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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #26 took place on May 28, 2013, 14:00 CEST for 2 hours with a bridge provided by Ericsson. There were 26 participants and 7 documents (including the agenda); all input documents were covered.
Several topics were discussed: payload format for AMR-WB IO, fixed-point basic operators, EVS Selection Phase Experiment Definition, and Background Noise for the EVS Selection Phase.
The only progress was on fixed-point operators where TD AHEVS-256 was agreed. Further inputs were invited for the next teleconference (June 18, 2013) on the following, non-exclusive, list of topics: RTP payload format, test plan related to DCR tests and length of test items, SNR values for the background noise case. 
1 Opening of the session: May 28, 14:00 CEST
The EVS SWG Chairman, Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson), opened the EVS SWG teleconference call. Minutes were taken by the EVS SWG Secretary, Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE).
2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
There was no comment on the agenda with document allocation in AHEVS-250R1, and this agenda was agreed (see Annex A of the present report). 
3 Agreement of EVS conference call #25 report
Mr. Stéphane Ragot presented TD AHEVS-251 Draft report from SA4 EVS SWG Teleconference #25 (7th May 2013), from EVS SWG Secretary (ORANGE SA)xxx 
Comments / questions:

None.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-251 was agreed. 
4 Selection phase matters
4.1 Selection Deliverables (EVS-6b)
Ms. Takako Sanda presented TD AHEVS-253 On AMR-WB IO mode payload format, from Panasonic Corporation, HuaWei Technologies Co. ltd, ORANGE SA
This document introduces a concrete use case “Enhanced Single Radio Voice Call Continuity (eSRVCC)” and explains why EVS non-IO mode compatible AMR-WB IO mode RTP payload format (hereinafter “EVS CPB PF (EVS compatible payload format)”) is necessary. An example solution for realizing interoperability with legacy AMR-WB as well as compatibility with EVS non-IO mode is also introduced.
In order to support both AMR-WB interoperability and compatibility with EVS non-IO mode, the sources propose:

- Supporting both EVS CPB PF and LC AMR-WB PF.

- Making it possible to select one of payload formats at initial call setup

This approach is also necessary to meet a rate switching requirement described in EVS design constraints.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) commented on the statement that there is no way to realize session renegotiation. He asked whether this statement is true, and noted that, if negotiation is not possible, this results in call termination. He also asked what is meant by e2e speech quality degradation and whether there is any degradation if renegotiation is not possible. He commented that ATCF can talk to the network of UE2.
Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) explained the definition of session renegotiation. She discussed the communication between CSCF and ATCF and stated that, if signaling needs to go in home network, it needs communication with P-CSCF which it takes long time.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked if session renegotiation is the only issue if the EVS payload does not support AMR-WB IO. He asked if any other issue than session renegotiation may cause degradation.
Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) clarified that in this document the main issue is session renegotiation.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that, if there is no session renegotiation, there should be no problem in using legacy payload format. He asked if there is an issue with using the AMR-WB legacy format.
Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) clarified that the assumption in this document is that switching between payload formats cannot be done.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that the legacy AMR-WB payload can be used and combined with the EVS non interoperable payload, without requiring session renegotiation. He asked how UE2 can know how it can switch from interoperable to non-interoperable mode. He stated that that the MSC-GW may not be able to receive EVS non IO bitstream and it would drop that bitstream. He also asked when UE2 starts sending the IO bitstream.

Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) explained that the ATCF gets information from the MSC-MGW whether the MSC-MGW is interoperable capable or not, and the ATCF can select one MSC MGW or another.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked to focus the discussion on the conclusion of the contribution. Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that it is very important to clarify the assumptions in the contribution, in particular whether the MGW would support the new EVS PF or just the AMR-WB IO PF.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that the AMR-WB IO mode should be interoperable with legacy AMR-WB systems, and it would be nice if the MSC-MGW did not need to be changed and understood only the AMR-WB payload format. He noted that Panasonic’s view is that the MSC-MGW has to be changed to support EVS; he suggested to look for a different solution if the example presented in this contribution requires the MSC-MGW to support AMR-WB and EVS payloads, to avoid complications in the existing system.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that to avoid an upgrade the situation would be handled by codec renegotiation with all potential drawbacks like call interruption. He commented that this contribution describes one possibility to avoid such call discontinuity, and that over time the networks could be upgraded to EVS.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that with his solution, codec renegotiation is not required.  Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked whether this solution could be detailed. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) explained that the details would be provided in a contribution to the selection phase as part of the NTT candidate codec, and this solution is to solve the issue of interoperability without introducing a new payload format.
Conclusion:
Offline discussions were invited in order to sort out the use case described in this contribution.
TD AHEVS-253 was noted. 
Ms. Adriana Vasilache presented TD AHEVS-254 Fixed point basic operators, from Nokia Corporation
In 3GPP SA4 the fixed point basic operators for the EVS selection phase are being discussed. In this contribution we propose to add a few useful operators to the set of allowed basic operators. The proposed operators are direct extensions of existing operators for signed words.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) asked if the proposed operators are included in STL2009. Ms. Adriana Vasilache (Nokia) clarified that these are no in STL2009, but they have been used in G.729.1 in ITU-T.

Mr. Minjie Xie (ZTE) noted that some proposed operators do not appear in the source code of G.729.1, and he asked to defined these unsigned operators. Mr. Jari Hagqvist (Nokia) clarified that Nokia can provide the missing operator c code as a further contribution.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) asked if these operators are realizable and available on DSPs; he stated that in Ericsson’s view the proposed operators are useful and are available on DSPs. Ms. Adriana Vasilache (Nokia) explained that one can activate or deactivate unsigned arithmetic on DSPs, when needed.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked to define the unsigned long multiplication.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that, after checking the G.729.1 source code, he could confirm that some of the proposed operators are available in MAIN_OPER_32B.c.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if more time is needed before concluding on the proposal. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked to clarify why the operators from G.729.1 were not included in STL2009. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) also noted that the proposed operators are not included in STL2009, and he commented that, based on the current EVS design constraints, one cannot include the proposed operators because they are not in STL 2009.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) pointed to the SA4#73 discussion, he agreed that the EVS DC say complexity is based on STL2009; he stated that, if the proposed operators are not in STL2009, one cannot say they cannot be included.
Mr. Jari Hagqvist (Nokia) clarified that the proposal is to take the same complexity as the similar signed operators.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the relevant question is whether such operators are usually available on DSP platforms, and if there are available, if the weights are as assumed. He invited to clarify these questions.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) was puzzled with the proposal, and pointed to the EVS DC. He stated that the proposal is trying to add some other operators which are not included in STL2009. He asked to clarify what is the rule to accept new operators, after agreeing on EVS-4, and how SA4 can handle to include new operators in EVS standardization.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) supported the EVS SWG Chairman’s summary and invited to check the open technical questions raised by this contribution. 
Mr. Lasse Laaksonen (Nokia) stated that DSP manuals from Texas Instruments and Analog Devices indicate that these platforms support unsigned data without problems.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that he had concerns on this proposal from a standardization point of view, and he was reluctant to accept the proposed operators at a later stage. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) had a similar comment; he stated that so far SA4 only talked about known operators in STL2009, while this contribution opens the door to new operators, which might not be the only proposal in this case.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-254 was noted. 
Mr. Markus Schnell presented TD AHEVS-256 Proposed basic operator set, from Fraunhofer IIS
This proposal is a resubmission of TD AHEVS-248.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) made the same comment as in the previous meeting, he stated that he had still concerns on the inconsistency of weights of operators, which was not solved. Despite this concern on complexity weights, he did not oppose.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the source had any idea to solve inconsistencies. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) felt that the inconsistencies are not clear, but he acknowledged that other functions can do similar things but with different weights; he stated that AMR-WB did not use the complete set of operators, and there is no easy way to sort these things out, therefore he suggested looking at the issue of inconsistencies in characterization.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if this contribution could be agreed. Answer: yes.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-256 was agreed. 
4.2 Selection Test Plan (EVS-8b)
Mr. Craig Greer presented TD AHEVS-252 EVS Selection Phase Experiment Definition, from Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. 
This contribution takes into account discussions held and agreements made during SA4 #73 and makes proposals for finalizing the allocation of experiments for Selection Phase testing. In particular, by keeping AMR-WB IO experiments separate, the filter mask discussion is outside test plan design.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that EVS-8b captured what was discussed in offline discussions in Qingdao. He pointed to the Editor’s note below Table 1 in EVS-8b and stated that the remaining number of experiments may be assigned based on coverage, because of unknown parameters and priorities of conditions. He preferred to keep the assignment of allocations as in EVS-8b and recalled that NTT and NTT DOCOMO proposed another allocation; he stated that, if the allocation is reconsidered, he would keep the position expressed in Qingdao.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) suggested discussing the test design for music experiments.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) invited to discuss the allocation of experiments based on what was agreed in Qingdao. He noted that the DCR definition is to be finalized, to know the number of conditions, and to allocate the rest of experiments under other assumptions.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that it is premature to go ahead based on a table in brackets in EVS-8b, and he recommended finalizing details on DCR before allocating experiments.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that it is difficult to update the list of experiments in teleconferences, and that there is still a request to finalize other settings before allocating experiments.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) commented on the proposed single sentences, and he asked to clarify whether the length of those sentences is approximately 4s and to specify what is the layout.
The EVS SWG Chairman commented that no input was received on this aspect, he invited inputs on this topic (e.g. specify what single sentences should be).

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-252 was noted. 
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka presented TD AHEVS-255 Background Noise for the EVS Selection Phase, from NTT DOCOMO, INC., NTT
The sources propose to keep same noise levels and processing as it was used in qualification phase.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) stated that Qualcomm proposed 25 dB for lower rates, and 20 dB for higher rates, based on an extensive analysis and after consulting with other teams. He explained the acoustic setup in handset mode (80 dB SPL at MRP, 13-18 dB SNR as input to primary microphone, single microphone noise suppression with basic spectral subtraction, 12 dB effective gain, with SNR between 25 and 30 dB). He commented on the headset case (higher acoustic path loss, more than 25 dB SNR). He stated that SNRs used for qualification phase are too low and not realistic, and do not reflect the operator’s acoustics specifications, and emphasized that SNRs were only valid for qualification.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that, after SA#73, Ericsson had similar comments that these SNR values are quite conservative. He explained that the proposal to use the same procedures as for qualification gives no control over the actual SNR since for WB and SWB part of the signal present in the signal path is removed from the measurement path. He noted that in selection there might be a wider variety of noise, with various SNRs.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that the SNR definition in qualification was to ensure that the noise level is independent of bandwidth; hence the definition in WB and SWB was the same as in NB. He felt that this definition is reasonable and repeated the proposal to keep the definition and processing used in qualification.
He stated that, in addition to the noise level definition, noise suppression is one of the factors, where there are some handsets which apply noise processing, and other use cases and situations with no control of operators. He did not support relaxing the noise level, and did not think it is unrealistic not to consider noise suppression. He clarified that in NB and WB the SNR is similar to conditions from AMR-NB and AMR-WB standardization; he emphasized that, when EVS is applied in the same condition, some progress has to be achieved.

Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) stated that SNRs used in qualification were unrealistically low; he also pointed to the Lombard effect where the speaker raises his volume.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that one would have to modify the clean part, to take clean speech after noise suppression, and take higher volumes; he commented that one would have to go the complete way to take into account all these factors.
Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) stated that talking about artifacts due to noise suppression is a different discussion from the SNR discussion. He suggested assuming that noise suppression should not cause any artifact, except for low SNRs. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) preferred to take those things into account; he stated that, if noise suppression can really transform noisy speech into clean speech without degradation, it’s not realistic, and preferred either to use a better model or to keep the conservative approach. Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) emphasized that that is a different discussion and suggested sticking to SNR noise levels which are realistic.

Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that there is no processing method for practical noise suppressors, and in reality the noise suppressor changes the noise level and characteristic of noise at the same time. He noted that that the assumed noise processing may be a wrong assumption, and in that case the codec would be chosen the wrong way. He preferred, from operators’ point of view, to be conservative.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that, whatever the SNR level that SA4 selects, the EVS candidates will be compared against reference codecs including AMR and AMR-WB, therefore the progress with respect to these references can be checked at any SNR level. To set the appropriate SNR value, he commented that the group may look at what the SQ SWG applied to train the objective background noise performance model based on P.835 listening tests. He suggested setting an action point for next meeting, to check P.835 recording settings and the related SNR levels. 

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) commented on the background noise level on the call (worse than 20 dB), and that any codec should not perform worse at 20 dB SNR.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) recalled that the design constraints do not allow the use of noise suppression in the signal path; he was concerned that one could design the codec, assuming noise suppression in front of the codec. He emphasized that the codec will be widely used without noise suppression, and such case has to be considered.
Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) asked how the Sources concluded that the SNR should be 25 dB SNR or less.
Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) agreed that design constraints imply that there should be no noise suppression in the codec, but he emphasized that presence of noise suppression as an acoustic front-end is unavoidable, and one should  use the existing data with  noise suppression to set a realistic SNR value.
Mr. Bernhard Feiten (Deutsche Telekom) stated that there is not only the case where one can suppress noise as much as possible, and there is also environmental noise where it is not clear that all noise will be excluded from the call. He believed that it is quite good to have environmental noise in the call, and that one should have some examples with reasonable amount of background noises and sounds.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that, in this SNR discussion, there was a proposal to see what kind of assumptions have already been used in acoustic work in the SQ SWG.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-255 was noted. 
5 Other business
5.1 Next conference call

The EVS SWG Chairman asked what topic to cover in June 18, 2013 (EVS SWG teleconference #27). He noted that further work is needed on aspects of the RTP payload format, and one could expect to see some inputs on the test plan related to DCR tests and length of test items. He also expected contribution motivating certain SNR values for the background noise case. He summarized that at least these 3 aspects can be covered, and companies may bring other inputs if needed.
6 Close of the call: May 28, 16:00 CEST

The EVS SWG chairman closed the meeting. 
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