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10.1 Opening of the session: Tuesday 4th November 2008
The EVS SWG Chairman, Mr. Stefan Bruhn, opened the EVS meeting.
10.2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents 675R1
The EVS Chairman presented TD S4-080675R1 (Proposed Agenda for EVS SWG at SA4#51) and proposed the document allocation. It was approved,
10.3 Incoming LSs 
693
10.4 
Progress on the TR
608, 614, 615, 618, 684, 


746, 747
….

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange SA) was appointed to draft the reply LS to SA1 including in attachment the edited Draft TR 22.813. 
Mr. Stefan Bruhn (EVS Chairman) presented the LS from SA1 (S4-080693).

Comments on cover page:

Motorola expressed that SA1 does not reply at all, that SA4 needs to try new things and reply back to SA1 on EVS progress - there is a risk that we miss the Rel9 time scale entirely.

Nokia commented that SA1 has made some progress in Section 6, so SA4 can do some work in this TR, contribute and reply back.

Orange explained that the new section 6 from SA1 is a minimum agreement from SA1, but they had many contributions.

Ericsson also clarified that discussion in SA1 was very difficult. Still, SA1 has quite much fulfilled the expectations and focus can be shifted to codec requirements. SA1 has removed lots of high-level requirements. Only 3 service requirements are left (quality, efficiency, interoperability).

Motorola asked what is the timeframe for the TS to come after. Ericsson replied that they have no schedule showing it is impossible to do a TS work for Rel9, and they would like faster progress.

Comments on attachment:

The interpretation of requirements Section 6 was felt unclear by some organizations:

· FhG asked how to interpret the efficiency section and how to define the most efficient mode. FhG thinks EVS should exceed the efficiency of AMR-WB.

Motorola explained that this is about providing same quality with higher efficiency. 

Panasonic asked whether efficiency is about low costs terminals.

· FhG asked whether better quality and higher efficiency need to be provided together.

Ericsson clarified that the service requirements (user experience, efficiency) are different dimensions.

RIM asked what is transmission efficiency. Ericsson clarified their view: it is transmission capacity. Motorola considers that efficiency is packet robustness in the EPS. 

Ericsson expressed that SA4 can make interpretations on Section 6. Orange supported this and invited to work on codec requirements and let SA1 check if SA4 interpretations of service requirements are correct.

The stability of the SA1 parts of the TR was questioned, in particular on use cases. Ericsson explained that operators may have different views on use cases. Nokia indicated that the LS from SA1 says they will concentrate on use cases and that based on the WID use cases are the "beef" of the EVS work. T-Mobile asked whether use cases are still valid. It was concluded that we should consider the present TR as a working assumption for SA4 work. There was an agreement that use cases can be used as inputs, together with service requirements, for SA4. 

Ms. Holly François (Motorola) presented document S4-080614.

Test results for ITU-T G.718 low delay mode are presented for clean speech, showing a capacity advantage.

Mr. Steve Kendall (Motorola) presented document S4-080615.

Motorola proposed to give feedback to SA1 (by LS), make them aware of this comparison, and let them decide what is the codec for EVS.

Comments:

Several technical clarifications were requested:

· There were questions on Figure 3 (how FER was computed, how to get the reported 3 dB advantage). Nokia asked whether HARQ was taken into account. Motorola clarified that they looked at what happens if there is retransmission but the simulations were done without retransmission. Ericsson asked what was the TB size for LTE (1 ms or not) and how many retransmissions can be done on the MAC layer. Motorola clarified that each retransmission takes 8 ms. Ericsson asked which packet loss rates are likely to be seen in LTE (e.g. is 6% realistic). 

· Nokia commented on Figure 2 that in realistic cases (speech with background noise, not clean speech) the 8 kbit/s results will go down compared with the 12 kbit/s results. Nokia asked how to explain the differences of 0.3 MOS between AMR-WB 12.65 kbit/s and G.718 interoperable mode. 

· Ericsson commented that these results neglect that AMR could operate with rate adaptation and redundancy transmission in case of bad channels. 

Some organizations commented on G.718 vs AMR-WB:

· FhG asked how much the embedded structure of G.718 costs (performance penalty) and commented that 32 kbit/s for WB is high. FhG stated that AMR-WB is outdated and asked why use AMR-WB.

· Motorola explained that operators have the option to increase capacity while keeping the same QoE, and G.718 (work of ITU) is an alternative to AMR-WB.

· Ericsson clarified that the scope of EVS is Rel9 (LTE access) and the 3GPP is a whole system, where AMR-WB is the WB codec for any CS wideband voice service. EVS is not about replacing AMR-WB. According to Ericsson, G.718 performance is going in the right direction.

· T-Mobile explained they have serious action to deploy WB services. They want to ensure that this is not affected by new developments. The TR is a study to show if further codec deployment is nedded and not to take the first codec that shows improvements. If there is a need for an enhancement, there should be use cases that show it. G.718 may be a good codec, but we need to ensure that legacy is not affected, AMR-WB is here. New codecs mean additional costs. 

· Nokia stated that G.718 is a good candidate for EPS. However we don’t see a jump in quality.

· Orange explained that there is no capacity issue with AMR-WB, that bit rate reduction from 12 to 8 kbit/s is not a priority for them but codec complexity is an issue. 

· Ericsson expressed that it is premature to conclude whether G.718 fulfils the EVS requirements that are not specified yet. 

Regarding the proposal to send an LS back to SA1 on G.718:

· Orange proposed to rather consider including partly some test results on G.718 vs AMR-WB (results to be defined) in Section 8 of the TR

· Ericsson explained that the logical procedure is to define codec requirements and conduct a feasibility study. G.718 may be used to set some performance requirements, but SA4 has to define requirements. Yet, there is evidence that there is technology that may fulfil EVS requirements but SA4 has not yet a common understanding on what these requirements should be.

· T-Mobile emphasized that we are discussing the TR, not codec development.

· Nokia suggested that the TR could contain some information on G.718 and some promotion on the fact that this is a candidate. Yet, adopting G.718 means improvement of error robustness.

Ericsson did not support the inclusion of the information on G.718 in the LS, as SA1 has no detailed knowledge on codecs and the EVS study is not completed yet.

There was also discussion on how to interpret the higher QoE requirement. Motorola considers G.718 fulfils this requirement. Ericsson expressed that services may provide higher QoE only if significantly higher quality can be achieved than with any AMR-WB mode, e.g. by means of SWB or stereo coding.

Conclusion:

There was no agreement on including G.718 in the LS back to SA1. There is a possibility to use the results by Motorola for setting requirements in Section 7 and refer to it in Section 8.
Documents S4-080614 and S4-080615 were noted.

Mr. Hiroyuki Ehara (Panasonic) presented document S4-080608.

Requirements are proposed for Section 7 of the TR based on the latest Section 6 received from SA1.

Comments:

Clarifications were requested:

· Nokia asked to clarify the priority of proposed requirements (shall, should…). FhG stated that some proposed requirements are based on some assumptions, and it is needed to define which requirements are "mandatory" and "nice to have".

· Qualcomm asked how to interpret "significant" in "significant improvement of QoE" (QoE = bandwidth, presence?).

Qualcomm proposed to include narrowband in the audio bandwidth and expressed concerns on an improved codec that may not provide better quality as there will be low-cost narrowband terminals. Qualcomm requested that NB be supported.

Ericsson commented that larger bandwidth normally gives higher quality, however the feasibility study should show that given terminal acoustics and complexity a given bandwidth makes sense.

FhG asked to state that WB alone is not sufficient, and that the design constraint on bandwidth may be revised in future versions of the TR.

Regarding the number of audio channels, Ericsson explained that there are more ways to realize multichannel than using a stereo codec. Nokia pointed out that use case should be used. 

The EVS SWG felt it was premature to put absolute bitrates in the TR – in particular there is a trade-off between delay, bitrate, etc.

This observation concluded further discussions on updating other requirements.

Conclusion:
The general statements from the Panasonic contribution on audio bandwidth and number of audio channels were included after some modification together with Editor's Notes.

The Draft TR was edited with a sentence on "maximum" audio bandwith to be at least WB, a sentence that stereo or multi channel presentation is one way to realize significantly improved QoE, and the respective editor’s notes (see related parts in revised TR in intermediate document S4-080746 and final revision in S4-080747). 

Document S4-080608 was noted.

Mr. Pasi Ojala (Nokia) presented document S4-080618.
It is proposed to clarify the scope and objective of EVS and include this clarification in the TR.
Comments:

Clarifications were requested on how to interpret and differentiate options a), b), c), d). Other options were proposed:

· Panasonic explained that option c) can be interpreted as option b)

· Dolby stated that this contribution does not cover all scenarios. One extra scenario can be that AMR-WB is out of consideration and has to compete with other proposals.

· FhG stated that NB is a different set of technologies and EVS should concentrate on high-quality work.

T-Mobile explained that they like this contribution and option b) and it is good to specify the EVS scope and state this is packet-switched.

Orange shared the view of T-Mobile, supporting option b), and stated that operators upgrade their network to further Releases step by step; interoperability with previous release is a major issue and it is not about removing AMR-WB.

Ericsson gave support to the continuation of MTSI.

Qualcomm said that it is good to clarify the EVS objective but expressed concern that SA1 may delete this SA4 proposal if included in the TR.

Also Qualcomm asked whether the EVS codec would be optional or not and whether enhancements to AMR-NB or AMR-WB can be developed in either option b) or c).  Ericsson clarified that AMR-NB and AMR-WB will not be changed.

Panasonic clarified that enhancements to existing NB/WB voice services may be in the scope of EVS.

Conclusion:

The EVS SWG agreed on scenario b) described in Tdoc S4-080618.

The Draft TR was edited with a revised scope and new subsection text from Tdoc S4-080618 (with rewordings).
Document S4-080618 was noted.

Mr. Jeff Huang (Qualcomm) presented document S4-080684.

Negotiation is viewed as a way to provide interoperability.

Comments:

Nokia stated that negotiation is always used even if it is interoperable.

Dolby pointed out that bitstream interoperability can be interpreted in different ways.

Ericsson agreed on this contribution, yet there are use cases (e.g. mobility with handover) when we move from an LTE cell to a cell without LTE, where there is no possibility to negotiate the codec for the full session and we need bitstream interoperability in order to avoid of codec handovers.

Dolby stated that it is unsure whether the codec can recognize the switch from PS to CS in handover. Ericsson clarified that the MGW will be clever enough.

Conclusion:

The interoperability subsection in Section 7 was edited to remove the editor's note on negotiation (see related changes in revised TR in intermediate document S4-080746 and final revision in S4-080747). 

Document S4-080684 was noted.

The meeting was closed on Thursday 6th Nov, 2008 at 9:00 hours.
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