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1 Introduction
In EVS SWG conference calls #25 and #26, there were several discussions on RTP payload format for AMR-WB interoperable (IO) mode [1]-[4]. 

The contribution [4] showed a use case scenario that may require an EVS payload supporting AMR-WB IO mode in addition to the legacy AMR-WB payload format. But sources still believe that this use case can be handled by using the legacy AMR-WB payload format without introducing any non-interoperable payload format for AMR-WB. Therefore, sources would like to retain our position not to introduce yet another payload format supporting AMR-WB IO bitsteam and to use existing AMR-WB RTP payload format defined in RFC4867 (and 3267) for AMR-WB IO modes even for this case.

On the other hand, sources propose to postpone the final decision on this topic if AMR-WB IO mode bitstream should be supported by EVS payload along with non-IO modes. After the EVS selection, SA4 should discuss whether EVS payload format shall contain AMR-IO bitstream or not.

After the Call#26, some of interested companies have had an offline discussion and found that there might be some points that can be agreed.

2 Proposal on the selection deliverables for RTP payload
1. EVS candidate codec shall support the legacy AMR-WB payload format for carrying AMR-WB IO mode bitstream.

2. EVS candidate codec shall provide the EVS payload format solution for EVS non-IO modes.

3. SDP re-negotiation switching operating codecs between the legacy AMR-WB payload for AMR-IO mode and the EVS payload for non-IO modes shall be supported by proposed payload format solution
4. An alternative switching function between AMR-WB IO and EVS non-IO modes that does not require any SDP re-negotiation may be proposed as an optional solution.

5. An optional alternative RTP payload format supporting AMR-WB IO bitstream may be proposed when the legacy payload cannot provide a functionality required for any application scenario but this solution will be discussed after EVS selection and it may be modified to be the best solution. Unless any particular application scenario and strong need from industry that requires a novel RTP payload format for AMR-WB IO modes, no new RTP payload format for AMR-WB IO modes should be introduced.

.
3 Proposed modification on the draft RTP payload format deliverables 
Annex A (Mandatory to  by all 5 candidates as part of selection deliverable)

· The EVS design constraint requires the EVS candidate codecs to support bit rates that include an RTP payload header whose size is a non-negative integer multiple of 0.4 kb/s. The RTP payload format specification must include details of which bits in the RTP payload format constitute the EVS encoded data and how the EVS encoded data can be extracted from the RTP payload for the decoder to reconstruct the transmitted audio signal. The purpose of any payload header to bits (non vocoder data) in the RTP payload format shall be explained.

· [The design constraints also require candidate codecs to perform rate switching upon command to the encoder throughout the entire bit rate range at arbitrary frame boundaries. This switching may also involve switching between different bandwidths. The RTP payload format specification shall include details of how the bit rate and bandwidth of the current frame of audio signal may be inferred by the decoder from an RTP packet to support this switching among non-IO modes without requiring an SDP offer/answer re-negotiation.
· Since AMR-WB interoperable modes shall be supported by the candidate codecs, the RTP payload format specification shall support the legacy AMR-WB payload format defined in RFC4867 (and 3267) for AMR-WB IO modes.
· A switching function between AMR-WB IO and non-IO modes without requiring an SDP re-negotiation may be proposed as an optional functionality
]

4 Conclusion

The sources request to include above proposed sentences into selection deliverables document (EVS-6b).
There may be several other parts, such as the potential compliance check list, need to be clarified in order to finalize the draft RTP payload format deliverables.
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