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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #39 took place on September 25, 2014, 14:00 CEST for 2 hours with a bridge/document sharing tool provided by Fraunhofer IIS. There were 24 participants and 4 input documents (including the agenda). All documents were covered.
The meeting outcome is summarized below:
· The SDP parameters and RTP payload format for EVS were discussed with no conclusion at this meeting; offline work was invited to finalize these aspects. It was agreed to have a new EVS SWG teleconference on Oct. 9, 2014. Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) volunteered to draft the reply LS to CT4.
· The EVS characterization TR was discussed. Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) was appointed Editor of TR 26.952. It was agreed not to put qualification results in the TR. It was also agreed that the characterization TR should contain all information available and that the template TR from AMR and AMR-WB will be used. It was requested to include EVS verification for floating-point in the characterization TR.
· Corrections to the characterization test plan in TD AHEVS-331 were agreed. A clean version of the EVS-8c was left to be submitted for SA4#81, taking into account comments received during this call. TD AHEVS-331 will be put in the EVS P-doc folder (http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG4_CODEC/EVS_Permanent_Documents/).
1 Opening of the session: September 25, 14:01 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-330R1 (see R2 in Annex A of the present report). He asked if late documents could be taken. The agenda in AHEVS-330R1 was agreed.
The characterization topics were taken first before concentrating on other input documents related to RTP/SDP.
3 CRs
3.1 CR related to introduction of EVS into 26.114 (MTSI)
Mr. Kyunghun Jung presented TD AHEVS-332 Definition and Handling of SDP parameters for EVS, from Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
Comments / questions:

The EVS SWG Chairman asked to clarify the statement ‘br shall not be used with br-send and br-recv’. Mr. Kuynghun Jung (Samsung) explained that additional br-send/br-recv are redundant, and br is used when two directions use the same bit rate. The EVS SWG Chairman understood that there is no sense in combining br and br-recv.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) explained that in TS 26.114 there are constraints on SDP attributes for SDP offers / answers for terminals and MGWs, and he asked if such constraints are covered. Mr. Kuynghun Jung (Samsung) stated that no constraints are necessary; he explained that MTSI was introduced in Rel-7, and now there are also cases like MTSI client with fixed access in Rel-12 and each SDP attribute should be carefully set otherwise the session could fail. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that this aspect requires further thoughts to find out all consequences.
Mr. Stephane Ragot (Orange) stated that the SDP attributes need to be in annex A of TS 26.445 as SDP attributes are just a mapping of media type parameters. He stated that the list of SDP attributes is incomplete. He also wondered whether it makes sense to list ‘stereo’ in ‘channel’ parameter, given that the EVS codec is only a mono codec in Rel-12. Mr. Kyunghun Jung (Samsung) stated that stereo can be removed. The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the RTP payload format can cover more things than the codec supports but TS 26.114 should not specify something that is not supported by the codec. He did not see any problem having a value of 2 for stereo in TS 26.445. Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) suggested inserting a note to clarify that stereo is currently not supported in the codec.  The EVS SWG Chairman added that in TS 26.114 the value of 2 shall not be currently used. Offline editing was invited on this aspect.

The EVS SWG Chairman commented on the ‘channel’ parameter and noted that the naming is a bit different for EVS Primary parameter (channel) and for AMR-WB IO (channels). He emphasized that there would be a risk of confusion as the naming is similar but usage is quite different. Mr. Kuynghun Jung (Samsung) suggested changing ‘channel’ to ‘ch’.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented that the channel parameter is related to the media line (m=) where the number of channels is also provided; he noted that one cannot have an asymmetric media line. Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that the rtpmap line is more a problem.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) noted that TS 26.114 restricts the number of channels to 1 and he requested to keep some consistency with what is defined for AMR-WB. Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that one could allow dual mono for AMR-WB IO and AMR-WB, and the number of channels should not be limited to only mono.
The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that the list of parameters for AMR-WB IO is quite agreeable.

Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) commented that the channels parameter for AMR-WB IO has to be the same as for AMR-WB not to jeopardize interoperability; he stated that one cannot change parameters for AMR-WB but one may need further parameters. He also invited to clarify the status of other parameters defined in RFC 4867, such as interleaving, crc to state whether they are allowed or forbidden.
The EVS SWG Chairman concluded the most of the work is for EVS Primary modes and some more parameters can be expected. He invited feedback on these parameters.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-332 was noted. 

3.2 CRs to other EVS codec specifications
Ms. Takako Sanda presented TD AHEVS-333 Status of TS 26.445 Annex A, RTP Payload format part, from Panasonic Corporation, ORANGE
Comments / questions:
The EVS SWG Chairman asked how to progress on this topic, and whether this should be done offline. Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) invited to discuss the 4 options for CMR and ToC bytes (optional or mandatory).
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that one has to be careful when it comes to the exceptional payload size of 56 bits, because this is payload size can carry different kinds of payload (SID frames or 2.8 VBR frames). He stated that in any case one would have to be careful with this exception of 56 bits, but otherwise one might decide to always have ToC present and to have CMR when needed.
Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) stated that, if ToC is always present, one does not need to care about EVS Primary SID: if CMR is present for the EVS Primary SID the payload size is  64 bits, which does not collide with 56 bits. She also explained that the AMR-WB IO could be in headerfull format with CMR byte always present (with first bit set to 1) and ToC byte also provided.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that for EVS Primary SID, in case CMR is added, one would get 64 bits which would not fit in the TBS of 56 bits. He stated that this could be something to avoid.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) noted that due to ROHC compression the actual TBS will not always correspond to the optimized TBS for 56 bits.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that the SID is already compressed, if CMR is needed some more bits could be spent, however if CMR is not needed one can always use the Compact format. He also stated that he is not convinced that CMR is really needed for VoLTE applications. He preferred to have the SID to fit in the optimal TBS. He supported Panasonic’s proposal.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that if the SID is sent every 8 frames ROHC typically uses 6 byte headers instead of 3 bytes. He requested more time to finalize the headerful format and to decide whether CMR and ToC should always be present.

Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) did not think that one should stick with TBS for SID frames: If SPS is used, for the direction from terminal to eNodeB, the speech frame will continuously use the same TBS, if DS is used, for the same direction one should use reduced TBS; for UE to eNodeB, the UE needs feedback from resource allocation from eNodeB, which is a burden for the UE, and even for DS TBS is not adjusted. He added that, for DS, dynamic change of payload size is possible, but TBS has 2 byte space used for MAC signaling, and that MAC signaling is not used for NodeB to UE side, hence adding a header to the SID frame does not exceed TBS.
Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) emphasized that the structure of the payload format for 56 bits is an exception. He stated that one can send CMR without ToC, and there is no cost to that. He commented that, in any case the payload size of 56 bits is an exception and one cannot follow the rules for active frames. He stated that the option of transporting EVS Primary SID at 56 bits with no ToC should be considered given that this option comes at no cost. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) requested to keep this aspect open, he stated that one should agree on either CMR and ToC present or CMR optional and ToC present.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that, if CMR and ToC are always present, cmr-off is not possible; he requested to be able to turn CMR off, if cmr-off is defined. He proposed to have ToC without CMR available. He also explained that if ToC is always present in headerfull one can use it as a storage format as the parser can always find a ToC field.
The EVS SWG Chairman suggested stopping the discussion and noting this document as a snapshot of where discussion is. He invited to discuss how the group can continue the work on this topic to have an LS to CT4 available in time. He asked who could take the action point to draft the LS and when to schedule a new EVS SWG call.

It was noted that the next CT4 meeting is on Oct. 20, 2014. The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the date of Oct. 9, 2014 could be agreed for the next EVS SWG call. Answer: yes.
Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) volunteered to draft the LS to CT4. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) explained that Fraunhofer could offer the same online sharing tool. 
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-333 was noted. 

It was agreed to have a new EVS SWG teleconference on Oct. 9, 2014. Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) volunteered to draft the reply LS to CT4.

4 Draft reply LS 793 from CT4
No Tdoc in this A.I.
5 Characterization phase matters

5.1 Appointment of the Editor of TR 26.952 and discussion on main content (skeleton)
The EVS SWG Chairman clarified that this A.I. was added to this teleconference after a suggestion from the SA4 Secretary. He recalled that Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) indicated interest to be the Editor of TR 26.952.

The SA4 Secretary explained that the official Editor of TR 26.952 is Mr. Miao Lei (Huawei) who is the EVS Rapporteur. He recalled that the Rapporteur is usually the Editor of the TR, but this is not mandatory. He invited Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) to communicate with the EVS Rapporteur. He emphasized that an Editor should be appointed for the TR. He recalled that there are two missing EVS specifications (TR 26.952 and TS 26.443 - floating-point code) which are essential to finalize the EVS work item.

The EVS SWG Secretary clarified that the EVS SWG or SA4 did not assign any Editor for the EVS specifications. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) noted that an Editor should be identified for all documents, he suggested to identify an Editor for the TR given that Mr. Miao Lei can edit other documents like TS 26.443.

The SA4 Secretary clarified that in 3GPP there is a database of specifications, maintained by the specification manager, and Mr. Miao Lei (Huawei) was allocated to all EVS specifications. He explained that each EVS specification must have a Rapporteur and this person is responsible and should draft it.
The EVS SWG Chairman invited to discuss the assignment of Editors after this call. He explained that for the floating-point source a draft was received, therefore there is one person taking responsibility for this specification. He noted that for TR one could go for the default Editor or Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) could take this TR.

Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) indicated interest in editing the TR. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that Mr. Miao Lei (Huawei) was not on the call but he suggested to go with this offer.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if it was agreeable that Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) would be the Editor of TR 26.952? Answer: yes.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the TR should contain selection test results, characterization test results and verification test results; he asked if more was expected.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) suggested following the structure of characterization reports from AMR and AMR-WB.

Mr. S. Craig Greer (Samsung) asked if characterization results should be excluded from the TR. Mr. The SA4 Secretary explained that the TR should contain whatever is available, he referred to TR 26.975 and TR 26.976 for AMR and AMR-WB.

The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that the TR should contain all information available and that the template TR from AMR and AMR-WB will be used.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that he will work with Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) to organize selection test results in an appropriate format similar to AMR and AMR-WB and to include as much as possible from characterization, based on the contract obligation from the GAL.

The SA4 Secretary requested to include EVS verification for floating-point in the TR, even if it’s delivered only after approval of the TR.

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that the floating-point source code will have to be provided in the SA plenary in December 2014 and the code should be verified before it is provided. He asked if this verification can extend before this SA meeting. The SA4 Secretary explained that this verification can be done under NDA, and it depends on the date of availability for the floating-point code. He emphasized that the verification of floating-point implies to test interoperability between fixed-point and floating-point, and the type of test was not agreed. The EVS SWG Chairman stated that this could be decided in SA4#81, and the verification could be done even later to a large extent before the SA meeting in Dec. 2014; he stated that some tasks could be done after SA approval, as long as the specification is 80% ready.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) commented on qualification results, which are sometimes in the characterization TR; he stated that it would save a lot of work by not having qualification results in the TR. The SA4 Secretary stated that the final codec is different from any of the 12 initial codecs, and the TR should characterize the codec that has been approved; he recommended having a clause explaining a bit of history, but not including qualification results because codecs are different.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group can agree on not putting qualification results in the TR. Answer: Yes.
It was concluded that the TR Editor had enough guidance to draft the TR.

5.2 Any other characterization issues
Mr. S. Craig Greer presented TD AHEVS-331 Corrections to the EVS Characterization Phase Test Plan, from Editor (Samsung)
Version 1.0 of EVS-8c was approved in SA4#80-BIS. Mistakes pointed out by some people were collected and it was made sure that people involved in characterization testing were made aware so that mistakes did not propagate in actual execution of characterization phase.
Comments / questions:
Updates were presented online for each part

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that in Experiment N.1 there is no error, but the GAL needs to get the clarification how to handle multiple codec comparisons indicated in column H. He emphasized that for all comparisons there is no indication of what the test should be  (e.g. NWT and also combinations).
Mr. S. Craig Greer (Samsung) recalled that SA4 agreed on independent group t tests, which means one would not keep track of which conditions are grouped together. He also stated that it was also agreed not to perform any statistical test for characterization. He explained that Column H was an attempt to group similar conditions if the group decided to perform dependent group t tests, which was work in progress and not cleaned up in the test plan.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) asked how the GAL is to treat those groups of conditions in the GAL report. Mr. S. Craig Greer (Samsung) clarified that the GAL could ignore Column H for all experiments.

Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) explained that all the changes discussed in TD AHEVS-331 were corrected before HL processing.

The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the group was in agreement that GAL should not perform any statistical analysis with regards to BT or NWT with any reference condition and Column H in the spreadsheet is simply an indication of how results could be grouped for presentation.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) confirmed that all corrections were also taken into account by the CL and he commented that the HL and CL positively crosschecked their processed results. He noted that Annex C of the test plan refers to a data delivery spreasheet to be attached and he requested to clarify whether the file is missing.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) explained that the data delivery spreadsheet has been provided to LLs and crosschecked. He stated that Dynastat already completed 1 of 8 tests 
The EVS SWG Chairman came back to the question on statistical comparison grouping. He stated that the grouping in the test plan is more in order to have presentation of results within groups but one would not expect any statistical analysis. He asked if anybody had a different opinion. Answer: no.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group could agree on the updates. Answer: Yes.
Mr. S. Craig Greer (Samung) committed to submit this contribution in a clean version to SA4#81. The SA4 Secretary suggesting putting this document in the folder of EVS P-docs, replacing S4-141131 since the contract with labs said that every update should be put in this folder; he also proposed to correct the test plan to fix the issue of the data sheet to be attached. He invited to submit a clean version of the EVS-8c test plan for SA4#81. Mr. S. Craig Greer (Samsung) noted that the example data sheet is embedded as an image in Annex C ad not attached; he suggested chaning the wording ‘attached’. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) noted that this approach would be consistent with what was done in selection.

Conclusion:

This document will be put in the EVS P-doc folder and the Editor will submit a clean version fixing identified issues for SA4#81.
TD AHEVS-331 was agreed. 
6 AoB
None.
7 Close of the call: September 25, 15:58 CEST

The EVS SWG Chairman thanked delegates and closed the meeting. 
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