenter: Thomas (Ericsson)

Discussion: 

· Tomas F: The RTC timestamp reflect media first,  timestamp for metadata is optional 
· Tomas F: The sequence number is for each media packet.
· Nik: Redundancy of timestamp for metadata is linked to the media but does the RTP SEQ have to be incremented when sending redundant packets?
· Tomas: RTP SEQ number would be increased. 
· Atti: Clause 6.2.5.2, if MTSI client doesn’t include mode-set, it makes sense for EVS, but is it needed for IVAS.
· Tomas F: We probably need more depending on SDP parameters to be defined in payload format. 
· Stefan D: For AMR you look at modeset, for EVS you look at br, for IVAS you will look at ibr parameter. Specifics will be defined when we define the payload format. 
· Atti: For IVAS it’s not only bandwidth but also formats (e.g. stereo), there needs to be more info on what needs to be replied here. So this paragraph is incomplete. 
· Stephane Ragot: For EVS there’s a combination of modeset and br in annex. In IVAS it would depend on br and modeset, but since EVS is embedded in IVAS, the combination will need to take into account all modes. The way it’s formulated, there could be a note to clarify this thinking but it looks okay for now. In this text, even for EVS it seems incomplete so we may need to clarify. 
· Stefan D: Clause 6.2.2.3, generating SDP answer, in the answer is there also a payload type or just SDP parameters. 
· Tomas F: should be just SDP parameters for the IVAS PT. Can be clarified. 
· Stephane R: There is a dependency on payload format for IVAS, e.g. resilience of metadata would depend on it. As an input we can’t really decide until we finalize the Payload Format. When we included EVS, we had CT that worked for two meetings, so CT groups should be included for changes in core. Last question, what is meant by multichannel stereo. We have no definition for this one. 
· Tomas F: In IVAS we have this multichannel, i think the stereo may be preferred over multichannel. 
· Stephane R: Ok we need to polish the text a bit. On the CT group, is there a plan, possibly to open a WI. 
· Tomas F: Haven’t thought about it. It’s something the group can consider. 
· Nik: Clause 9.2.x, is there any thoughts on amount of redundancy?
· Tomas F: The amount of redundancy can be different for different services, so something can be added here. 
· Nik: For AMR wideband where you had codec modes and you switched between them, it’s not a concern for IVAS
· Tomas F: For AMR wb, you can switch bitrate without resetting codec, but here if you switch e.g. to MASA or something else, you could need to reset the codec. 
· Nik: What of redundancy of metadata and audio. 
· Tomas: We should clarify if we want a separate request for redundancy of metadata and redundancy of audio.  
· Nik: What could be other types of IVAS requests?
· Tomas: Have not thought so much about that myself. 
· Markus: The term meta data is confusing, add either a bit more. We have metadata in MASA. 
· Tomas: Yes, we need to change this, we discussed a few alternatives in the task force. 
· Ryan: Clause 5.2.1.1., is there a clear definition of multichannel audio. I think multichannel may cover the single case. 
· Tomas: We can have one case where we reference and say IVAS is mandatory for that case. 
· Imre: Multi channel to say one to many.

Decision: Noted in the Audio SWG. (but it is agreed to use this as the basis for future work)


	S4-240144
	[iRTCW] pCR on 26113: Procedure
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd


Presenter: Ryan

Discussion: 
· Daniel: Qualcomm currently proposes renaming general media architecture (nearly agreed). What would be the impact with the changes in this TS.
· Ryan: Assuming it's approved, there will be two columns one with the new names and one for RTC. (this will be in 113)
· Daniel: This could be confusing. We like a general naming. 
· Ryan: We define a general architecture and then have two variants.
· Richard: This relates to Imeds previous question. The intention is to have the minial solution for this release. So its good to keep the naming here, but we should check.
· Richard:  4.3.2. QoE metrics, is the media secession handler to application function
· Ryan: yes
· ImedL RTC-7 is not the right place
· Richard: This should be RTC-11 
· Ryan: yes
· Richard: 4.2.2.
· Richard: you say consumption reporting is in scope for RTC. is this same as xx
· Ryan: yes
· Richard: But this is based on DASH (DASH MPD, DASH ID), this might not be applicable here
· Ryan: yes we need to change the text
· Qi: do we have specified QoE metrics?
· Shrinivas: Last meeting we agreed on metrics that should be defined
· Imed: we defined something in clause 15
· Imed: this is an extension; 510 needs the names
· Richard: are you planning QMC container 
· Imed: Radio
· Richard: XML in 26 with extras
· Imed: yes 
· Qi: The DASH streaming should not be used in RTC. do we refer to MTSI?
· Richard: NO, Schema extension in 113
· Shrinivas: metrics and schema was introduced last meeting
· Richard: so nothing to put in 510 it is in 113 (113 needs URI)
· Shrinivas: Yes 510 does not refer to 512 or 113, where both schemas are defined. 
· Imed: we need to update reference in clause 15 from 26.512
· Ryan: yes i have this in the other tdoc
· Imed: is there a reason why you removed RTC-3
· Ryan: I do not remove RTC-3, i only state what is agreed (there is not common agreed understanding on RTC-3)
· Yoshihiro: …
· Imed: PCSCF extracts QoS
· Yoshihiro: …
· Imed: Dynamic policy procedure is exposed by … why do we exclude RTC-3, this should not be explicit
· Imed: current text is not conclusive
· Ryan: currently it does not specify RTC-3
· Imed: procedure is exposed by AF, it does not need to be specified in RTC
· Imed: conclusion, we should not make a statement that RTC-3 is excluded
· Ryan: i will revise
· Yoshihiro: A proposed revision to this doc from NTT in draft folder on clause 4.3.1.2 RTC-7 will be changed to RTC-11, so how would you organize this.
· Ryan: first bullet to RTC-11 other will stay
· Ryan: why W3C webrtc, why so specific
· Yoshihiro: just an example
· online edit … delete one W3C
· Imed: 4.3.1.2, why do we need to mention native and webapp
· Yoshihiro: WebAPP cannot use RTC-5
· Imed: this part does not mention RTC-5
· Yoshihiro: it is only examples
· Imed: OK

Decision: Revised to 318


	S4-240318
	[iRTCW] pCR on 26113: Procedure
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd


Presenter: Ryan

Discussion: 
· wording updates on 4.2.2
· Ryan will update accordingly 

Decision: Agreed (without presentation ) 


	S4-240146
	[iRTCW] pCR on 26113: API details
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd


Presenter: Ryan

Discussion: 
· Daniel: why replace interface with API
· Ryan: this will be discussed in revision by interdigital, RTC-2 needs to be the interface, and RTC-3 should be API. This all depends on the architecture diagram
· Richard: in 510 i sidestepped the problem by naming this interaction 
· Richard: in clause 8 is the text correct if we want to specify RTC-3 as suggested by Imed in discussion of 144. 
· Imed: we should not exclude RTC-3 at this point as this would contradict 506
· Ryan: we do want to put something in clause 8
· Imed: yes, we should reference to the procedure of RTC-5
· Ryan: yes, let's take this offline to update clause 8, for me RTC-3 is out of scope
· Ahmed: Why 9.2. says there’s expectation that UEs implement TS 26.114
· Ryan: this was agreed in the telco and discussed tomorrow morning for docs on media capabilities. 
· Ahmed: discussion also includes should / shall
· Ryan: we will not recommend codecs but guidance on minimal implementation
· Ahmed: the note gives some expectation
· Ryan: 114 is standalone spec and for 113 we fill in all missing pisces
· Ryan: we can discuss tomorrow morning
· Daniel: 9.1 says api and interface
· Ryan: i will remove
· Yoshihiro: Ii provided a revision in draft folder
· Yoshihiro: in 9.3 we should specify signaling between application and AS
· Yoshihiro: in 12. it should be RTC-11
· Ryan: I checked the revised text and i am OK as previously discussed
· Yoshihiro: RTC-3 is also an interface even though also API
· Ryan: RTC-3 clearly exposing AS configuration

Decision: Revised to 319


	S4-240319
	[iRTCW] pCR on 26113: API details
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd


Presenter: Ryan 

Discussion: 

Decision: Agreed without presentation 



	S4-240148
	[iRTCW] pCR on 26113: Scope & Annex
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd


Presenter: Ryan

Discussion: 
· Imed: not clear why we need to state details on 26.510
· Richard: … online editing of scope / rewording
· Saba: Sentence “TRC shall support …”
· Ryan: this is not necessary, its redundant
· Saba: the assumption is that it does not support all scenarios
· Ryan: all scenarios are exclusive to each other, but we can keep
· Saba: this was just to clarify, but if they are exclusive then you can only support one
· Imed: this statement was misleading so removal is good
· Imed: different scenarios are 1 is do nothing, 3 is superset of 2, and 4 is completely different
· Saba: removing does it assume that all are supported, seems we agree that its not, but does this need further clarification, can we add a note
· Imed: collaboration are in annex
· Richard: this is not informative -> but normative
· Richard: architecture annex in stage 3 is weird, why is this not in stage 2
· Ryan: i agree, we must change the title, i will figure something out
· 

Decision: Revised to 321


	S4-240321
	[iRTCW] pCR on 26113: Scope & Annex
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd


Presenter: Ryan 

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: Agreed without presentation 



	S4-240155
	Corrections on the policy template resources on PDU Set marking 

(re-allocated to A.I 8.8 (5GMS_Pro_Ph2)
	Huawei, HiSilicon


Presenter: 

Discussion: 
· Frederic: What is the target specification of this proposal?
· Qi: 26510
· Richard: We shouldn’t just invent a new QoSspecification for RTC. We should try to enhance existing QoSSpecification. ProtocolDescription feels like a new parameter that is not related to QoS
· Thorsten: Agree with Richard to have a single QoSSpecification. Generally agree to have PDUSet marking. WE should be clear about what parameters are conditional mandatory. Need to have text to make it clear. We should start merging RTPQoSSpecification with 5GMS QoSSpecification
· Richard: Does PDUSet marking need to be exposed to the client over M5?
· Imed: The client that just finalized SDP negotiation will know about these parameters
· Imed: We have another pCR. Agree to merge this contribution into that pCR
· Imed: Do we agree to have one QoSSpecification?
· Richard: Yes
· Imed: Have a question on Editor Note. Why do we need to wait for CT3?
· Qi: ProtocolDescription is still need to be specified in CT3
· Imed: We know what information to extract from SDP. WE make sure that gets to AF. It is then left to AF to convert that to CT3/CT4 information. They can refer to our spec.
· Richard: Think that is right. Some of the parameters are not QoS parameters. Maybe one level above in Dynamic Policy resource. Wonder if there is generic way of modeling it. 
· Thorsten: The Media AF need to use Protocol Description to talk over N5 API. It is worthwhile to study how to provide ProtocolDescription over M3 and M5
· Ryan: There is idea to send LS to CT3/CT4. Is the source of the LS intending to include this information in that LS?
· Richard: Original intention was to update the PD. It is better to revise this into pCR for 26510, and send LS to CT3/CT4
· Liangping: We just discussed a document in RTC. Is the intention to take that into account into this pCR?
· Imed nods…  

Decision: Re-allocated to MBS SWG 


	S4-240217
	[iRTCW] JSON based Quality reporting scheme information for RTC
	InterDigital Communications


Presenter: Srinivas

Discussion: 
· Richard: A new JSON scheme can be defined but it might need to be a cross-SWG issue so it’s supported for your XR, VR and other metrics. 
· Thorsten: There’s a mixture between QoE reporting and metric reporting. We should be clear on the terminology. My preference wold be to keep it generic metric reporting but maybe there’s an intention to report some quality. 
· Srinivas: Also prefer to use metric reporting and can change that. 
· Ahmed: The schema for the configuration will still be XML, you only change the schema for the reports. Is that right?
· Richard: In this WI, you can agree to anything. But we are trying to create a reusable toolkit that doesn’t have point solutions. It is reasonable to modernize to JSON, but you need to be aware that there is a lot of XML already defined and a lot of moving parts since it’s designed for RAN based reporting and now being used for AF based reporting. In the PSS spec there are two schemas defined. One for configuring the metric and one for reporting. The configuring based on PSS is XML, and we have M1 provisioning based on JSON. But the reporting is still using the XML based QoE scheme, which we have in R-17 and will keep in R-18. Moving to JSON would be efficient, but it needs to be done not just for RTC but a global change for all. It may not be suitable to do it now at the end of Rel-18. I suggest a discussion in the MBS group. 
· Ahmed: Agree. 
· Imed: Everything over M1 uses JSON so it doesn’t need to be redefined here. The reports themselves use XML in all specs (MTSI, MBS, …) I support the effort of migrating to JSON but do it consistently. 
· Srinivas: We are not changing anything on the configuration. Agree with second comment. 
· Imed: Why can the configuration of metric reporting not be shared. You say each service has its own configuration..
· Srinivas: Configuration is same, the reporting scheme is different. 
· Imed: Then it should not be in this clause which says provisioning. 
· Richard: Only URI is part of the provisioning. You are defining a reporting format for RTC. 
· Srinivas: So if we don’t define JSON format then we don’t need to change anything because XML is already in 26.113
· Thorsten: based on this discussion, if you talk about reports itself, how different with RTC reporting be different to DASH. Can we have  a scheme with different profiles.
· Richard: there will be an offline discussion for RL19, this might be very relevant

Decision: Noted 



	S4-240246
	[iRTCW] pCR on depth information
	KPN N.V.


Presenter: Simon

Discussion: 
· N\o comments.

Decision: Agreed.


	S4-240270
	Interoperability and codec requirements
	Nokia Hungary



Presenter: Igor 

Discussion: 
· Stephane: We are good to support this.
· Ryan: We will have offline discussion with Thomas.

Decision: not concluded (to be handled in the plenary)


	S4-240390
	[iRTCW] Exception sheet
	Samsung


Presenter: Ryan

Discussion: 
· For timeline, Rapporteur will make decision for the completed time - if only open API is not finished, we may not need exception of this WID. Plenary will decide. .
· Ryan: we don’t limit ourselves to work on  the 2 bullets listed, those are only the main aspects. 

Decision:Agreed without presentation (with minor updates) 
.


	S4-240391
	[iRTCW] Timeplan
	Samsung


Presenter: Ryan

Discussion: 
· no comments. 

Decision:Agreed without presentation  

 


	S4-240392
	Draft TS 26.113 v1.1.0
	Samsung


Presenter: 

Discussion: 
· . 

Decision:not treated (go to plenary without status)

[bookmark: _x2kgbyes0aqv]10.6 IBACS (IMS-based AR Conversational Services)


	S4-240145
	IBACS spatial description
	InterDigital, Europe, Ltd.

	S4-240161
	[IBACS]pCR on terminal architecture
	ZTE Corporation

	S4-240163
	[IBACS]pCR on end-to-end reference architecture
	ZTE Corporation

	S4-240164
	[IBACS] Discussion on AR call flows
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd

	S4-240165
	[IBACS] Proposed changes to TS 26.264
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd, Nokia Corporation

	S4-240248
	[IBACS] AR metadata messages and formats
	Nokia Corporation

	S4-240250
	IBACS spatial description
	InterDigital, Europe, Ltd.

	S4-240273
	[IBACS] Scene Description Support in IBACS
	Qualcomm Incorporated




	S4-240273
	[IBACS] Scene Description Support in IBACS
	Qualcomm Incorporated



Presenter: Liangping

Discussion: 
	Bu: nodes-param for the node name there should be separator after.
	Ryan: why stream ID 1000 for bootstrap DC  is used
	L: to have same DC for the scene description would be more efficient
	R: SDP signalling is used for ownership of node? rather than using app level authorization.
	Saba: we assume inside IBACs there is a DC MTSI client. so 114 would stll apply
	Bu: yes, scene distribution is kind of bootstrapping. AR MTSI terminal or Dc MTSCI terminal! 
	Saba: sub protocol AR MTSI can possibly carry scene description over DC with same format! do we want to separate message formats for IBACs? something else for MPEC descriptions and … . our proposal is having same DC but different message types. 
Simon: so scene description would be one type
Xuan : IBACs terminal ? DC MTSI client. bootstrap DC ! what is node?
L: BDC can be used for downloading app, node represents objects . clarifications will be added for the node.
G: “nodes that they own”? objects are common to everybody not to user. 
L: agree on the comment. 
G: is it coming from ue or scene description?
L: coming from scene description.
Nik: clarification needs to be added to text. 
S: we may have interactive transaction causeing scene update. but it doesn’t make sense in AR. in case of interactive session node is not owned .
L: change of text to nodes that they effect!
Simon: it’s application specific behaviors. if we can find a formulation to make it clear. 
S: in defining scene description capabilities , we can have agreement for more details
Simon: we don’t use bootstrap DC but AR data chanel!
L: so is it ok to have dedicated stream ID for AR specific DC  ?
Bu: how there will be fall back between AR and Dc MTSI? it should be better to go DC MTSI way, and have boot strap DC.
G: IBACs terminal will be meCAR UE? in term of media capability. adding for example in IBACs anchoring will be used. 
Nik: do we need an exception? there are something to be resolved. 
Simon: lets reach some completion in this meeting. to have clean alignment with MeCar. to have a clean text in TS . 
S: we should ask for agreement in AdHocs to have time . not going to exception. 
Simon: we had disagreement of call flows. it take phases. in offline meetings we can complete. otherwise we are in situation if we don’t agree on Adhocs there will be problem. so better to go for exceptions.
Nik: lets decide on whashup for either going for exception or compete in Telcos. lets ask plenary timeline for submitting TS.


Decision: Parked, and there will be offline discussion.273 is merged to 323. 


	S4-240250
	IBACS spatial description
	InterDigital, Europe, Ltd.


Presenter: Gaelle

Discussion: 
· Saba: you can have multiple available visualization spaces
· Gaille: yes
· Gaille: available visualization space is defined as free of any objects
· Serhan: You must send the available visualization space with the anchors?
· Gaelle: if you want to send just a subset, it is OK. It is subject to the application.
· Gaelle: I have two papers to MeCAR: add tractable pose, …
· Gaelle: you can have a lot of info at the initial scene description, a lot of trackables, … When you are in multiple user scenarios, you need to send …

Decision: (parked, will come back after MeCAR, merged to 323)


	S4-240248
	[IBACS] AR metadata messages and formats
	Nokia Corporation


Presenter: Saba

Discussion: 
· Liangping: at initial pose table, simplifying and referring to meCar would be better. 
· Do we also need fov?
Saba: need to wait for meCar agreement to decide on this/
G: why there is no interaction with objects in IBACs
Saba: not much familiar with interactions for scene descriptions
L: on the table for initial pose, initial pose is the same as the pose construct in meCar. it’ll give same result. and can rely on MeCar specifications.
S: yes, we can wait for MeCar
L: at scene description part: better to rely on MeCar description here as well not to add something new. to support different formats!
S: in meCar capabilities say we can do that or this, but on clear how to refer for IBAC services. can’t say everything can be supported based on MeCar. we pick what is needed for IBACs from meCar. we take from there. and not for example MPEC scene description. 
L: is the subsets support has exactly same wording in meCar 
s: meCar has them but are optional but here we need them to be supported!
G: instead of saying bringing gLTF or MPEC refer to MeCar and in meCar it is already referred to needed subsets.
S; we can work offline and fix it based on request
Ryan: first table and second table has message object looks similar
S: no second table is messages not the same
Ryan:better to use different subject naming to differ
L: metadata format is it same in IRTCW.
S: no its not , IRTCW uses same format as SR_MSE !!! we want to keep jason format.
L: why do we have two message data format? why differentiate between IBSCs and IRTCW
S: we are not yet there. this is what carries on data channel not far from what is on IRTCW. but for split rendering it should be different! 
L: define a format put in meCar and user for all IRTCW SRMSE and IBACs
S:it’s late for this change. would effect all agreed specs. better to do it on rel 19. to define a generic format.
R: SRMSE is not making uniq pose for IRTCW or IMS DC, 
S: SRMSE is tightly referring to IRTCW, better to do it at rel 19 for a generic format.
L: message format applicable for IMS DC can be added to IRTCW!!!
S: there is no mesage format for IRTCW. It is defined in SR_MSE. We could have defined it in MeCAR  but it’s late for this release.
Nik: lets take this to offline and align with Imed. 
G; why not having format here now and lated on take it to meCar and refer.
Simon: we need at some point e generic solution, is there any problem to have format here?
L: no, but better to have a generic solution for them oth IBACs and IRTCW
S: the intention is not going to separate way but to finish work.
Simon: we can specify here beside moving it to generic solution too later.
S: we can add the note for rel 19. it’ll be a generic format for both.
L: add note to do harmonization in SRMSE /meCAR for IRTCW and IBACS in rel 19. 
S: if there is agreement we can do it in rel 19 can’t keep rel 18 open to change specifications. can we agree for the message format?
Ryan : OK
Merged revision was presented and received no comments. 

Decision: Revised to 240323. 


	S4-240323
	[IBACS] AR metadata messages and formats
	Nokia Corporation, Qualcomm, Interdigital



Decision: Agreed without presentation.


	S4-240161
	[IBACS]pCR on terminal architecture
	ZTE Corporation



Presenter: Qiuting Li
 
Discussion:
Ryan: why connection from pre processor -> post processor?
Li: ??
Saba: ??
Li: open … sensor data 
Li: start with XR device architecture and IMS
Saba: Why remove the synch block?
Li: we can add a sub block in XR runtime for synch?
Nik: putting audio decoder and video encoder.  
Simon: it is confusing. Leave the two architectures as they are.
Simon: no change to the existing MTSI architecture. Mention in text of MeCAR device architecture. 

Decision: revised to 240370 


	S4-240163
	[IBACS]pCR on end-to-end reference architecture
	ZTE Corporation



Presenter: Qiuting Li
 
Discussion:
Ryan: why “network-assisted AR media processing”?
Li: Will remove “network-assisted”.

Decision: Agreed without presentation (Editor Ryan will incorporate the removal of “network-assisted” in TS)

164

	S4-240164
	[IBACS] Discussion on AR call flows
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd



Presenter: Huanyu
 
Discussion:


	S4-240165
	[IBACS] Proposed changes to TS 26.264
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd, Nokia Corporation



Presenter: Huanyu

Discussion:
Liangping: In “In AC.7 of TS 22.228[4]”, 22.228 should be 23.22 
Ryan: step 3 of Figure 9.1.2-
Guzil: this step is a copy from 23.228
Simon: put the call flows in Annex
Nik: Annex can be informative or normative
Saba: nothing wrong to document call flows in a clause or Annex - but we should have the call flows because they help explain how this works.
Nik: objection to make the call flows normative annex?
Simon: remove all ‘shall’s


Decision: agreed to be put into Annex


	S4-240370
	[IBACS]pCR on terminal architecture
	ZTE Corporation



Presenter: Qiuting Li

Discussion:
· Simon: is there any change to the architecture figure? 
· Nik/Qiuting: no 
· Ryan: RTP channel means?
· Qiuting: it means to use RTP session to transfer
· Ryan: pls use RTP session then 
· Saba: I have concerns to have this scene manager and presentation engine etc. No strong objection, but it is better to just refer to MeCAR. 
· Simon: same concern. it is easier to just refer to MeCAR and MTSI architectures here. We should avoid to make things too complicated here. 
· Liangipng: question about the diagram - things in text are not shown in the diagram?
· Simon: checked, okay
· Qiuting: will make tdoc and upload 

Decision: agreed without presentation  




	S4-240353
	[IBACS] Exception sheet
	KPN


Presenter: Simon

Discussion: 
· .Serhan: typo in abstract. 
· Simon: will update and upload 

Decision:Agreed without presentation  


	S4-240354
	[IBACS] timeplan 
	KPN


Presenter: Simon

Discussion: 
· Two telcos will be planned to finalize the WID.  
· Decided to keep the 3rd telco. 
· 
Decision:Agreed without presentation  


	S4-240393
	TS 26.264 v 0.4.0
	Samsung (editor)



Presenter: Ryan


Decision:Agreed  


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


	S4-240053
	[5G_RTP] On the definition of XR Timestamp in the Pose RTP HE
	Nokia Corporation




	S4-240054
	[5G_RTP] Definition of the Pose RTP HE for 3DoF pose
	Nokia Corporation




	S4-240104
	Improvements to TS 26.522 adressing general and editorial comments
	Huawei Technologies Sweden AB

	S4-240228
	Clarifications and Corrections to PDU Set Text
	Ericsson Inc.

	S4-240233
	[5G_RTP] On the ABNF syntax for the RTP header extension for PDU Set Marking
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland




	S4-240235
	[5G_RTP] On NPDS in the RTP header extension for PDU Set marking 
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland


Presenter: Liangping

Discussion: 
· Thorsten: What’ problem with a note?
· Liangping: note is saying that Rx should correct PDU set size. no consensus how PDU set size is corrected.
· Serhan: out of context
· Qi: suggest “potentially used for future release.”
· Bo: any other replacing words/?
· Nik: online editing “The use of NPDU for NAT64/46 translation is FFS”.
· Thorsten: can we make weaker?
· Bo: remove middle sentence
· Rufail: direct relationship to pdu set size calculation. also in IP version
· Qi: prefer newly added text. 
· Liangping: replace to the online editted text

Decision: revised to 362


	S4-240362
	[5G_RTP] On NPDS in the RTP header extension for PDU Set marking 
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland


Presenter: Liangping

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: agreed

	S4-240237
	[5G_RTP] On the RTCP extended report for QoE timing information 
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland


Presenter: Liangping

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: agreed

	S4-240239
	Potential LS on the PDU Set marking configuration within the Policy 
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland


Presenter: Liangping

Discussion: 
· In RTC meeting:
· Ryan: what is problem in previous LS?
· Liangping: Adding an optional field
· Thorsten: Why not using CT3/CT4 table, rather than proposed table in SA4
· Qi: PDU set marking configuration is
· T: start from CTx table, and identify missing properties to CTx, so that they can 
· Andrei: don’t thnk it matters. send LS later when TS is ready. 
· Liangping: provide more information for proper answer. QCOM CT3/CT4 colleagues asked more info.
· Qi: updated agreement may happen in 5GMS_Pro_Ph2. can discuss in joint session 
· [Continuation in joint MBS RTC meeting]
· Richard: Think this is sensible information to include this information
· Qi: It would be better to wait on progress of 5GMS_Pro_Ph2 to provide information to CT3/CT4. 
· Liangping: Yeah, it would be good idea
· Frederic [After clarification from group]: Are we okay with including this into a pCR against 26510?
· Liangping: Welcome it. 

Decision: Noted (it was agreed that the proposed change to be incorporated into a pCR against TS26.510 during the joint MBS-RTC meeting)

	S4-240293
	Status of the 5G_RTP work in Release 18 
	Nokia Hungary


Presenter: Igor (Rapporteur)

Discussion: 
· Nik: pick option 2 (close 5G_RTP and continue in a renewed 5G_RTP_Ph2)
· Srinivas: Does it mean SA approval in March?
· Nik: try to SA4 agreement this week. and go to SA in march
· Igor: need more polishing work in 5ss. Can we ask power to complete 5G_RTP within telco?
· Nik: two telcos available. 
· Saba: considering submission deadline, we have one telco available
· Rufail: good to present WID of 5G_RTP_Ph2 in plenary

Decision: agreed

	S4-240053
	[5G_RTP] On the definition of XR Timestamp in the Pose RTP HE
	Nokia Corporation


Presenter: Serhan 

Discussion: 
· Liangping - is it correct you have a concrete algorithm for using XR timestamp and RTP timestamp to compute the playout time since the text suggests there is a possibility? 
· Serhan: it is not the purpose - as using “may” we’re not proposing any algorithm here. 
· Nik: adding “may” in the NOTE 1 - receiver application may…
· Liangping: okay.

Decision: Agreed 


	S4-240054
	[5G_RTP] Definition of the Pose RTP HE for 3DoF pose
	Nokia Corporation


Presenter: Serhan 

Discussion: 
· Bo: it would be good to also have second figure to 6DoF
· Serhan - okay
· Rayn: have we discussed this before in MeCAR?
· Serhan: 6DoF yes, 3DoF also need to be addressed
· Ryan: what’s the benefit to distinguish ?
· Serhan: no preference actually
· 


Decision: revised to 240325 and agreed without presentation



	S4-240104
	Improvements to TS 26.522 adressing general and editorial comments
	Huawei Technologies Sweden AB




Presenter: Rufael Mekuria 

Discussion: 
· .Thorsten: in 4.4.2.1, the reference 5.37.5 might not be appropriate 
· Rufael: good comment. 
· Bo: XR overloading (rtcp) - the term can be improved based on terms defined in IETF -
· Sirinivas: concern on the same terms
· Igor: just use RTCP_XR
· Sirinivas - okay
· Ahmed: clause 4 with void, what would be the plan? 
· Bo: just remove those clauses from editor’s perspective
· Igor: agree
· Rufael: ok
· Thorsten: are we okay to exclude RTP-retransmission in next Rel?  or maybe we can remove 4.2 and 4.3 only to keep some possibilities for the future. 
· Liangping: using Google as reference is not good as it only maintains online . 
· Rufael: to include the text in the document
· Gazi: could we use the link as reference at archive.org
· Igor: do we really need this reference
· Bo: I don’t think we can formally use this reference. Could we use the URI reference or copy the text in Annex ? 
· Conclusion:  copy the text in Annex with date/time

Sirinivas: 4.4.2.6.1 and 4.4.2.6.2. some wording issues. 	


Decision: revised to 240324

	S4-240324
	Improvements to TS 26.522 adressing general and editorial comments
	Huawei Technologies Sweden AB



Presenter for draft: Rufael Mekuria 

Discussion: 
· Igor: We decided to work until 1st telco, and complete the WID in the 1st telco. so we can keep the text and look at it line by line
· Nik: we can agree as basis for future work
· Igor: we can integrate it with comments and then fix it in 1st telco

Decision: Agreed without presentation (including comments)


	S4-240228
	Clarifications and Corrections to PDU Set Text
	Ericsson Inc.




Presenter: Thorsten 

Discussion: 
· Serhan- 4.4.2.4, can we use better terms, e.g. service data flow or multimedia session? furthermore, change no to num. 
· Thorsten: okay to change
· Serhan 4.4.2.5, “shall not be included more than once” need clarification 
· Conclusion: to keep the sentence. 
· Qi and Liangping - ask for clarification on number of PDUs in PDU set
· Bo: I will merge it and make a new version 

Decision: agreed (with minor comments) 





	S4-240233
	[5G_RTP] On the ABNF syntax for the RTP header extension for PDU Set Marking
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland




Presenter: Liangping 

Discussion: 
· Bo: This 1-byte format might cause some issue.
· Liangping: okay to remove the sentence “if absent….”  

Decision: Agreed (with comments form Bo) 



	S4-240235
	[5G_RTP] On NPDS in the RTP header extension for PDU Set marking 
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland




Presenter: 

Discussion: 
· .

Decision: Revised to 362 and awp


	S4-240237
	[5G_RTP] On the RTCP extended report for QoE timing information 
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland



Presenter: 

Discussion: 
· .

Decision: Agreed.

	S4-240239
	Potential LS on the PDU Set marking configuration within the Policy 
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland



Presenter: 
Discussion: 
· .

Decision: Noted


	S4-240293
	Status of the 5G_RTP work in Release 18 
	Nokia Hungary



Presenter: Igor

Discussion: 
· We will complete in this meeting and move to phase 2. 

Decision: Noted



	S4-240332
	TS 26.522 v 0.3.0
	Ericsson (Editor)



Presenter: Bo 

Discussion: 
· .

Decision: Agreed. 




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


	S4-240186
	[MP_RTT]Updates to TR 26.982
	Nokia France, Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd



Presenter: Shane

Discussion: 
· Ryan: ???
· Shane: the main purpose is to improve the wording, agree with the inputs from Samsung. 
· Nik: “can’t” need to be replaced with “can not” 
· Bo: in 4.1, what is the added text “For the case of DCMTSI client in terminal, only the IMS data channel based solution is applicable”?.
· Ryan:
· Ryan: on first page, this is pCR, we don’t need to increase the version.
· Liangping: 2 seconds
· Bo: RFC 8285 (??) of IETF, section 5, 300ms buffering; but 2 seconds in the TR seems long; acceptable to remove 2 seconds in the TR text.
· Huanyu: Gunnel’s comments in an email chain - there is no tdoc number, as informative input
· Nik: Huawei, Nokia, Ericsson look at Gunnel’s comments and decide whether to implement in principle.
· Bo: will get tdoc number for Gunnel’s comments → tdoc 349
· L: change stream id on figure 6.2.1 on page 14 to be above 1000?
· Bo: Yes, to be consistent with TS 26.114.
· Huanyu: For Gunnel’s comment #1 - agree
comment #2: rejected
comment #3: ok 
comment #4: rejected
comment #5: no
comment #6: ok
comment #7: reject - dc??.. can be outside IMS
comment #9: ok

Decision: (agreed with modification from Samsung, Huanyu will provide tdoc number) 


	S4-240355
	[MP_RTT]Draft TR 26.982
	 Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd



Presenter: Huanyu
Discussion: 
· .Bo: the RFC number for this 2 second coming from? 
· Huanyu: in the email 
· Huanyu: will prepare WID summary for plenary approval 

Decision: agreed without presentation 



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


	S4-240014
	[FS_eiRTCW] proposed pCR list for TR 26.930
	NTT



Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Daniel: has comments for several tdocs 

Decision: noted


	S4-240015
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on clarification of Scope
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Daniel: Remove note addressing future release work
· Yoshihiro: Okay

Decision: Agreed (without a note)


	S4-240016
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on updating Key Issue #1 and Solution #1
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Daniel: Remove question marks in Fig. 3
· Nik: Check this removal is okay to the text
· Daniel: In 6.2, enhanced RTC architecture needs to be clarified

Updated draft was presented with no comments. 

Decision: Revised to 327 


	S4-240327
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on updating Key Issue #1 and Solution #1
	NTT



Decision: Agreed without presentation. 



	S4-240017
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on updating Solution #2
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Daniel: Figure 6.3.3.4-1, remove JSON-based and revert into original figure

Decision: Agreed (with original figure 6.3.3.4-1)


	S4-240018
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #5: Functional requirements for service control API
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· .

Decision: agreed


	S4-240019
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Solution #5: Procedures for service control API
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: agreed


	S4-240020
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on clarification of the description for KI#6: WSF discovery mechanism
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: agreed

	S4-240021
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on security considerations
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: agreed

	S4-240022
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #11 and solution #11: Related groups considerations
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: agreed


	S4-240023
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Conclusion of FS_eiRTCW (excluding state-3 aspect)
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Huan-Yu: We also share the view expressed by Qualcomm at the SA4#127 Opening Plenary that it is premature to move to normative work
· Daniel: Object to define RTC-Z. Not scope of SA4
· Qiuting: Operator RTC network should be defined. 
· Yoshihiro: It means the trusted network. 
· Qiuting: Is it logical entity? or does it mean current 3GPP network? 
· Elmira: 506 doesn’t have RTC network. It says trusted network.
· Daniel: 506 specifies RTC network. 
· Nik: Confirm 506 does not have term RTC NW 
· YongJing: Given NOTE in last part of conclusion, it is early to move to normative work. 
· Yoshihiro: Propose normative work without IMS interworking in R19
· YongJing: Need more operator’s views to figure out the best solution. 
· Elmira: Continue the study more
· Nik: Should check the priority due to limited slots. (4 WIs/SIs). how can we revisit IMS interworking if required later
· Yoshihiro: need more time to decide
· Yoshihiro: SHould go for approval?
· Nik: no need to conclude in Rel-18 deadline
· Ryan: Target completion date should be clearly stated, if it continues in Rel-19
· Daniel: Propose to extend two meetings (by May)
· Jiayi: More SA/CT groups should be involved.
· Saba: clarify objectives. Complete & create a new Ph2? or continue the same one.
· Elmira: Prefer same one
· Jiayi; We need sending LS to GSMA as well as other SA/CT groups to invite comments from the operators about interworking issues.
· Yoshihiro: no right place to address GSMA on this matter
· Jiayi: Need feedback for Figure 7.2-1
· Daniel: we can ask in SA4 first about RTC-X/Y/Z interfaces whether they are required. should be in study, not normative work. cannot specify interfaces in SA4. should be CT group scope. 
· Qiuting: Get SA2 feedback for GSMA involvement
· YongJing: need better understanding from other groups
· Nik: Need Other operators involved. Keep this study open and contact to other operators
Revision was presented. 
· Jiayi: Stating doing normative work based on future communication means there is no clear conclusion. Better to put this in a PD and say in conclusions that future work is needed instead of normative work. 
· Shane: Remove recommended way forward, and work on rephrasing. 
· Huawei: We need more time and response from different groups. So there is no clear conclusion on interworking with IMS. 
· Ryan: Do we want to close this study in the meeting or do you want to continue?
· Yoshihiro: We would like to conclude. 
· Ryan: Then without resolution, we should not say conclusion, but could say key findings for this clause as further work would be needed. 
· Nik: It may be nice to have a conclusion on the study with a clear recommendation so one way would be to keep the work open. 
· Saba: It would be upto rapporteur, but for starting new normative work, the conclusions would not be enough. You would still need a WID with enough supporters and get approval.  
· Daniel: Can we deal with LSs and send CR to study under TEI18? It has been done for another TR in MBS. 
· Nik: Ok. We can do that. 
· Yoshihiro: We will change to key findings and try to come up with a conclusion. 
Updated version was presented with no comments. 

Decision: Revised to 364


	S4-240364
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Conclusion of FS_eiRTCW (excluding state-3 aspect)
	NTT



Decision: Agreed without presentation

	S4-240024
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Annex A: Use cases
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: agreed

	S4-240025
	[FS_eiRTCW] Draft TR 26.930 v0.3.0
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: noted

	S4-240040
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #9 and Solution #9 : Tethered cases
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Nik: online editing in 6.10.2. : “that could be FFS”
· Daniel: Scenario 3 (FIgure 6.10.1-3), What are Rt-u and other  interfaces?.
· Liangping: Already in generic RTC architecture
· Ryan: not in 506 nor 113
· Yoshihiro: Confirm Rt-u is specified in TR, not TS 506 nor 113.
· Daniel: all interfaces in fig 6.10.1-1
· Yoshihiro: all they are defined in TR.
· Daniel: clause 6.2 should be FFS
· YongJing: In 6.10.2, what is “further study”? 
Revised draft was presented with online edits. 

Decision: Revised to 333


	S4-240333
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #9 and Solution #9 : Tethered cases
	NTT



Decision: Agreed without presentation


	S4-240041
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #7 and Solution #7: Interworking with IMS network
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Daniel: Figure 6.8.5-1, RTC-Z is outside of RTC network, so out of scope in SA4
· YongJing: Text below fIgure 6.8.2.1, remove motivations
· Quiting: Trusted NW? should check with SA2 for WebRTC interworking 
· Daniel: What is RESPECT in this document? 
· Yoshihiro: proposed 
· Jiayi: Need definition for RTC with trusted DN
Revised draft was presented with no comments. 

Decision: Revised to 334


	S4-240334
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #7 and Solution #7: Interworking with IMS network
	NTT



Decision: Agreed without presentation. 


	S4-240042
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #8 and Solution #8: Protocol-level interworking between RTC network and IMS network
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Daniel: Clause 6.9.1, cannot go with RESPECT as interworking is not confirmed. telephone number? ITem 3, remove IMS SIP/SDP. to manipulate SDP is incorrect. how IWF interacts with IMS SIP/SDP? Figure is touching IBCF
· Liangping: Add call flow for security aspects (e/g. TLS establishment)
Revised draft was presented with no comments. 
Decision: Revised to 335


	S4-240335
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #8 and Solution #8: Protocol-level interworking between RTC network and IMS network
	NTT



Decision: Agreed without presentation


	S4-240061
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Annex C: Call flow examples for RTC-IMS interworking
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: agreed

	S4-240169
	FS_eiRTCW Permanent Document v9.0.0
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: agreed

	S4-240185
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Solution #5: API and solution evaluation for service control API
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: agreed

	S4-240192
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Solution #3 C-Plane signalling protocol
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Daniel: Similar to previous, signalling protocol should be confirmed. 
· Shane: is RESPECT completely new in this TR? Should we share to other SWGs/WGs for asking feedback?
· Nik: Who is responsible?
· Daniel: Send LS to IETF. They deal with SDP negotiation protocol
· Saba: No need for IETF. 
· Bo: agree
· Kenjiro: No need to ask the IETF about SDP. The RESPECT protocol does not change the SDP offer/answer mechanism and format defined in IETF.
· Shane: SA2 and CT groups
· Nik: what was about LS to SA2 previously sent
· Shane and Yoshihiro will take offline to draft LS to SA2. And when to send
· Yoshihiro: depends on target completion date
· Nik: prefer ASAP
· Daniel; remove first paragraph in 6.4.1
· Nik: online editing; “potential” control plane signalling protocol. Add Editor’s note: recommending usage of RESPECT is FFS pending feedback from CTx. 

Decision: agreed (with modification above)

	S4-240193
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Conclusion of FS_eiRTCW (stage-3 aspect)
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· Revision provided by source
· Quiting: stage-2 decision should be preceded

Decision: Merged into 364

	S4-240295
	[FS_eiRTCW] Draft TR 26.930 v0.3.0
	NTT


Presenter: Yoshihiro

Discussion: 
· 

Decision: Revised to 340


10.10 Others Rel-18 matters including TEI

	S4-240272
	Adding 3gpp-req-app attribute to SDP negotiation of IMS data channels

	Ericsson



Presenter: Bo
Discussion: 
CMCC will comment on it later and give conclusion in washup
Revision was presented with no comments received. 
Decision: revised to S4-240450

	S4-240450
	Adding 3gpp-req-app attribute to SDP negotiation of IMS data channels

	Ericsson




[bookmark: _geol4pa5by25]10.11 New Work / New Work Items and Study Items

	S4-240227
	New WID on split rendering over IMS
	Nokia Corporation



Presenter: Shane (for information)

Discussion: 
· Elmira: Vodafone would like to co-sign. 
· Quiting: ZTE will cosign
· Ryan: Samsung will cosign. 

Decision: Noted


10.12 Any Other Business
The Chair (Nikolai Leung) thanked the delegates, rapporteurs, and secretaries for all their work this week and also for the many years supporting him as the MTSI SWG and then RTC SWG chair.

Group photo-taking then followed.

10.13 Close of the session
The RTC SWG Chair closed the session at 12:30pm on February 1, 2024.
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	S4-240165
	[IBACS] Proposed changes to TS 26.264
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd, Nokia Corporation
	pCR
	10.6
	agreed
	S4aR230160
	 

	S4-240248
	[IBACS] AR metadata messages and formats
	Nokia Corporation
	pCR
	10.6
	revised
	 
	S4-240323

	S4-240250
	IBACS spatial description
	InterDigital, Europe, Ltd.
	pCR
	10.6
	merged
	S4-240145
	S4-240323

	S4-240273
	[IBACS] Scene Description Support in IBACS
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	pCR
	10.6
	merged
	 
	S4-240323

	S4-240053
	[5G_RTP] On the definition of XR Timestamp in the Pose RTP HE
	Nokia Corporation
	pCR
	10.7
	agreed
	S4aR230149
	 

	S4-240054
	[5G_RTP] Definition of the Pose RTP HE for 3DoF pose
	Nokia Corporation
	pCR
	10.7
	revised
	S4aR230148
	S4-240325

	S4-240104
	Improvements to TS 26.522 adressing general and editorial comments
	Huawei Technologies Sweden AB
	pCR
	10.7
	revised
	 
	S4-240324

	S4-240228
	Clarifications and Corrections to PDU Set Text
	Ericsson Inc.
	pCR
	10.7
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240233
	[5G_RTP] On the ABNF syntax for the RTP header extension for PDU Set Marking
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland
	pCR
	10.7
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240235
	[5G_RTP] On NPDS in the RTP header extension for PDU Set marking 
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland
	pCR
	10.7
	revised
	 
	S4-240362

	S4-240237
	[5G_RTP] On the RTCP extended report for QoE timing information 
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland
	pCR
	10.7
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240239
	Potential LS on the PDU Set marking configuration within the Policy 
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland
	discussion
	10.7
	noted
	 
	 

	S4-240293
	Status of the 5G_RTP work in Release 18 
	Nokia Hungary
	discussion
	10.7
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240186
	[MP_RTT]Updates to TR 26.982
	Nokia France, Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd
	pCR
	10.8
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240014
	[FS_eiRTCW] proposed pCR list for TR 26.930
	NTT
	other
	10.9
	noted
	 
	 

	S4-240015
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on clarification of Scope
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240016
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on updating Key Issue #1 and Solution #1
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	revised
	 
	S4-240327

	S4-240017
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on updating Solution #2
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240018
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #5: Functional requirements for service control API
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240019
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Solution #5: Procedures for service control API
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240020
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on clarification of the description for KI#6: WSF discovery mechanism
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240021
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on security considerations
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240022
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #11 and solution #11: Related groups considerations
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240023
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Conclusion of FS_eiRTCW (excluding state-3 aspect)
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	revised
	 
	S4-240364

	S4-240024
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Annex A: Use cases
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240025
	[FS_eiRTCW] Draft TR 26.930 v0.3.0
	NTT
	discussion
	10.9
	noted
	 
	 

	S4-240040
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #9 and Solution #9 : Tethered cases
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	revised
	 
	S4-240333

	S4-240041
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #7 and Solution #7: Interworking with IMS network
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	revised
	 
	S4-240334

	S4-240042
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #8 and Solution #8: Protocol-level interworking between RTC network and IMS network
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	revised
	 
	S4-240335

	S4-240061
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Annex C: Call flow examples for RTC-IMS interworking
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240137
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Solution #5: Service control API
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	withdrawn
	 
	 

	S4-240169
	FS_eiRTCW Permanent Document v9.0.0
	NTT
	other
	10.9
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240185
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Solution #5: API and solution evaluation for service control API
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240192
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Solution #3 C-Plane signalling protocol
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240193
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Conclusion of FS_eiRTCW (stage-3 aspect)
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	merged
	 
	S4-240364

	S4-240295
	[FS_eiRTCW] Draft TR 26.930 v0.3.0
	NTT
	draft TR
	10.9
	revised
	 
	S4-240340

	S4-240272
	Adding 3gpp-req-app attribute to SDP negotiation of IMS data channels
	Ericsson Inc., Samsung
	CR
	10.10
	revised
	S4-231321
	S4-240450

	S4-240318
	[iRTCW] pCR on 26113: Procedure
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd, NTT
	pCR
	10.5
	agreed
	S4-240144
	 

	S4-240146
	[iRTCW] pCR on 26113: API details
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
	pCR
	10.5
	revised
	 
	S4-240319

	S4-240319
	[iRTCW] pCR on 26113: API details
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd, NTT
	pCR
	10.5
	agreed
	S4-240146
	 

	S4-240320
	[iRTCW] Clarification of relationship between RTC-1 API and M1 API
	NTT
	pCR
	10.5
	agreed
	S4-240037
	 

	S4-240321
	[iRTCW] pCR on 26113: Scope & Annex
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
	pCR
	10.5
	agreed
	S4-240148
	 

	S4-240323
	[IBACS] AR metadata messages and formats
	Nokia Corporation
	pCR
	10.6
	agreed
	S4-240248
	 

	S4-240324
	Improvements to TS 26.522 adressing general and editorial comments
	Huawei Technologies Sweden AB
	pCR
	10.7
	agreed
	S4-240104
	 

	S4-240325
	[5G_RTP] Definition of the Pose RTP HE for 3DoF pose
	Nokia Corporation
	pCR
	10.7
	agreed
	S4-240054
	 

	S4-240327
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on updating Key Issue #1 and Solution #1
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	S4-240016
	 

	S4-240332
	TS 26.522 v.0.3.0 5G Real-time Media Transport Protocol Configurations
	Nokia Hungary
	draft TS
	10.7
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240333
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #9 and Solution #9 : Tethered cases
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	S4-240040
	 

	S4-240334
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #7 and Solution #7: Interworking with IMS network
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	S4-240041
	 

	S4-240335
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Key Issue #8 and Solution #8: Protocol-level interworking between RTC network and IMS network
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	S4-240042
	 

	S4-240340
	[FS_eiRTCW] Draft TR 26.930 v0.4.0
	NTT
	draft TR
	10.9
	not treated
	S4-240295
	 

	S4-240349
	Proposed updates to TR 26.982
	Ericsson Inc.
	pCR
	10.8
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240351
	Reply LS on the clarification on the AR media specification
	HUAWEI TECHNOLOGIES Co. Ltd.
	LS out
	10.3
	agreed
	S4-240166
	 

	S4-240355
	TR 26.982 v0.2.0
	Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd
	draft TR
	10.8
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240362
	[5G_RTP] On NPDS in the RTP header extension for PDU Set marking 
	Qualcomm Technologies Ireland
	pCR
	10.7
	agreed
	S4-240235
	 

	S4-240353
	Rel-18 Work Item Exception for IBACS
	KPN N.V.
	WI exception request
	10.6
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240354
	[IBACS] Timeplan v0.7.0
	KPN N.V.
	Work Plan
	10.6
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240363
	Reply LS on the non-transparency of stream IDs from JavaScript data channel applications
	Ericsson Inc.
	LS out
	10.3
	not treated
	 
	 

	S4-240364
	[FS_eiRTCW] Pseudo-CR on Conclusion of FS_eiRTCW
	NTT
	pCR
	10.9
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240370
	[IBACS]pCR on terminal architecture
	ZTE Corporation
	pCR
	10.6
	agreed
	S4-240161
	 

	S4-240390
	[iRTCW] Exception Sheet 
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
	WI exception request
	10.5
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240391
	[iRTCW] Time plan v0.9.0
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
	Work Plan
	10.5
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240392
	[iRTCW] draft TS 26.113 v1.1.0
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
	draft TS
	10.5
	not treated
	 
	 

	S4-240393
	Draft TS 26.264 v0.4.0
	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
	draft TS
	10.6
	agreed
	 
	 

	S4-240227
	WID on Split Rendering over IMS
	Nokia Corporation, Ericsson LM, Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd, InterDigital Inc.,
	WID new
	10.11
	noted
	 
	 

	S4-240450
	Adding 3gpp-req-app attribute to SDP negotiation of IMS data channels
	Ericsson Inc., Samsung
	CR
	10.10
	agreed
	S4-240272
	 

	S4-240446
	RTC SWG Report during SA4#127
	RTC SWG Chair
	report
	12.3
	not treated
	 
	 

	S4-240445
	Summary for MP_RTT
	HUAWEI TECHNOLOGIES Co. Ltd.
	WI status report
	10.8
	not treated
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