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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #41 took place on October 16, 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). 
The main outcome of the meeting is the approval of the LS to CT1, CT3, CT4, cc: SA2 (see AHEVS-347). This LS includes in attachment the draft EVS RTP payload format, which was edited online as follows:

· The multichannel support for the EVS RTP payload format was agreed – see AHEVS-348.

· The draft EVS RTP payload format in AHEVS-346 was edited during the meeting (in particular to include the input from AHEVS-348) and agreed as AHEVS-349.

The handling of SDP parameters for EVS in TS 26.114 was not discussed by lack of time. 
The status of characterization testing was briefly presented and an update of the characterization test plan (EVS-8c) was also presented. The EVS-8c Editor was tasked to bring a new revision of EVS-8c in SA4#81 to fix the version number; the EVS-7c Editor was also invited to provide a new version of EVS-7c for SA4#81.
1 Opening of the session: October 16, 14:00 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-340R1 (see R2 in Annex A of the present report).  
The EVS SWG Secretary explained that AHEVS-338 and AHEVS-339 were postponed in teleconference#40, therefore these two documents were added to the agenda, and it was noted that they were replaced by AHEVS-345 and AHEVS-346 at this meeting. It was also clarified that AHEVS-337 was noted in teleconference #40.

The agenda in AHEVS-340R1 was agreed with the corrected list of documents.
3 Agreement of EVS conference call #39 report
Mr. Stéphane Ragot presented TD AHEVS-341 Draft report from SA4 EVS SWG Teleconference #40 (9th October 2014), from EVS SWG Secretary (Orange)

Comments / questions:

None.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-341 was agreed. 

4 CRs
Mr. Tomas Frankkila presented TD AHEVS-343 Multi-channel support for EVS payload format, from Ericsson
Comments / questions:

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that one needs to check if the use of separate m lines for sendonly and recvonly is well supported by network equipments, and whether this requires extra specification work in other 3GPP groups.

Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) was confident that many implementations would not support this. He stated that P-CSCF or Application Function will interpret m lines as different media,. He noted that for RAN different directions (UL and DL) are configured independently from each other. He had more concerns on how IMS interprets SDP. He commented that another possibility is to do this in one m line and to have new parameters to identify parameters in each direction. He added that RFC 4867 has ‘channels’ parameter, which is not a negotiated codec parameter but related to the ‘/1’ and ‘/2’ syntax on the rtpmap line. He emphasized that ‘channels’ refers to the ‘/1’ or ‘/2’ syntax and new parameters may have to be introduced if one wants to have asymmetric cases in the same RTP session.

Mr. Tomas Belling (Nokia Networks) explained that the use of two m lines would have PCC impacts, as this would result in 2 bearers with different QCI due to existing mapping rules. He emphasized that a unidirectional stream is more considered as streaming services with a streaming QCI rather than QCI 1 or 2.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) asked if it would make sense to bring the alternative proposals to CT groups. Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) commented that if this topic is sent to CT groups, one has to include the alternative solution with one m lines and asymmetric channels.
Mr. Thomas Belling (Nokia Networks) suggested sending it to CT3 for PCC if an LS is sent to CT groups; he was quite sure that the use of two m lines for asymmetric cases would end up with different QCIs. The EVS SWG Chairman stated that using two m lines would not break down the system, and he added that the impact of using two m lines could be fixed later on.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that it may not be desirable to make the decision depend on CT groups due to timing constraints. Mr. Tomas Belling (Nokia Networks) noted that it was a bit ambitious to draft an LS in this teleconference.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) commented on the text specifying the use of the marker bit in the multichannel case; he suggested to generalize ‘first’ frame to ‘one frame’, given that the receiver would be required to monitor actual channels, this marker bit would just give the indication that the receiver has to look for the specific onset in at least one of the channels.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) referred to rules for setting the marker bit in RFC 3550, which can be overridden in the profile (RTP/AVP) in RFC 3551, which can also be overridden by the payload format. He pointed to RFC 4867 from which the text on the marker bit was extracted. He noted that this text could probably better defined, but one also needs to be clear since there is only one marker bit, and one do not know which of channels to look at in the payload. He emphasized that a typical consequence is the reset of the JBM, and this reset may happen in the middle of active speech and create distortions on synthesized speech if the use of the marker bit is not well defined.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the handling of the marker bit is secondary.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) supported this view; he stated that it is possible to have multiple marker bits but this would reduce space for the PT field (e.g. only 2 bits left for PT if 6 marker bits are used).
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) asked if it is possible to have different bit rates for each channel as assumed in the contribution. He asked in which case encoders could be un-synchronized in bit rates (modes) if they have the same ICM and CMR rules. 

Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) clarified that this case can happen, given that CMR indicates maximum rates it is ok to choose any lower rate and when CMR is sent back it can happen that MGW changes CMR; he also gave the example of a 3-party call without transcoding where encoders are in different physical units and the mixer in the MGW and senders can change independently of each other; when the receiver receives a payload with multiple channels, it cannot be sure they have the same bit rate, due to different internal modes, and even if bit rate is the same, different channels can use different modes, one could use 13.2 without partial redundancy and not other channels. He emphasized that the receiver has to be ready for different configurations.

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that the proposal in the contribution is to aggregate different channels as in RFC 4867, without additional indication bits for the RTP payload format. 

Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) proposed to refer to RFC 4867 as the general solution for the multichannel case and to provide few clarifications (he ponted to the related editor’s note). He stated that this should be sufficient to Rel-12, and if one brings this payload format to IETF in Rel-13 one needs a more complete description in that case. He stated that a minimal description is required to describe encoding and the typical case where encoders are unsynchronized, noting that the payload format does support both synchronized and unsynchronized encoders.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the principle of the contribution was agreeable.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) preferred to keep the SDP handling of multiple channels, especially given that stereo or multichannel is more for good quality and one may still want to keep QCI 1 in this case. Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) supported this view and he noted that if one wants a good conferencing service one needs to ensure QCI 1 is used.
Mr. Tomas Belling (Nokia Networks) stated that if one does not want to have two m lines, one should have MIME parameters, such as ch-send and ch-recv.
Conclusion:

The EVS SWG summarized that Annex A of AHEVS-343 could be agreed except section A.X.Y.4. He also noted that for symmetric cases, one can use /2 and one m line while for the asymmetric cases ch-send/recv may be needed. Regarding the LS to CT4 he preferred to include only things that are stable and he stated that channel parameters are not crucial and he suggested to leave them out.

TD AHEVS-343 was revised to AHEVS-348 (see same A.I., discussion of EVS-346).

TD AHEVS-348 Multi-channel support for EVS payload format, from Ericsson was agreed without presentation.
TD AHEVS-344 Definition and Handling of SDP parameters for EVS, from Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., Panasonic Corporation was noted without presentation. The EVS SWG Chairman invited Mr. Kyunghun Jung (Samsung) to submit a new version of this contribution for SA4#81.
TD AHEVS-338 Attachment of LS Response to CT4, RTP Payload Format, from Panasonic Corporation was postponed in teleconference #40.

TD AHEVS-338 was revised to TD AHEVS-346.
Ms. Takako Sanda presented TD AHEVS-346 Attachment of LS Response to CT4, RTP Payload Format, from Panasonic Corporation 
Comments / questions:
The EVS SWG Chairman clarified that this teleconference was not to agree to the complete document AHEVS-346, even if there are parts that are not in brackets; he stated that this document may change after this meeting and the goal was only to provide CT4 with a current draft. He asked to put brackets around the description of bw and cmr-off parameters.
Mr. Kyunghun Jung (Samsung) suggested to take out channel parameters. Mr. Thomas Belling (Nokia Networks) stated that the ‘ch’ parameter is not required at all and he proposed to keep ‘ch-send’ and ‘ch-recv’ in brackets.

Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that the ‘channels’ parameter for AMR-WB IO was not needed at all. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) preferred to keep ‘channels’ to check if this does not cause any interoperability issues with AMR-WB.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that one can refer to the ‘/1’ or ‘/2’ in the rtpmap line without a separate media subtype.

Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) proposed to define which byte order or bit order is used in the payload format, but he noted that this is not important for the LS to CT4.

Mr. Thomas Belling (Nokia Networks) commented that lost of MIME parameter descriptions contain lots of offer/answer considerations and he suggested moving these parts in a subsequent version (not for the LS to CT4). He also proposed to paste in the text proposal from AHEVS-343 about multiple channels.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) requested to put the text in Section A.3.2.1 in brackets.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) displayed an updated version of AHEVS-343 which was allocated the Tdoc number AHEVS-348. This document, AHEVS-348, was agreed based on its online presentation. Mr. Tomas Frankilla was tasked to put the appropriate section numbering (offline).
Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) included AHEVS-348 into AHEVS-346 (offline during the call).

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-346 was revised to TD AHEVS-349 based on the comments made online and including AHEVS-348.
After online editing, Ms. Takako Sanda presented TD AHEVS-349 Attachment of LS Response to CT4, RTP Payload Format, from Panasonic Corporation 

TD AHEVS-349 was agreed as the draft version of the payload format to be attached to the LS to CT4.
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 in teleconference #40
TD AHEVS-339 was revised to TD AHEVS-345.
Ms. Takako Sanda presented TD AHEVS-345 Attachment of LS Response to CT4, RTP Payload Format, from Panasonic Corporation 

Comments / questions:

It was clarified that the handling part (in TS 26.114) would not be sent to CT4, as this was not requested by CT4. The EVS SWG Chairman noted that only one document would be attached, which is the RTP payload format including the media type parameters.

It was clarified that the CT WI is related to Rel-12.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) suggested to add ‘and transport of multiple audio channels’ in the text listing parameters under discussion.
Mr. Tomas Belling (Nokia Networks) suggested in the last sentence to add CRs for TS 26.445 and TS 26.114.
The LS text was further edited online to fix some wordings and invite feedback. The SA4 Secretary noted that TS 26.445 has already been approved.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-345 was revised to TD AHEVS-347, including a reference to AHEVS-349 for the attachment.
TD AHEVS-347 Attachment of LS Response to CT4, RTP Payload Format, from Panasonic Corporation was agreed.
See A.I. 4 for TD AHEVS-347.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group could agree to send the LS in AHEVS-345 to CT groups. The SA4 Secretary clarified that he would take the LS to ensure it goes to all listed destinations; he also noted that the LS should be approved as the teleconference had the power to approve the LS.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group could approve to send the LS in AHEVS-345.  Answer: yes.
6 Characterization phase matters

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) gave an informal status update on testing and GAL for characterization: the GAL had received raw data from all 22 experiments, 20 out of 22 had been cross-checked successfully, all testing had been completed, the GAL was processing with the GAL report and had several communications with the Editor of TR 26.952. The GAL was working on figures and graphs from the Selection Phase then similar sections for characterization phase testing would be added.
Mr. S. Craig Greer presented TD AHEVS-342 Corrections to the EVS Characterization Phase Test Plan, from Editor (Samsung)

This document is just the addition of a minor correction with 95% confidence intervals added in Appendix G.

Comments / questions:

The SA4 Secretary noted that the version number was not increased to 1.3. He stated that AHEVS-336 was 1.2 and AHEVS-342 should have been 1.3. He invited to provide an updated version in SA4#81. He also noted that the latest versions of EVS-7c and EVS-8c are documents from adhoc meeting in the list of P-docs; he requested to prepare an updated version for these documents to become official SA4 documents.

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) was not aware of any immediate update of EVS-7c, he stated that Fraunhofer will bring a new version of EVS-7c for SA4#81 also to include log files.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-342 was noted.  
The EVS-8c Editor was tasked to bring a revision of AHEVS-342 in SA4#81 to fix the version number.
The EVS-7c Editor was invited to provide a new version of EVS-7c for SA4#81.
6.1 EVS performance characterisation TR 26.952
See A.I. 6 for the informal status update from the GAL.
6.2 Any other characterization issues
No Tdoc in this A.I.
7 AoB
None.
8 Close of the call: October 16, 16:21 CEST

The EVS SWG Chairman thanked delegates and closed the meeting. 
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