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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #49 took place on October 15, 2015, 14:00 CET for 2 1/2  hours with a bridge/document sharing tool provided by Fraunhofer IIS. There were 16 participants and 7input documents (including the agenda).

The call was fully devoted to the EVSoCS WI. The group discussed two incoming reply LS on EVSoCS (one from CT4, another from RAN1) and 4 input Tdocs (two new draft specifications, an updated draft CR to 26.103 and one paper on UE rules).
1 Opening of the session: December 10, 14:03 CET
The EVS SWG Chairman, Mr. Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson), opened the EVS SWG teleconference call.
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 presented the agenda in AHEVS-398R1 (see Annex A of the present report). 
There was no comment. The agenda was agreed. 
3 Liaisons with other groups/meetings
Mr. Imre Varga TD AHEVS-399 LS on EVS over UTRAN, from 3GPP TSG CT4
Comments / questions:

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked about the background for this LS and why one configuration needs to be mandatory and why exactly one.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that he did not participate in CT4, and the information from this LS is that CT4 prefers a configuration that is TrFO compatible, and the idea behind mandating one default configuration is to have a minimum set of configurations sufficient to be mandated for interoperability reason. He added that the aim for one default configuration is to avoid transcoding as much as possible, and it is sufficient to have one default configuration.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that to ensure interoperability one has to use all of EVS and he thought that the configuration with modes up to 24.4 kbit/s is only the one to be mandatory. He stated that it would make sense to have a configuration with all modes as the mandatory one.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that the particular configuration with modes up to 24.4. kbit/s requires a spreading factor of 64, which is less efficient than 128, and that comes into play when considering which one is mandatory. He noted that the high bit rate has a price to pay.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that configurations A* to C* are TrFO compatible, and if B* is mandatory, someone having C* can limit the maximum rate because in any case B* includes C*. He stated that rate limitations occur always in the system, and it is incorrect to say that only C* only guarantees interoperability.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) noted that CT WG is on the core network side, and he stated that support for all rates is necessary for quality and the network should be capable to go beyond existing operation points. He added that maximum quality is the point to target. 

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that in the end SA4 will make the decision; he reminded that this is the second time of communication with CT groups, in both cases SA4 got recommendations, and he recommended not ignoring this LS.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that C* is best for quality, and one cannot force to implement it as mandatory: he stated that the mode set to be used is a commercial decision to see what is see for the network, which cannot be done in the standard.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that B* should be the mandatory mode; he wondered if operators are limited in their decision to limit maximum rate to 13.2 kbit/s. He stated that all UEs must support everything, and the network needs the decision.
The EVS SWG Chairman pointed out that there is the precedence of AMR-WB, where the majority of operators is not using 23.85 kbit/s (which requires a spreading factor of 64); he noted that modes are going up to 23.85 kbit/s, and an operator may choose to go for highest possible quality, but one has to make it commercially interesting.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the LS from CT4 gives a preference for configuration B* but it could go for A* or C* given that they are TrFo compatible. The EVS SWG Chairman confirmed that CT4 expressed a preference for configuration B to be mandatory. Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that the network infrastructure does not have to be changed to support B*, as the codec will use the same bandwidth as AMR or AMR-WB.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked, from a quality perspective, if one should have a preference for B*. Mr. Kar Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that AMR-WB is better than AMR and it has been available for a long time, and there were commercial considerations before implementing it.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) recalled that the initial EVS discussions revealed two different targets (quality enhancement, capacity improvement) and he stated that configuration D* is important for operators that will focus on SWB deployment and it should also be considered as mandatory.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that there were two main motivations to introduce EVS in CS UTRAN: if one follows the logic, configuration A* with SF 256 could also be mandatory, and not just B*; He added that one we could say that 5.9 only configuration will be of interest, but one has to recognize that CT4 chose a middle ground, and it does not go for high capacity.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that: this compromise does not satisfy capacity/coverage focus vs SWB only, and it will not satisfy anybody.
The EVS SWG stated Orange was part of CT4 and he stated that one needs very good reasons to deviate.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that this LS from CT4 provides only recommendations and for this reason Orange did not object to this in CT4 and there was some debate in CT4 which may not be reflected in the LS. 

The EVS SWG Chairman suggested to note this LS with the conclusion to take this LS into account.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-399 was noted.
Mr. Karl Hellwig TD AHEVS-400 LS reply on EVS over UTRAN, from RAN WG1
Comments / questions:

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) commented on the autonomous mode and he stated that the UE cannot go outside the EVS configuration and for instance for configuration D* the UE cannot use rate below 9.6. Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) clarified that in the case of configuration D* the UE stay would with SWB 9.6; he added that in the Ericsson proposal the minimum rate is set to 7.2 kbit/s and it is not recommend ed to go to VBR.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange asked if there would be: also a rule that the UE would not change bandwidth. Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that CMR is more important and if the rate control comes from the radio, the radio tells what to do. He added that, if it is accepted that the lowest rate would be 9.6 SWB or WB 7.2, as long as CMR is coming from the network, the UE would stay in given bandwidth.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented on the autonomous mode, and he asked if there is a rule between quality and capacity or if the mode change is purely based on likelihood.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) referred to TS 25.321, and he commented that it is unclear whether the autonomous mode is mandatory or not; he stated that this mode is a good suggestion when the UE is at its maximum power and channel protection not good enough. He stated that in his opinion this mode is only a suggestion.

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that this autonomous mode is a mechanism to increase the link budget, and not for capacity. Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) added that it is only used at cell edge in 3G, while in GERAN mobile stations are not allowed to reduce rate on their own, as base stations will send CMC to a lower rate; he pointed out that in UTRAN one can only send power control command and the next MGW could decide to send a command to reduce rate in case of high BLER.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that one needs simulation results to validate the benefit of this mode, and one cannot use by default.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that his understanding is that the autonomous mode is not mandatory and up to UE vendors. The EVS SWG Chairman was not sure which TFCI are disallowed. Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) clarified that RNC does not disable them. He added that the difference between 8 and 7.2 or 9.6 is not that large, in the area of 1 dB, and the uncertainty is about 2 dB, while between 24.4 and 9.6 there is a difference.
The EVS SWG Chairman suggested noting this LS and concluding that it will be further taken into account.

Conclusion:
TD AHEVS-400 was noted.
4 Progress work on EVSoCS 
4.1 Open items, specification update
Mr. Karl Hellwig presented TD AHEVS-401 TS "26.101-EVS"
" Enhanced Voice Services Codec   frame structure", from Ericsson LM 
Comments / questions:

Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) explained that the specification has no number because one has to ask for a TS number when it is clear that a new TS is needed. He asked if another TFCI is needed for SID and he stated another TFCI is some overhead.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) did not see why SID should be described again as it is already defined in the RTP payload format.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that in AMR / AMR-WB there is a difference in the number of bits used for frame quality classification (1 or 2 bits) on Iu. Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) noted that there are 2 bits in Iu and he had no good explanation why this happened; he noted that in RFC 4867 there is a statement that one doesn’t send bad frames, and procedures how to use framing is defined in TS 26.102 which is more complex.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that there is no time for online editing, he suggested to conclude that this version will be used as an editing version, and to do edits relative to it. He also raised the question of the editor for this specification and he proposed to task Mr. Karl Hellwig. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) supported this choice. There was no other comment on this proposal. The EVS SWG Chairman stated that this assignment was agreed.

Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) asked if the specification was included in the WID and if a TS number was allocated. Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) clarified that both TS 26.201-EVS and 26.202-EVS are included. He also clarified that there is no number yet, and one has to make sure that these 2 specifications are needed. Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) suggested asking for a specification number to Mr. John Meredith (ETSI).

Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) recalled that he is Rapporteur of the EVSoCS WI, and he welcomed Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) to be editor.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that some detailed comments will be offline, he suggested Mr. Karl Hellwig as editor, and he stated that TD AHEVS-401 is agreed as version for edits, and next time inputs will be relative to this document with marked updates.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) invited to send comments asap, with the goal to finalize this specification for Janruary 2016. He stated that both TS should be available for SA4#87.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that a further EVS SWG conference call will allow looking again at this specification.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that nothing new is proposed and the specification refers to TS 26.445.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked to summarize changes where the text deviates from RTP payload format.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) explained that there are no deviations, and the point for EVS IO SID is that it takes 56 bits and not 40 bits but one does not have to multiplex multiple frame. He stated that the mapping to Iu is important.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked what the modifications are.

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) clarified that some things were removed and in an earlier version the AMR-WB IO SID was with no overhead.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that the AMR-WB IO SID format in Iu is not decided.

It was noted that EVS Primary SID uses all 48 bits, so there was not bit available to indicate whether primary or IO SID.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that EVS 2.8 does not use 56 bits but 55.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that one could ask RAN what is the advantage of using the overhead on the AMR-WB IO SID or whether it is better to use a further TFCI.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that there are 3 impact: the UE has another format to encode/decode, RAN has another TFCI and MGW has another packing; he stated that packing in MGW is not a big problem.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) suggested keeping both options in the next version and making the decision when all data is available. The EVS SWG Chairman noted that this requires find out which option is better which is not easily resolved in SA4; he suggested keeping this as an action point.

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericson) stated that the 16 bit overhead over AMR-WB IO SID is a constant bit pattern in CS; he added that there is the EVS CMR and AMR-WB CMR, which can be a contradiction.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that CMR is needed in all frames but the fixed bit pattern may not be needed.

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericson) stated that CMR is always 7 bits for EVS and in RTP is may not always be sent.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked how to distinguish between EVS 2.8 or AMR-WB IO SID in Iu. Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericson) explained that the first bit decides.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-401 was noted.

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericson) was assigned Editor of this specification.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the homework is to think about the AMR-WB IO handling (16 bit overhead or vs. extra TFCI for the AMR-WB IO SID).

Mr. Karl Hellwig presented TD AHEVS-402 TS "26.102-EVS"" Enhanced Voice Services Codec;  Interface to Iu, Uu, Nb and Mb", from Ericsson LM 

It was noted that Mb interface is typically defined in TS 29.163, and only the control plane would be done in CT with this proposal.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) preferred offline comments instead of getting into details.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) could also be assigned editor. There was no comment and Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) agreed to be editor.
Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) suggested starting drafting using the new template for TS. He also pointed out that colors are not allowed, and he asked to use the right styles. He added that Mr. John Meredith (ETSI) is changing the titles of specifications, taking titles from the WID or SID, and if titles are changed, one needs to revised the WID.

Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) asked if a specification number can be asked for both specifications. Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) stated that the procedure changed, first one needs to know the exact item, and in 3GU there is a skeleton for specification. He requested to be put in the email communicating the name of Rapporteur and exact title.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that the key question is to ask if a specification number is needed. Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ercisson) stated that a specification is need and the question is what the content is.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) noted that there is the issue of Mb interface and many details to review, and he requested to put everything from this input in brackets. The EVS SWG SWG Chairman noted brackets will be remove whenever there are agreed parts.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) noted that one can start with an empty template and then fill it in with pCRs.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that offline work is needed and he recommended starting with an empty specification,and then starting with the structure.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) noted that this is a discussion document and the specification cab be created step by step. Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) recommended following this procedure.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-402 was noted.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericson) was assigned Editor of this specification.
Mr. Karl Hellwig presented TD AHEVS-403 Interworking of CS UEs deploying EVS in 3G, from Ericsson LM 

It was clarified that this proposal would be a part going in section 7 of TS 26.202-EVS.
Comments / questions:

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that there was not much time left for feedback on this proposal.

Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that similar principles for MGW will be needed. He stated that requirements for UE and MGW should be discussed together. He stated that high capacity cases are covered in case 5.9 is entered by CMR, and he emphasized that one has to  make sure there is possibility to use 5.9 if an operator wants to do so.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) refered to the editor’s note in page 4, and he stated that TS 26.102 EVS would be the best place for this. He added that the problem is more between different networks, if one operator wants to receive VBR, the other one needs to do this.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that ways should be open to enter this domain, to guarantee there are such mechanisms available; he added that for interworking one needs MGW rules.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) had several comments and he asked what is the lowest for the autonomous mode. Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that UE shall not enter VBR on its own.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that one: needs to see how the UE computes CMR.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that UE will always ask the best quality, and in the UL direction CMR is typically working well.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that generating CMR is essentially up to UE manufacturer but it depends on whether on should keep this philosophy or not, based on experience of operators. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that it may be ok as long as it is not prevented to do policy control on CMRs from UEs.

Mr; Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that  if there are 2 radio interfaces, one good, another supporting only 13.2 in DL, CMR will shrink; he stated that the MGW in the path shall never increase CMR.

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that for UE rules, there is a placeholder to currently not send CMR outside configurations and also something on switching between Primary and IO not initiated by UE.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) invited to answer quickly, and he recalled that SA4 must finish all set of EVSoCS in January 2016 to 80%. Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) insisted that this deadline is required to keep Rel-13.

The EVS SWG Chairman highlighted that for the autonomous rate the wording suggests that the bandwidth is not changed relative to what was requested, and he stated that this is also something to discuss. He stated that this may be connected to whether configuration D* is needed as the intent of this configuration is to guarantee SWB.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-403 was noted.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericson) was assigned Editor of this specification.
Mr. Imre Varga presented TD AHEVS-404 Revised Draft CR (Introduction of EVS in 3G CS UTRAN), from Qualcomm 

It was clarified that the draft CR was updated to follow the format from the outgoing LS send at SA4#86.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) preferred to keep the version of the draft CR from SA4#86 as a basis and he stated that the proposed mandatory configuration is not agreeable. 

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) asked if one can remove the DTX flag.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that he would not object to remove DTX, but one would lose something for acoustic testing.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the group agreed to remove the DTX flag. He noted that this input is a company contribution, and he asked Qualcomm to provide on an opinion on the way forward.

Mr. Imre Varga invited to provide other comments offline.

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) noted that the mandatory configuration is not agreed and he asked if there is anything else left open.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that at least the mandatory configuration is not agreeable here.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that it may be better to add some rules in the other document. Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that an earlier idea was to include rules in this draft CR but his may be changed.

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that one must decide where to put rules.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that rules could be inserted in the draft CR if the set of rules is small and simple, and he noted that more rules will be needed such as rules for MGW.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-404 was noted.
The EVS SWG Chairman recalled that the common goal is to have TS 26.103 agreeable by SA4#87.

Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) stated that the week after this call version13.0.0 of all updated specifications will be provided, so the CR should be to 13.0.0, not Rel-12.

The EVS SSWG Chairman asked if Rel-12 is not possible any longer.

Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) stated that Rel-12 already frozen but one may have changes but use new specifications; he clarified that all specifications that were not changed are upgraded to 13.0.0 so the CR should be written starting from the new version.
4.2 Other EVSoCS topics
None.
5 AoB
The EVS SWG Secretary invited new EVS SWG participants to send him an email clarifying their affiliation.

6 Close of the call: December 10, 16:25 CEST

The EVS SWG Chairman closed the meeting. 
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