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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #40 took place on October 9, 2014, 14:00 CEST for 2 hours with a bridge/document sharing tool provided by Fraunhofer IIS. There were 25 participants and 6 input documents (including the agenda). All documents were covered.
The meeting outcome is summarized below:
· SDP parameters for EVS were proposed in AHEVS-337. Only part of this document was covered. See the detailed minutes below for the detailed report of agreements made during the discussion of AHEVS-337.

· The RTP payload format for EVS and the draft reply LS to CT4 in AHEVS-338 and AHEVS-339 were postponed.
· The corrections to the characterization test plan (EVS-8c) in AHEVS-336 were agreed. The EVS-8c Editor (Mr. S. Craig Greer, Samsung) was tasked to prepare an updated input for SA4#81.

A new EVS/MTSI/SQ SWG teleconference was scheduled for Oct. 16, 2014, 14:00-16:00 CEST to progress SDP parameters and RTP payload format, with the objective to send the reply LS to CT4.
1 Opening of the session: October 9, 14:01 CEST
The EVS SWG Chairman, Mr. Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson), opened the EVS SWG teleconference call; he invited to use the hand-raising tool (http://tohru.trace.wisc.edu/). Minutes were taken by the EVS SWG Secretary, Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange).
2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
The EVS SWG Chairman presented the agenda in AHEVS-334R1 (see R2 in Annex A of the present report).  Tdocs AHEVS-337 and AHEVS-338 were put in A.I. 4. The agenda in AHEVS-334R1 was agreed with this change of Tdoc allocation.
It was suggested to take AHEVS-336 early in the call. The EVS SWG Chairman suggested to take A.I. 3 first, then characterization phase matters (AHEVS-336) and then other A.I’s.
3 Agreement of EVS conference call #39 report
Mr. Stéphane Ragot presented TD AHEVS-335 Draft report from SA4 EVS SWG Teleconference #39 (25th September 2014), from EVS SWG Secretary (Orange)

Comments / questions:

None.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-335 was agreed. 

4 CRs
Mr. Kyunghun Jung presented TD AHEVS-337 Definition and Handling of SDP parameters for EVS, from Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.

Comments / questions:

The channel parameter was discussed first and then it was suggested to structure the discussion box by box. The minutes below follow the box order taken during the call.
· On channel parameters (‘ch’, ‘ch-send’, ‘ch-recv’)
Mr. Thomas Belling (Nokia Networks) stated that it is unclear what the ‘ch’ parameter means for a single payload type, and he assumed that there would be several m lines if several channels are supported (see RFC 3264). He noted that there is a notation to indicate several channels in the m line and he suspected that the channel parameter may not be required at all.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) explained that the ‘ch’ parameter was initially introduced to distinguish between stereo and dual mono, and he stated that this parameter seemed redundant, as EVS is currently limited to mono. Mr. Kyunghun Jung (Samsung) stated that the channel parameter can be removed.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) was OK to remove the ‘ch’ parameter but he requested to clarify either in the payload format or in the CR to 26.114 how to do asymmetric sessions. Mr. Kyunghun Jung (Samsung) stated that SDP is not sufficient in this case, and for IMS one needs to know the QoS parameters to set the right bandwidth for services. He noted that a stereo headphone has 2 speakers and one mike and referred to a similar proposal in MTSI for video.
Mr. Thomas Belling (Nokia Networks) suggested a new wording for the ‘ch’ parameter.

Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that it is a problem to remove the ‘ch’ as one can negotiate multiple channels in map lines with 16000/1 or /2, but one needs to distinguish encoded stereo and 2 or 3 times mono. He stated that for the asymmetric case can be done with 2 m lines, one for sending, another for receiving.
Mr. Thomas Belling (Nokia Networks) commented that the justification for the ‘ch’ parameter is stereo, and EVS has no stereo support. He suggested introducing the ‘ch’ parameter when when stereo is available, and he stated that most likely more parameters are required. He was unsure that the ‘ch’, ‘ch-send’ and ‘ch-recv’ parameters were right at this stage.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there was any problem keeping ‘ch’. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that ‘ch’ would serve the purpose to keep some compatibility for future, and he preferred to keep it.

The EVS SWG Chairman suggested setting ‘ch’ to 0 in Rel-12 for MTSI; he asked how a conference call with asymmetric number of channels would be supported.  Mr. Kuynghun Jung (Samsung) stated that this case can be handled with ‘ch-send’ and ‘ch-recv’.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the discussion is also to remove ‘ch-send’ and ‘ch-recv’. 

Mr. Thomas Belling (Nokia Networks) asked if Rel-12/13 indicator would be required. He stated that for stereo, one can add a stereo parameter later on, for Rel1-2 only mono is used and one can do without the ‘ch’ parameter. He explained that one can setup a dual mono connection with 2 payload type assigned. The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the proposal was tor remove all ‘ch-‘ parameters.
Mr. Tomad Frankkila (Ericsson) did not want to have a parameter for Rel-12, or to indicate to a specific 3GPP Release. He explained that there are problems with multiple m lines, as RFC 5888 has limitations if multiple m lines are used for the same media type; he stated that on may have to do one m line, at least in RFC 3388, and he invited for further checking. The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that multiple m lines may not solve the problem, but ‘ch-send’/’ch-recv’ would not work either; he concluded that the channel parameters would be kept in brackets.
Conclusion: the channel parameters were put in brackets as follows: [ch], [ch-send], [ch-recv].
· On DTX parameter (‘dtx’)
The EVS SWG Chairman asked to clarify whether this parameter is just a declaration, and whether this parameter is negotiated or not (e.g. removed or rejected).

Mr. Thomas Belling (Nokia Networks) noted that the procedure indicates it is negotiated, and he recommended clarifying that the answer applies to both directions.
The EVS SWG Chairman did not find it clear in what sense this is a negotiation parameter, as one could offer various payload types and one can always choose something that is preferred. Mr. Kuynghun Jung (Samsung) noted that one should avoid the ping-pong effect, and this parameter is similar to hf-only and io-mode-request and cmr-off.
Mr. Thomas Belling (Nokia Networks) stated that a declarative parameter applies to what one wants to receive and what is in answer should not depend on the offer. He requested to be consistent as the parameter seemed to apply to both directions.

Conclusion: The DTX box was edited with the following agreed change

Permissible values are 0 and 1. If 0, DTX is disabled in the session for the send and the receive directions. If 1 or not present, DTX is enabled.
Conclusion: the box for ‘dtx’ was agreed with the following text (online changes are in bold)

Permissible values are 0 and 1. If 0, DTX is disabled in the session for the send and the receive directions. If 1 or not present, DTX is enabled.
· On ‘ptime’ and ‘maxptime’
No comment.

Conclusion: the boxes for ‘ptime’ and ‘maxptime’ are agreed.

· On ‘hf-only’ parameter
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that he was not objecting to this parameter but he gave a warning that if different formats are used one might end with the same situation as with octet-aligned and bandwidth-efficient modes. He just wanted to confirm that people wanted to do this. He emphasized that different parsing algorithms would be required in RTP and he invited further discussion on this topic.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that the difference from AMR-WB is that bandwidth-efficient and octet-aligned were variants with different payload types, while in the EVS case one would use the same payload type but the receiver needs to be capable to do both.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that having different receiver mechanisms depending on SDP is a complication which should be motivated, he asked if it really motivated to have different handling.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) pointed to the RTP payload format in AHEVS- 338, he explained that the extra overhead of size collision avoidance is not needed in the header-full only case and he preferred to keep the text for ‘hf-only’ as worded. He stated that having both bandwidth-efficient and octet-aligned did not prevent from deploying AMR-WB.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the text for the ‘hf-only’ parameter can be accepted. Answer: yes.
Conclusion: the box for ‘hf-only’ was agreed.
· On ‘io-mode-request’ parameter
Mr. Kuynghun Jung (Samsung) stated that the current text says that the offerer shall use IO when sending EVS packets and a different wording is needed.
Mr. Thomas Belling (Nokia Networks) commented that more text is needed and he proposed that the answerer shall send packets with indicated mode and the offerer shall also apply indicated mode. He stated that one needs also to cover the transitional period between the times the offer is sent and answer is received.
Some text was inserted and this text was further edited online. There were proposals to use ‘indicated mode’ or ‘requested mode’ and it was noted that ‘indicated mode’ may be confused with CMI in CS. As a result the text was changed as follows:
MTSI client in terminal shall not include io-mode-request in the SDP offer. When io-mode-request is offered for a payload type and this payload type is accepted, the answering MTSI client in terminal shall not modify or remove io-mode-request for the payload type in the SDP answer. When including the io-mode-request in the SDP offer, the offerer shall use the requested mode when sending EVS packets. However, if a media stream is already being received, the offerer needs to be prepared to receive packets in both EVS primary and AMR-WB IO mode until receiving the answer. When including io-mode-request in the SDP answer, the answerer shall use the requested mode when sending EVS packets. When receiving SDP answer including io-mode-request, the offerer shall use the requested mode when sending EVS packets.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if this text was agreeable or whether it should be kept in brackets.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked whether there is any restriction to other parameters in the SDP offer/answer if io-mode-mode is set. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) explained that one may need a note stating that there is a dependency on what parameters can be used depending if the value of io-mode-request. The EVS SWG Chairman stated that this is a general observation and one needs to check for consistency issues for other parameters.
Conclusion: The ‘io-mode-request’ parameter was agreed with the above changes. Consistency between parameters was left to be checked in general. A note was added online stating: ‘Collisions with other parameters need to be considered.’
· On the bit rate parameters (‘br’, ‘br-send’, ‘br-recv’)
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) proposed to modify the text to read: If not present, all bit-rates supporting the  specified audio bandwidth(s) are allowed in the session.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked whether bandwidth has higher priority than bit rate.
Mr. Tomas Belling (Nokia Networks) explained that the proposal is to use the intersecting set. He suggested the following wording: The indicated bitrate(s) shall only be used if they also comply with the negotiated bandwidth(s).
The EVS SWG Chairman suggested another formulation as: Only those of the indicated bit-rates shall be used. With the help of Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei), the text was modified as follows:
Only bit-rates that do not conflict with the negotiated bandwidth(s) should be negotiated. If not present, all bit-rates supporting the negotiated bandwidth(s) are allowed in the session. 
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) requested to clarify whether the restriction is on usage in SDP offer and answer or for coding. The suggested rewording the text if the intent was to cover bit rates used at RTP level. He asked whether it is possible to negotiate bit rates that cannot be used in the session due to bandwidth restrictions. 

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that it would be safer to specify what happens in the session.

Mr. Thomas Belling (Nokia Networks) stated that the problem is really that there are bit rates which are in a range, but the bit rate range for WB and SWB is overlapping. He stated that one cannot really indicate just wideband bit rates, and one need to cover the bandwidth can restrict bit rates to be used.

Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the bandwidth detector in the EVS codec can detect a lower bandwidth like NB but the maximum bit rate for NB may not be within the negotiated range of bit rates. Mr. Thomas Belling (Nokia Networks) stated that if only SWB is negotiated, all bit rates should be in the SWB range. Mr. Job Gibbs (Huawei) stated that it is logical to allow the codec to operate at 8 kbit/s if the detected signal is WB and he preferred not to specify too much and to let the codec operate in an efficient way by providing ground rules for negotiation. 
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) commented that if 32 kbit/s SWB is negotiated and NB is detected, the EVS codec should not operate at 24.4 kbit/s which is the maximum bit rate for NB. He invited to check offline that the codec operation is correct in such cases.

Mr. Thomas Belling (Nokia Networks) explained that some text may go in TS 26.114 if applicable for the MGW but if something is for any EVS implementation it should go to TS 26.445. Mr. Thomas Frankkila (Ericsson) suggested putting more text in 26.445 from the 26.114 handling.
Conclusion:
The text for the ‘br’ parameter was agreed with the above update (see blue text above). Several notes were added online stating: Relationship with bandwidth limitation needs to be clarified. Need to clarify what will be the “conflicts”? Some goes to 26.445?
Mr. Kyunghun Jung (Samsung) was tasked to make the corresponding changes to ‘br-send’ and ‘br-recv’ parameters.
· On the bandwidth parameters (‘bw’, ‘bw-send’, ‘bw-recv’)
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) asked how one would interpret a range of bandwidth for the preference list in the SDP offer.  Mr. Kuynghun Jung (Samsung) stated that this depends on operators, and when to use which bit rate depends on service policy; he had doubts that this could be mandated.

The EVS SWG Chairman pointed to the text ‘No bandwidth in the set is preferred’ and he asked whether this is correct. He stated that the codec gives the highest bandwidth at a given bitrate and it is not true that no bandwidth is preferred. He also commented on the last sentence of TS 26.114 handling and stated that if SWB is negotiated but one cannot expect to get a SWB signal if the input is NB, which is the same as for AMR-WB. Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) suggested to remove this last sentence but to include it in the codec description; he noted that there is always a codec description in the RTP payload format in IETF.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) proposed to put a note that the codec will provide a maximum bandwidth in the range and he proposed to clarify what is happening with the bandwidth parameter.
Mr. Thomas Belling (Nokia Networks) commented on the last sentence of TS 26.114 handling, and he stated that if an operator just wants SWB operation, it may not be desirable to switch to NB.  The EVS SWG Chairman asked if one would expect a WB output if the input signal of AMR-WB is NB. Mr. Tomas Belling (Nokia Networks) stated that in such interworking case one would take the NB modes of EVS. The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that one should negotiate a lower bandwidth if the input is know to be band limited.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that the discussion had to stop due to time constraints. It was noted that the CT4 meeting was to start on October 20, 2014.
Mr. Tomas Belling (Nokia Networks) explained that he intended to submit a discussion document to CT4, and the LS from SA4 would not be considered late and would be opened if arriving at the beginning of the week. He clarified that a late LS may still be something to base work for the next CT4 meeting and he suggested to send intermediate versions if available.

The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that if the LS is sent to CT4 in the week of Oct. 20, 2014 it would be just informative; he suggested trying to get a stable version for SA4#81.
It was suggested to have another teleconference in the next week, to provide an indication of the SA4 status. It was agreed to have the call on Thursday, Oct. 16, 2014, 14:00-16:00 CEST.

Overall conclusion:

See conclusions above for each box that was covered.TD AHEVS-337 was noted (partly completed).
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if AHEVS-338 and AHEVS-339 can be postponed to the next meeting.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) noted that the reply to CT4 needs to provide information also on RTCP-APP and not just the SDP attributes.

Mr. Thomas Belling (Nokia Networks) explained that RTCP-APP would require a CR in CT4.

It was concluded that the LS text in AHEVS-339 would not be presented in this call but comments to Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) by email were invited.

TD AHEVS-338 Attachment of LS Response to CT4, RTP Payload Format, from Panasonic Corporation was postponed. 
4.1 CR related to introduction of EVS into 26.114 (MTSI)

No Tdoc in this A.I.

4.2 CRs to other EVS codec specifications

No Tdoc in this A.I.
5 Draft reply LS 793 from CT4
TD AHEVS-339 [Draft] LS Response on Introducing the EVS codec in MTSI, from Panasonic Corporation was postponed. 
6 Characterization phase matters

Mr. S. Craig Greer presented TD AHEVS-336 Corrections to the EVS Characterization Phase Test Plan, from Editor (Samsung)

Comments / questions:

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) asked if it is clear that confidence intervals are for 95% confidence level.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) did not know if this is documented in the characterization test plan, but he noted that one simply write that 95% confidence intervals will be provided. He explained that he had been in contact with the Editor of TR 29.562, and they agreed on the way the GAL will organize results from both selection and characterization for inclusion in the TR.
The EVS SWG Chairman emphasized that time is critical to get characterization TR ready for SA4#81. He stated that concerning confidence intervals, if not mentioned, the group can assume that the conventional value of 95% will be used, and one will see in the GAL report that this will be 95% confidence intervals but one can still add it to EVS-8c.
Mr. S. Craig Greer (Samsung) stated that the 95% confidence level will be inserted for SA4#81. The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that since in any case an update of EVS-8c will be prepared for SA4#81, this update will contain the change with the 95% confidence level.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) noted that the version numbering (1.2) may not be appropriate for an adhoc call without SA4 approval. The SA4 Secretary clarified that the version numbering will be fixed in SA4#81; he stated that one can also raise the version during telcos, but the formal version will be in SA4#81.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) explained that more than half of characterization results have been delivered, and listening labs confirmed data will be delivered by deadline. He stated that the characterization testing phase is going on schedule, and no issue with GAL report is expected in SA4#81.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-336 was agreed. 

The EVS-8c Editor (Mr. S. Craig Greer, Samsung) was tasked to prepare an updated input for SA4#81.
6.1 EVS performance characterisation TR 26.952
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there was any further comment on the preparation of TR 26.952. He noted that the GAL was working with the Editor (see minutes for AHEVS-336). He concluded that the group should assume that everything is on track.

6.2 Any other characterization issues
No Tdoc in this A.I.
7 AoB
The SA4 Secretary pointed to an email from Intel on the SA4 reflector, on an issue with decoding 50 NO_DATA frames and getting white noise. He suggested checking for this issue in the EVS verification phase to make sure the same situation does not repeat for EVS.

The EVS SWG Chairman explained that Ericsson is investigating this issue and an answer has to be provided by SA4#81.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) explained that the meeting minutes from SA4#80-BIS did not contain any note on the payment and approval for selection testing. He noted that there are 2 duplicated lines for agreed prices for characterization but he could not find minutes for the completion of payment for selection. The SA4 Secretary stated that he would double check; he informed that all labs for selection have been paid (i.e. Dynastat, Mesaqin, Delta, ARL) and he clarified that there is a 30 day delay between the invoice and moment ETSI pays. He also clarified that for characterization ETSI has not paid 35% but ETSI will pay soon and he committed to provide the detailed status by email and check the report from SA4#80-BIS.

8 Close of the call: October 9, 16:10 CEST

The EVS SWG Chairman thanked delegates and closed the meeting. 
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