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Executive Summary
The MTSI SWG teleconference on ITT4RT received four contributions.  The proposals on Event-based trigger interval for signalling of RTCP viewport, viewport margins, and SDP signalling for 360-degree video were discussed and noted after receiving good feedback for making revision.  The proposal on Further Aspects on Signalling of Camera Calibration Parameters was not treated due to the lack of time and will be discussed on the July 8th telco.

1.	Opening of the conference call 

	Telco#7 (Topic: ITT4RT, Date: 17 June 2020, Time 16:00-18:00 CEST, Host: Intel)
	· Telco#7 (Topic: ITT4RT, Date: 17 June 2020, Time 16:00-18:00 CEST, Host: Intel)
· Contribution submission deadline: 23:59 CEST, 12 June 2020



The rapporteurs for ITT4RT, Ozgur Oyman (Intel) and Igor Curcio (Nokia), opened the conference call at about 16:00 hours CEST on June 17, 2020.

Charles Lo and Bo Burman volunteered to take minutes on the conference call. Nikolai also requested the participants to add their names to the attendance list at the end of the on-line minutes located here: 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1JiNQL5JyTLwIv1IMRCmHqf5kbRGt4mRw6VWF3_L_B_w/edit?usp=sharing

2.	Approval of the agenda and registration of documents

	S4-AHM554
	Proposed agenda for SA4 MTSI SWG 17 June 2020 Teleconference #7 on ITT4RT
	MTSI SWG Chair
(Nikolai Leung)
	2



The rapporteurs presented the agenda and registration of documents.

S4-AHM554 was approved.

3.	Reports and liaisons

None.

[bookmark: _dx51lppes5ax]4.   	Support of Immersive Teleconferencing and Telepresence for Remote Terminals (ITT4RT)


	S4-AHM550
	Event-based trigger interval for signalling of RTCP viewport
	Tencent
	4


Presented by Rohit Abhishek of Tencent.
Discussion:
· Imed: How can you guess the HMD speed - the head motion?
· Rohit: Yes.
· Imed: That depends on the user, the content, etc.
· Rohit: The values in the document are taken from our tests. These are documented in the permanent document.
· Imed: How can you estimate that HMD speed?
· Iraj: This is just used for modeling. The idea is not to measure the motion but to evaluate the minimum RTCP interval that will result from different head motions.
· Imed: The purpose is to determine the minimum trigger angle?
· Iraj: Based on constant motion, yes, but in reality there’s no constant motion. What would the 5% RTCP bandwidth translate to in terms of head motion?
· Imed: So you try to maintain the maximum fraction of RTCP bandwidth?
· Iraj: Yes, if the person moves its head faster than the limit that is presented in this document, all motions will not be reported. The time interval between reporting will then increase.
· Imed: The client has to keep track of its speed and adapt how it is reporting?
· Iraj: Yes. It has nothing to do with the signaling between sender and receiver.
· Saba: So this is only for event-based, not for regular RTCP reporting? Previously we decided to have a mix.
· Iraj: Yes, this is just for the event-based part. There is always the fixed interval RTCP feedback to indicate viewport has not changed.
· Igor: Event-driven scheme is within the framework of AVPF with immediate feedback. The RFC defines the timing of the RTCP packets, etc. So I wonder if this kind of timing mechanism is already part of the RFC.
· Iraj: The 5% rule comes from the RFC. Our formula shows what this means for the client in terms of the head motion and speed.
· Igor: My comment is that in the RFC for AVPF, the timing rule is defined for two consecutive RTCP packets. I wonder if the rule here might conflict with what is defined in the RFC.
· Iraj: Up to certain speed of motion makes sense for receiver not to generate more ticks as that will be limited by the RFC
· Igor: There is a suppression rule already defined by RFC 4585.
· Iraj: agree makes sense to clarify role of RFC vs. what we’re trying to clarify in our proposal; total effect comes from RFC
· Ozgur: <Reads out what “immediate feedback mode” in RFC 4585 states on this>, thinks the formula in proposal is consistent with RFC, but considers events per interval as connected to the minimum trigger angle and HMD speed.
· Igor: Suggests to mention the connection between the two formulas, in casting the proposal as specialization or translation of that formula in the RFC. Would be happy to work with Tencent on this.
· Revision is expected at the next telco to draw the explicit connection between the proposed formula and the rule in RFC 4585.
The document was noted.

	S4-AHM551
	On viewport margins
	Nokia Corporation
	4


Presented by Saba Ahsan of Nokia.
Discussion:
· Imed: Is this consistent high quality a new feature?
· Saba: Yes, you can use the margins without this, but this is one way to let the receiver choose what it can receive.
· Imed: Is this a feature or just an example? You were asked to how receiver can benefit. For example, what happens if the head moves randomly?
· Saba: The directional margins are only triggered for certain high level of motion. I remember it was questioned why margins are needed in the first place. We can control RTCP feedback based on their presence.
· Imed: I’m lost what you’re trying to achieve.
· Saba: The receiver needs to know that there’s a margin.
· Imed: But the margins change based on motion. Are you going to send updates? Why don’t you just signal what the video covers and leave it up to the client rendering if the viewport is in the margin?
· Saba: How does the receiver know if it is high quality or not? For viewport-dependent we have the higher quality in the viewport.
· Imed: Why don’t you just signal that the margin covers this part of the sphere? This would be intrinsic to the video bitstream.
· Saba: need to trigger RTCP feedback; idea is that whenever there will be no margin, receiver has to send such feedback to sender, instead of delaying doing so until the rendering phase.
· Imed: viewport is hard to track until the time of rendering
· Ozgur: had also concerns on this matter; taking off Chair’s hat and representing Intel, quite complicated receiver and sender sending info on margin. Viewport is what receiver tells sender about interest in viewing; sender can send larger area from that input, e.g.. using region-wise packing via SEI messages as part of bitstream. Unclear on need for the additional SDP signaling. Not opposed to Nokia proposal on high quality to consistent quality ratio - can be sent once as sender policy. In the proposed text  there are many possibilities mentioned which could result in inconsistent signaling between sender and receiver; would like to see an explicit solution proposal. Suggest considering using inherent signaling in bitstream to allow receiver to determine what is being sent. Overall concept of margin may not be necessary based on what receiver can infer from the bitstream.
· Igor: there is already clean-up in proposal to denote xxx; hear suggestion from Imed for sending area via SEI message in bitstream, and will check such method
· Imed: concern with text in the described examples (such as HQ and CQ) - appear to be adding new features, which is beyond the asks from prior comments
· Igor: that is an example to check for opinions on their utility - can remove that if it causes confusion
· Igor: is there concern with removing square brackets in the latest proposal and address remaining concerns later?
· Ozgur: concept of margins may not be needed as ITT4RT feature; whereas margins can be inferred by receiver from SEI messages. Trigger to RTCP messages might depend on the receiver interpretation of the SEI messages. Suggest to maintain the brackets and decide later its relevance in relation to sending of margin or not
· Iraj: while receiver can drive area of viewport and rendering from SEI, can see benefit for sender to inform whether margin is sent - to allow receiver to know earlier than upon rendering
· Imed: possible that such margin signaling from sender is beneficial; or have client inform sender of what margin info to send
· Chair: suggest offline discussion among principals to resolve the issue: Imed, Ozgur, Iraj, Saba, Igor. Expect revision for next telco.
The document was noted.

	S4-AHM552
	SDP signalling for 360-degree video
	Nokia Corporation
	4


Presented by Saba Ahsan of Nokia.
Discussion:
· Ryan: what is the meaning of group attribute for different m lines? 
· Saba: for background image associated with 360 video, these should be grouped together; need to follow IETF usage of grouping (using existing a=group:<new tag> would require new RFC).
· Ryan: still unclear physical meaning for their grouping in SDP
· Saba: to indicate these will be part of same virtual experience
· Imed: why is group attribute disallowed? IANA registered semantics seem not to preclude doing so
· Bo: reason to avoid this is because requirement for registering new tag would require a new standards track RFC
· Imed: is this really necessary?
· Bo: IANA rule “standards action” requires new RFC; precludes reference to 3GPP usage
· Saba: the latest proposal considered this issue from previous call
· Nik: seek clarification about multiple rooms
· Saba: remove ambiguity and now signaling a single room but can add rooms which are considered part of the same session.
· Ozgur: about viewport - why a separate attribute for viewport for this to be exposed in SDP?
· Saba: not explicitly intended to do this; for multiple rooms
· Ozgur: If need to be exposed, it should be conditioned on whether VDP is active
· Igor: agree to further investigate such signaling, e.g. conditioned by presence of VDP
· Ozgur: consider merging into 360 video signaling
· Saba: not every sender can indicate all possible viewport sizes to receiver; consider further look into value of such SDP offer
· Ozgur: suggest to consider FFS the need for a=3gpp_viewport; this relates to margins, event triggered dynamically or at regular intervals, etc.
· Saba: the above is part of the permanent document; describes capability of sender
· Ozgur: could send this as viewport independent stream; can send viewport of another user this way
· Saba: agree that viewport controlled part can be moved into 360 video signaling part; also agree can remove signaling of viewport size
· Online change to make viewport controlled definition as part of a=3GPP_360video
· Ozgur: on overlay semantics; have overlay size and controls to be exposed; these are collected under single attribute; appears that parameters are listed in permanent document but not expressed here. Position already expresses size of overlay (center and range). Do we need CFoV for overlay?
· Saba: used to differentiate spherical overlay from flat video
· Ozgur: each of those have their own position semantics, and from that can infer the type of overlay. OMAF defines 4 types of overlays; still think CFoV is redundant
· Saba: position and size of overlay to be considered
· Ozgur: two types of overlays in the permanent document. Azimuth angle and elevation angle and their ranges imply size
· Saba provided additional inline changes
· Ozgur: which of 4 overlay types as defined by OMAF to be adopted by ITT4RT is still TBD; SDP semantics provided heer are further examples but there is no commitment these are final
· Saba: these are proposed text
· Ozgur: I’m referring to text such as design principles and so forth - what goes into the SDP attributes is still FFS
· Igor: let’s not define exact ABNF syntax for now since many moving parts still
· Ozgur: not expecting that; parameters to go into each attribute may not be the final - would like to see an Editor’s note indicating such
· Saba: PD contents is not intended to represent final solutions
· Ozgur: still thinks that editor’s note is useful to guide further tasks: whatever added into PD should reflect 
· Ozgur: suggests editor’s note that parameters that go into the three SDP attributes are FFS. Would prefer not to see PD as simple repository for potential solutions but have some determinism documented.
· Imed: thought agreement about single session without mentioning rooms
· Saba: the SDP only indicates single room; concept of multiple rooms is in use cases of the WI; multiple 360 degree senders; do you prefer replacing “room A” by “sender A”?
· Imed: yes
· Online changes to remove/replace ‘room’
· Online additions of editor’s note as suggested by Ozgur
· Chair: requests Nokia to submit revision of document per agreed online changes prior to next telco
· Ozgur: suggest only highlight the revision marks to avoid redundant discussion
The document was noted.
Chair indicated that for next SA4 e-meeting ITT4RT will be a main agenda item since Rel-16 WIs have been completed. Specific plans for that meeting can be discussed at next telco.

	S4-AHM553
	Further Aspects on Signalling of Camera Calibration Parameters
	Intel
	4


The document was not treated due to lack of time and was postponed to the July 8th telco.


5.	Review of the future work plan
[bookmark: _26in1rg]
	[bookmark: _26in1rg]SA#88 (17-19 Jun 2020, Malmo, Sweden)
	· Approval of CRs to TS 26.114 and TS 26.223

	[bookmark: _bt13i6lcl9aq]Telco#8 (Topic: ITT4RT, Date: 8 July 2020, Time 16:00-18:00 CEST, Host: Intel)
	· Update permanent document to include use cases, architecture / call flows, requirements, potential solutions, and working assumptions
· Contribution submission deadline: 23:59 CEST, 3 July 2020

	[bookmark: _nq4dg2fw1w0p]Telco#9 (Topic: ITT4RT, Date: 22 July 2020, Time 16:00-18:00 CEST, Host: Intel)
	· Update permanent document to include use cases, architecture / call flows, requirements, potential solutions, and working assumptions
· Contribution submission deadline: 23:59 CEST, 17 July 2020

	[bookmark: _m41je4uttogm]Telco#10 (Topic: ITT4RT, Date: 5 August 2020, Time 16:00-18:00 CEST, Host: Intel)
	· Update permanent document to include use cases, architecture / call flows, requirements, potential solutions, and working assumptions
· Contribution submission deadline: 23:59 CEST, 31 July 2020

	[bookmark: _3fkjpjq1b69t]SA4#110 (24-28 Aug 2020, US)
	· Updates of time plan as found necessary
· Update permanent document to keep track of potential solutions and working assumptions addressing work item objectives
· Agree on CRs to TS 26.114 and TS 26.223 addressing the work item objectives
· Schedule telcos as needed to ensure consistent progress

	[bookmark: _26in1rg]SA#89 (16-18 Sep 2020, Funchal, Madeira)
	· Approval of CRs to TS 26.114 and TS 26.223

	[bookmark: _26in1rg]SA4#111 (9-13 Nov 2020, India)
	· Updates of time plan as found necessary
· Update permanent document to keep track of potential solutions and working assumptions addressing work item objectives
· Agree on CRs to TS 26.114 and TS 26.223 addressing the work item objectives
· Schedule telcos as needed to ensure consistent progress

	[bookmark: _26in1rg]SA#90 (9-11 Dec 2020, USA)
	· Approval of CRs to TS 26.114 and TS 26.223
· WI Completion


[bookmark: _31cofq4hcr51]
[bookmark: _j6jw9stzzndu]
[bookmark: _lavpoa1zw2sr]6.	Any Other Business
Chair: For the August SA4#11-e meeting, expect ITT4RT to be a high priority feature that we can use Telco time for.
Igor: the timeplan suggests bringing in CRs for this meeting.  Will we be following this?
Chair: this is a good discussion but we are out of time on this telco.  I suggest the rapporteurs and chair discuss offline then present ideas/plans during the July 8th telco.
7.		Close of the conference call
Call was closed at 18:09 CEST. 
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[bookmark: _35nkun2]2.	Annex 2: List of documents
3.	Annex 3: List of participants
[bookmark: _1ksv4uv]

Annex 1: Meeting Agenda (the final revision)
Source:                	SA4 MTSI SWG Chairman[1]
Title:                      	Proposed agenda for SA4 MTSI SWG 17 June 2020 Teleconference #7 on ITT4RT
[bookmark: _9fxpnx6xzcg7]Document for:    	Approval
[bookmark: _7fb0ztwgx0jz]Agenda Item:      	2
 
1.   	Opening of the conference call
 
	Telco#7 (Topic: ITT4RT, Date: 17 June 2020, Time 16:00-18:00 CEST, Host: Intel)
	· Update permanent document to include use cases, architecture / call flows, requirements, potential solutions, and working assumptions
· Contribution submission deadline: 23:59 CEST, 12 June 2020


 
2.   	Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
 
 
	S4-AHM554
	Proposed agenda for SA4 MTSI SWG 17 June 2020 Teleconference #7 on ITT4RT
	MTSI SWG Chair
(Nikolai Leung)
	2


      	 
3.   	Reports and liaisons
4.   	Support of Immersive Teleconferencing and Telepresence for Remote Terminals (ITT4RT)
 
 
	S4-AHM550
	Event-based trigger interval for signalling of RTCP viewport
	Tencent
	4

	S4-AHM551
	On viewport margins
	Nokia Corporation
	4

	S4-AHM552
	SDP signalling for 360-degree video
	Nokia Corporation
	4

	S4-AHM553
	Further Aspects on Signalling of Camera Calibration Parameters
	Intel
	4


 
5.   	Review of the future work plan

[bookmark: _26in1rg]
	[bookmark: _26in1rg]SA#88 (17-19 Jun 2020, Malmo, Sweden)
	· Approval of CRs to TS 26.114 and TS 26.223

	[bookmark: _qkgzqb2dr8bp]Telco#8 (Topic: ITT4RT, Date: 8 July 2020, Time 16:00-18:00 CEST, Host: Intel)
	· Update permanent document to include use cases, architecture / call flows, requirements, potential solutions, and working assumptions
· Contribution submission deadline: 23:59 CEST, 3 July 2020

	[bookmark: _dtui4n5gvsll]Telco#9 (Topic: ITT4RT, Date: 22 July 2020, Time 16:00-18:00 CEST, Host: Intel)
	· Update permanent document to include use cases, architecture / call flows, requirements, potential solutions, and working assumptions
· Contribution submission deadline: 23:59 CEST, 17 July 2020

	[bookmark: _zi8unlh8stiy]Telco#10 (Topic: ITT4RT, Date: 5 August 2020, Time 16:00-18:00 CEST, Host: Intel)
	· Update permanent document to include use cases, architecture / call flows, requirements, potential solutions, and working assumptions
· Contribution submission deadline: 23:59 CEST, 31 July 2020

	[bookmark: _fh3dd2erzt7p]SA4#110 (24-28 Aug 2020, US)
	· Updates of time plan as found necessary
· Update permanent document to keep track of potential solutions and working assumptions addressing work item objectives
· Agree on CRs to TS 26.114 and TS 26.223 addressing the work item objectives
· Schedule telcos as needed to ensure consistent progress

	[bookmark: _26in1rg]SA#89 (16-18 Sep 2020, Funchal, Madeira)
	· Approval of CRs to TS 26.114 and TS 26.223

	[bookmark: _26in1rg]SA4#111 (9-13 Nov 2020, India)
	· Updates of time plan as found necessary
· Update permanent document to keep track of potential solutions and working assumptions addressing work item objectives
· Agree on CRs to TS 26.114 and TS 26.223 addressing the work item objectives
· Schedule telcos as needed to ensure consistent progress

	[bookmark: _rr0fekprihmz]SA#90 (9-11 Dec 2020, USA)
	· Approval of CRs to TS 26.114 and TS 26.223
· WI Completion


 
6.   	Any Other Business                                                           
7.   	Close of the conference call
 
Note: The deadline for document submission is 12 June 2020 @ 23:59 CEST.  Please ask the MTSI SWG Chair for Tdoc# assignments.
 
____________________
Tdoc “colour code”:   black = submitted for the meeting
                        	blue = postponed from an earlier SA4 meeting
                        	red  =  covered during this meeting
                        	grey =  late submission
                        	strikethrough = withdrawn
 
Conclusion codes:	a = agreed
                        	app = approved
                        	n = noted
                        	u = updated
                        	np = not pursued
                        	pp = postponed
Note: These conclusion codes appearing in the agenda are only informative. Please refer always to the main body of the meeting report for precise and complete explanation of decisions for each document.
 
Other notations:   	* = allocated under more than one agenda item
-> = replaced by, [or] action follows
 
"Noted":   A document is "noted" to indicate that its content was made available to the meeting, but that the document itself was not agreed or endorsed by the meeting. Any agreements or actions resulting from discussion of the document are explicitly indicated in the meeting report.
 


[1]	Nikolai Leung (nleung@qti.qualcomm.com)
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	Tdoc
	Title
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	Agenda Item
	Conclusion

	S4-AHM554
	Proposed agenda for SA4 MTSI SWG 17 June 2020 Teleconference #7 on ITT4RT
	MTSI SWG Chair
(Nikolai Leung)
	2
	Approved

	S4-AHM550
	Event-based trigger interval for signalling of RTCP viewport
	Tencent
	4
	Noted

	S4-AHM551
	On viewport margins
	Nokia Corporation
	4
	Noted

	S4-AHM552
	SDP signalling for 360-degree video
	Nokia Corporation
	4
	Noted

	S4-AHM553
	Further Aspects on Signalling of Camera Calibration Parameters
	Intel
	4
	Not treated
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