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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #29 took place on August 29, 2013, 14:00 CEST for 2 hours with a bridge provided by Ericsson. There were 28 participants and 13 documents (including the agenda and two postponed documents).
The meeting covered three inputs on proposed RTP payload format requirements and two inputs on selection test plan matters relevant for the EVS-8b P-doc. There was no agreement on text proposals and offline discussions were invited to address the issues raised during the call. Five documents related to the selection test plan were postponed to the next conference call scheduled on Sept. 11, 2013.
1 Opening of the session: August 29, 14:01 CEST
The EVS SWG Chairman, 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, Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE).
2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
The EVS SWG Chairman presented the agenda in AHEVS-270R1 and he asked if there were comments on the agenda or the Tdoc allocation (see Annex A of the present report providing the R2 version).  There was no comment and AHEVS-270R1 was agreed.  The meeting went into numerical order of A.I.’s.
3 Agreement of EVS conference call #28 report

Mr. Stéphane Ragot presented TD AHEVS-271 Draft report from SA4 EVS SWG Teleconference #28 (22nd August 2013), from EVS SWG Secretary (ORANGE SA)

Comments / questions:

None.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-271 was agreed. 
4 Selection phase matters
4.1 Selection Rules (EVS-5b)
No Tdoc in this A.I.
4.2 Selection Deliverables (EVS-6b)
At EVS SWG teleconference #28, TD AHEVS-267 Qualcomm Incorporated, from RTP Payload Format Description Requirements was postponed.
Mr. Vivek Rajendran presented TD AHEVS-267 Qualcomm Incorporated, from RTP Payload Format Description Requirements
In this contribution the Source reiterates the need for a candidate to provide a sufficient level of details in the RTP payload format description to allow for the EVS SWG to check compliance with the design constraints. In the interest of finalizing the RTP Payload Format Description Requirements, the Source proposes to keep the already reached agreement for EVS non-IO modes as reflected in the Annex A in EVS-6b, and to continue work on the AMR-WB IO modes.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that NTT checked the rationale behind the proposal made by Qualcomm, and reconsidered the fundamental assumption of TS 24.229 requiring something different from what Qualcomm explained. He asked to revisit this part with TD AHEVS-272.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that in principle Ericsson can agree to keep the requirements in brackets and to agree on this text in brackets. He preferred to include IO modes, for example by harmonizing the text to include it. He stated that for non IO modes the text should stay as it is.
The EVS SWG Chairman suggested to move to TD AHEVS-272.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-267 was noted. 
At the EVS SWG teleconference #28, TD AHEVS-268 Discussion on RTP payload format for AMR-WB IO, from NTT and NTT DOCOMO INC. was postponed.

TD AHEVS-268 was revised to TD AHEVS-272.
Mr. Noboru Harada presented TD AHEVS-272 Discussion on RTP payload format for AMR-WB IO, from NTT and NTT DOCOMO INC.
The sources request to include proposed sentences into Annex A of the selection deliverables document (EVS-6b).
Comments / questions:

Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) stated that the proposal in the table in Annex A is changing text that was agreed. He stated that the part ‘without requiring an SDP offer/answer re-negotiation.’ is opening the door to convey vocoder information like bandwidth or rate using PT number, which breaks the spirit of design constraints and the spirit of SDP payload formats. He asked how the sources can manage the situation where frame bundling is used with potentially different bandwidths for each frame. He explained that if the same codec name is used but PT numbers are not used, to distinguish packets one needs to define other SDP attribute but one cannot predict bandwidth at the start of the call and one needs to support all possible payload types which complicates the implementation. He stated that multiple payload types can be used but there is no guarantee that the answerer will keep all payload type numbers and one payload type used to convey bandwidth may be removed or all bandwidth can be removed except one which would prevent bandwidth switching. He added that the most important issue is for systems that do not use SDP or SIP, if the PT field is used to convey information, this becomes an issue for EVS implementations on non-RTP systems; he stated that the payload should be self-sufficient, and should not rely on PT numbers to convey that information. He reminded the text that was already agreed in Annex A of EVS-6b though this text was kept in brackets.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that NTT does not have to and will never use PT switching for the non IO mode signaling, and he added that it is up to PCs if they believe this is needed or not; he stated that it should be allowed to improve the payload format solution afterwards, if a candidate has a different solution, because IETF will finalize the related specification. He clarified that the proposal modifies some text for non IO change to be consistent with AMR-WB IO and he suggested to revert changes if the proposal makes some difficulties. He commented on non-RTP systems and stated that there is no need to discuss such an application scenario, because the RTP payload format is designed for RTP solutions, and if a non-RTP system requires some inband signaling it should be set separately from RTP payload format requirements.
Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) made several comments:

· On argument 1 in TD AHEVS-272, she stated that different PT types are allowed for AMR-WB and non IO modes. She stated that the RTP line cannot be the same, IO and non IO modes are seen as different codecs, one would not be able to select both modes as one codec.

· On argument 2 in TD AHEVS-272, she stated that G.718 also contains AMR-WB, and AMR-WB has another payload format. She advised discussing about G.718 PF.

· On SRVCC, she argued that a legacy MGW has to be changed, because the legacy MGW needs to know which PT was used, so one needs to upgrade the gateway. She explained that in SRVCC the MGW supports the codecs used in EPS according to the current specifications, and if a MGW is legacy it should not be used in SRVCC.

· In section 2 argument 2 in TD AHEVS-272, she stated that EVS payload specification is not limited to 3GPP, but EVS is for EPS as written in TR 22.813, and one need to specify a payload format which can be used in EPS.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) provided the following answers:

· He referred to the RFC for session negotiation for the use of a single codec or not. He explained that if a UE terminal can run only one codec at once, only one codec should be included in the offer/answer. He added that EVS is capable of handling both IO modes and non IO modes, and it can switch seamlessly frame by frame, which does not harm TS 24.229. He commented that it does not matter if a codec has different codec names for representing modes, but one can have a note in TS 24.229 for EVS functionalities, so that the SDP offer/answer shall contain both IO and non IO modes, in order to keep the interoperability and in order to provide full functionality. He invited to discuss whether the UE can run that codec or not. He noted that there is at least DTMF that can be included even for the current TS 24.229, and he believed that it is possible to include a new note asking to implement IO and non IO modes to be handled.
· He emphasized that the payload requirements are for EVS, to be used for the LTE 3GPP service. He wondered whether one should interoperate with the payload format for G.718, and stated that this PF is out of scope.

· He agreed that for SRVCC if a legacy MGW does not support EVS it don’t have to use the EVS PF, and he stated that if a legacy MGW supports AMR-WB, then it has to use AMR-WB IO with the legacy payload. He stated that EVS should communicate with legacy, and this is the reason why the EVS WID request IO modes.

Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) responded to the previous comment for non RTP systems: he agreed that the RTP format is not needed for non RTP systems, but he stated that non RTP systems will implement EVS, and if they convey codec related information such as bandwidth or bit rate, it becomes an issue for non RTP systems. He understood that NTT had no issue with the original text for the non IO modes, and he recommended to allow adding something for non IO modes but to keep the agreed text for non IO modes.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) commented on section 2 argument 1 of TD AHEVS-272, and he stated that Ericsson has not the same interpretation of the note in TS 24.229. He explained that multiple formats are allowed because DTMFs are very low complex in comparison with the codec. He emphasized that EVS and AMR-WB are different codecs, and the fact that EVS can encode IO and non IO modes does not make any difference. He clarified that if the offer includes EVS and AMR-WB, the answerer is required to remove the AMR-WB PT if it accepts EVS, and vice versa. He commented that text proposals in TD AHEVS-272 are ok. He commented on Section 4 of TD AHEVS-272, he stated that the payload depacketizer cannot extract codec information but it can handle the header and payload header while the decoder handles the other information in the payload. He added that one cannot prevent SDP renegotiation in general.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that if one wants the network to be capable of EVS, one should change some SIP proxy or server, not MGW. He stated that the MGW does not have to be capable of handling the EVS payload format, and the MGW does not have to be changed, even if the network is capable of EVS in case of SRVCC. 
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented on the G.718 reference which already provides an alternative format for AMR-WB; he noted that the latest version of the G.718 payload format draft is from 2010, and the text stated that the legacy AMR-WB packetization must be used to enable the legacy AMR-WB receivers to receive the base layer.
Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) stated that the MGW needs to be updated to support a new codec, which is also specified in TS 26.114. She added that the G.718 payload format is discussed in a different IETF WG (payload WG).
Conclusion:

There was no agreement on the proposals.
TD AHEVS-272 was noted. 
Then, Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) suggested to agree on the proposed solution to provide AMR-WB IO payload which is compatible. The EVS SWG Chairman was not sure this could be agreed. Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) stated that there is no disagreement on how to deal with the non IO modes, and he understood that NTT changed the existing text in EVS-6b, therefore he proposed to make modifications by adding a new item or a different table in Annex of EVS-6b, and in any case he recommended not change already agreed text. 

The EVS SWG Secretary stated that this is an editorial issue, he reminded that it was clearly minuted in the EVS SWG report from SA4#74 that the text in Annex of EVS-6b on RTP payload format requirements is agreed for non IO modes, therefore this text was already agreed and the group needs consensus to change it. He suggested to task the EVS-6b Editor to insert a note in EVS-6b to clarify this status if needed.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila presented TD AHEVS-276 Essential properties of EVS codec payload format, from Ericsson
The direct consequence of the source’s position that the EVS codec RTP payload format shall support the direct signalling of all mandatory modes and rates including AMR-WB-IO is that the table with the specific criteria on the RTP payload format description in EVS-6b should not only address the EVS non-IO modes but be extended to cover the AMR-WB-IO modes as well. The source suggests to update the table in Annex A.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked if the proposal is to force PCs to provide only one payload including all operating modes and prohibit to have any AMR-WB IO compatible payload. 

Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) clarified that it is possible to use multiple PT types but there must be one way to use one PT type, so as not to remove some mandatory features.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) requested to change the proposal accordingly and he noted that the proposal is requesting only one payload type and prohibits having PT switching.  He stated that the only use case for AMR-WB IO mentioned in this contribution TD AHEVS-276 is HD voice, and if one wants to be compatible with HD voice perhaps the legacy payload format should be used to communicate.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) clarified that the requirement to run all mandatory in one PT does not prevent to use other PTs. He stated that the PT must describe one way to describe mandatory modes, it could happen that some optional modes use different PTs (e.g. for mono or stereo); he added that it is possible to offer multiple variants.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) suggested to update the proposal. He commented that if a solution requires reserving some signaling bits for AMR-WB IO, he preferred to have better quality in non IO than have the AMR-WB IO functionality. He added that having AMR–WB IO is useful for interoperability with AMR-WB but it should not waste bits for signaling in the non-IO payload. He also asked to clarify the requirement for the non-IO payload for AMR-WB IO mode, e.g. whether all signaling information in the AMR-WB PF has to be kept in the non-IO payload for AMR-WB IO mode.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that nothing prevents from using a non IO payload format for AMR-WB.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that in any case to keep interoperability at least the AMR-WB payload format is needed.

Conclusion:

The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the proposal to update the table to cover also IO modes is not agreeable. He noted that there was no agreement to make modifications to cover IO modes, and no agreement to make modifications on non IO modes relating to TD AHEVS-272. He asked if one could remove brackets for the non IO, to adopt a two-stage approach. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) requested to keep brackets, except if a complete solution can be found.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) noted the difference between AMR-WB IO and  the other proposal on switching between NB, WB, SWB without PT switching. The EVS SWG Chairman noted that the table in brackets in EVS-6b is agreed but it remains in brackets; he invited offline discussions to find some way forward.
TD AHEVS-276 was noted. 
4.3 Selection Test Plan (EVS-8b)
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) suggested discussing first TD AHEVS-278 and TD AHEVS-279 first, as it contains some open points related to EVS-8b. There was no disagreement to follow this suggestion.
TD AHEVS-273 Revised proposal for allocation of Experiments and Languages for the Subjective Tests in the EVS Selection Phase - EVS-8b, from Dynastat, Mesaqin.com, Delta Sense Labs was not discussed by lack of time, and it was postponed.
TD AHEVS-274 Draft Annex D, Host Lab Responsibilities, for the EVS Selection Test Plan - EVS-8b, from Dynastat was not discussed by lack of time, and it was postponed.
TD AHEVS-275 Draft Annex F, milestone schedule, for the EVS Selection Test Plan - EVS-8b, from Dynastat, Mesaqin.com, Delta Sense Labs was not discussed by lack of time, and it was postponed.
TD AHEVS-277 Proposed Task Definition of Cross-check Laboratory, from NTT DOCOMO, INC., NTT was not discussed by lack of time, and it was postponed.
Mr. Stefan Doehla presented TD AHEVS-278 Listening Lab Responsibilities on Material Selection for the EVS Selection Testing, from Fraunhofer IIS
The source requests the potential LLs to prepare material for the EVS Selection Testing that ensures fairness among the PCs by adding a proposed obligation to EVS-8b.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Ira Panzer (Dynastat) stated that the proposal is new for the EVS effort, and a a price was set for the particular testing for this effort. He noted that the proposal requires new material, and stated that Dynastat is not committing to record new material.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that the proposal is completely new information, and the generation of a brand new database is not insignificant task in terms of time and expense. He invited the other 2 listening labs to comment on the proposal. He noted that the proposed requirement goes way beyond the scope of the current funding and the test plans defined in ITU-T, 3GPP or 3GPP2.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) asked to clarify if the proposal really requires new recordings.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) explained that the proposal is not to create new material if not needed, but to use material that was not used in the course of this project.
Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) asked how a listening can ensure that material is not available to any PC, he noted that some music content for instance in MPEG that might be available to multiple PCs, and he was not sure LLs can go around and ensure that no company has access to new material.
Mr. Ira Panzer (Dynastat) noted that a database may be purchased and widely available or in public domain, and some PCs may have used such content. He requested to defined what is ‘publicly available’ an what is used in a previous effort.

Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) asked if publicly available material can be used or not according to the proposal.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that anything obtainable by PCs is fine, however proprietary content has the same proposed rule to be available to all PCs or none.
Mr. Schuyler Quackenbush (ARL) had concerns similar to what Dynastat raised. He asked to define what is public (e.g. a TV broadcast on which one may get rights to use it is public ?). He stated that a LL is an entreprise, and the lab does not want to make a statement they made a test for a PC, he asked if this is disallowed. He was afraid that the proposed text would be in EVS-8b and  it would be a contractual statement. He requested to be clearer, and noted that there could be relationships before EVS begins.

Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) asked to define what is obtainable. He stated that the spirit can be understood, but some of the proposed requirements are either too hard or impossible to enforce .
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) suggested to agree on the principle.

Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) noted that the idea of public material is difficult, as some PCs might have use a database to tune their codec, he suggested to discuss the requirement that candidates did not see the material before.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) suggested to split the cases of speech material and mixed content and music, he noted that for speech one can simply state that material shall be new to any PC in the EVS exercise, and for music and mixed content a different approach could be used. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) supported this proposal for the speech part and proposed to work on some wording for EVS-8b.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) noted that labs can’t guarantee that the materail was shared by someone, and if such a requirement is set, LLs have to provide some declarations. He suggested to get assurance from PCs that when they see the practice material that they have not seen it and not trained their codec on this.

Mr. Ira Panzer (Dynastat) repeated his concern about creating new database.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the responsibility of a lab is also to track material that will be used in EVS Selection and ensure that it is not known to PCs. He felt that, if if a declaration is made by PCs based on training material, a sentence might identify a set they had or not, and it is better that labs ensure that.
Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) commented on material that was not seen before and he asked to clarify if this would mean that files are not bit-exact. He failed to see how practically the proposal can be implemented. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) explained that this is the reason why the labs should ensure the requirements, as they have the control on the material. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that it is difficult for labs to guarantee that; he agreed with the spirit, and stated that he main issue is whether a codec was trained on some material, he suggested that PCs listen to the practice material and identify if this has been used before, and based on declaration on the training sets, one could ask for a talker to be replaced.

Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (ARL) stated that typically in DELTA the material is actually not available to the client, and in any case there is contractual language that the customer cannot do. He added that if LLs don’t have bookkeeping, it puts their database under suspicion, and that is problematic.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that in principle the intention by this contribution is valid, however the solution of this issue is not that straightforward. He suggested to think about the proposal, and for labs to discuss among each other to find an acceptable formulation.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-278 was noted. 
Mr. Stefan Doehla presented TD AHEVS-279 Mapping Music and Mixed Content to P.800 Talkers, from Fraunhofer IIS
This contribution is provided for the purpose of illustrating the concept of mapping the agreed proportions of items for the mixed content and music to genders, talkers, and sentences in a P.800 ACR or DCR test.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Ira Panzer (Dynastat) invited to revise Table 2 so that a1 to a6 is a genre, then listening labs come up with 5 samples within each genre to come up with experimental design. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) made the same comment, and he suggested to go for 3 categories instead of 4, he was not sure what answering machines means, he proposed to have 3 categories for music.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) recalled the history that led to agree on four types, and he did not want to reopen this again. He invited to agree on the proposed assignment, keeping mixed content and music separate.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) explained that similar to splitting talkers the proposal will ensure that all categories will be equally heard. He noted that for a full coverage of all combinations of item, condition, and listener, one needs a different type of testing, not P.800 as it has been commonly used.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the EVS SWG is not the right attendance and the proposal should be discussed in the SQ SWG. The EVS SWG Chairman agreed with the comment, and noted that the exact distribution of the material is not very crucial to the EVS progress at this stage.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) pointed out that the EVS SWG has agreed on the balance share on the 4 types of mixed content, which is reflected in EVS-3. He stated that the balance type should be equal, and stated that SQ experts were also part of this decision. He hoped that expert test designers can reflect what we have agreed.
The EVS SWG Chairman recommended to ask the opinion from the SQ SWG.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) clarified that the contribution was meant to illustrate how to split categories and allow to have the same understanding on the test plan.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-279 was noted. 
4.4 Selection Processing Plan (EVS-7b)
No Tdoc in this A.I.
5 Other business
5.1 Next conference call

The EVS SWG Chairman recalled the next call is on September 11, 2013. 
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) recalled his role of coordinating NDA discussions, he commented that he received some contacts and he invited to send him the missing contact points and to make sure the company name and address is correctly stated in the draft NDA.
6 Close of the call: August 29, 16:13 CEST

The EVS SWG chairman closed the meeting. 
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