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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #49 took place on October 15, 2015, 14:00 CET for 2 hours with a bridge/document sharing tool provided by Fraunhofer IIS. There were 21 participants and 5 input documents (including the agenda and the report from the previous teleconference).

One input proposed draft rules on UEs and two other inputs discussed rate adaptation by inband CMRs.
1 Opening of the session: October 15, 14:03 CEST
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-392R1 (see Annex A of the present report). 
There was no comment. The agenda was agreed. 
3 Review and agreement of previous conference call minutes
Mr. Stéphane Ragot presented TD AHEVS-393 Re EVSoCS Draft report from SA4 EVS SWG Teleconference #48 (18th September 2015), from EVS SWG Secretary  (Orange)
Comments / questions:

None.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-393 was agreed.
4 Liaisons with other groups/meetings
None.
5 Progress work on EVSoCS 
5.1 Open items, specification update
Mr. Karl Hellwig presented TD AHEVS-394 Rules for UEs deploying EVS in 3G, from Ericsson LM 
Comments / questions:

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) asked why a CMR received without error should be considered as a valid CMR, even if it requests a mode outside negotiated session parameters.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) explained that the EVS onion could be up to WB 13.2, and one may receive CMR from other end for SWB 24.4, and it is not possible to follow this CMR but one can  limit it to a reasonable CMR, which is inside the onion. He stated that this is another discussion about what one would do there.  He added that rules are needed. He gave the example of a CMR for EVS-IO 23.85, which would not be possible in 3G, but this CMR could be limited and kept to IO but restricted to 12.65, and such EVS-IO 12.65 would be allowed. He stated that the MGW can limit cases in what the UE can really do. 

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that there are rules in MTSI to discard CMRs that are outside the negotiated range and this would be a different rule. 

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that one cannot ignore the CMR, and if EVS-IO is requested one must go to EVS-IO and one cannot ignore the command. He explained that the call is end to end and if someone is making a handover and the onion is changing, the other UE can send SWB, but the local side changed and it must go to the lower limit.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) noted that rule 1 on UE assumes that CMR is in every packet; he asked if this is ok for everyone to have such a rule.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that, if CMR is received, one needs to follow it, and one must have CMR in every frame, which is error robust, and gives very simple decision over the whole path. He referred to an Ericsson input in SA4#84 He added that for AMR there is an active CMR in every frame, CMR15 is highest mode of the mode set, for EVS if CMR is not in every frame it would break for IO and Primary switching, otherwise one would not be fast enough to follow CMRs from GERAN. He insisted that one need to have CMR in every frame and also for error robustness. He noted that if only SID frames are sent, CMR is sent only every 160 ms or CMR could be inserted in NO DATA frames when very urgent if the remote does a handover. He insisted that this “CMR only” frame is needed.
Mr. Martin Dietz (Fraunhofer) commented on rule 10 for UEs. He asked why would the network not allow the channel-aware (CA) operation.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) explained that CA degrades a bit the intrinsic quality, and if redundancy is used, a bit of degradation has to be accepted. He noted that there can be 1% loss frame in UTRAN, if the UE receives DL frames and UE reports to NodeB, CA is not helping. He added that if something is wrong, the UE detects it and can send CA request if the network accepts, and it receives from the other hand redundant frames with an offset. He stated that CA is helpful even in CS, but the second cost is extra delay (40 ms if offset 2), and delay can be time variant. He noted that one can still use EVS Primary with no extra delay, depending on UE design. He emphasized that operators want control over this.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) noted that the extra delay can be significant for larger offset like offset 7 (+140 ms) and operators may not want to get such extra delay to keep KPIs on delay in 3G, he stated that it is safe to keep the use of CA mode under network control.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that the user plane is simple, everything is set by CMR or in the control plane between MSC and UE, which is faster and seamless changing between modes than in control plane. He suggested keeping UTRAN as simple as simple.

Mr. Martin Dietz (Fraunhofer) asked who defines what is the best quality for customers. He stated that if a lot of packets are lost it is probably better to use CA.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that local UE always decides what is best, and it keeps sending commands for what it wants to receive.
Mr, Martin Dietz (Fraunhofer) asked who will decide rules upon UE.

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that this is up to the discretion of operators to filter CMR or not, which is a general principle. He added that one may always face that certain requests related to CA or others will be filtered by the network, if the UE send a CA request and it does not get it, maybe it prepared its buffer, and some rules are needed to avoid a waste of delay.

Mr. Martin Dietz (Fraunhofer) stated that the network can always ignore all requests. He stated that clear rules are needed on UEs, to state when to use what.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that every part is from another vendor and they need to interwork, and UEs need some rules. He pointed out that if there are random errors one could ask why use a high CA offset, and or if the PLR is 10%, an offset of 2 is not very good.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that one has to follow the logic that the network can ignore rules, and he stated that one can introduce rules for the network as well, it should not happen that network can do anything.
The EVS SWG Chairman commented that the telecom network is owned by network operator that would like to keep control of what is going on.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that there are very good reasons to have flexibility in the network.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that one should consider if these rules are relevant for 3GPP, and he stated that all this belongs to GSMA. He stated that restricting UE completely and allowing all flexibility to the network is not the right way.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if Qualcomm wants to change the UE rules and what type of specification can be defined.

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that different groups will make it more complex, and in GSMA it is more difficult for vendors to express positions.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the UE shall not switch between Primary and IO, which is something quite essential. He asked how one can ensure that due to rate restriction one does not fall out of AMR-WB IO modes, unless one wants RNC that knows everything about IO and Primary rates. He asked if this would be realistic.

Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) asked why there is a distinction between IO and Primary, and not between certain bit rates and certain bandwidths. 

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that, if the other hand is on GSM and has no idea of EVS, it cannot understand EVS Primary, and if EVS-IO is commanded one must follow this.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that the call could start with GSM-EFR.

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) explained that for a VoLTE-VoLTE call going  to VoLTE-3G and to 2G, there can be intra-CS handover afterwards.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that the real question is that the EVSoCS WI is on EVS for 3G, not for GSM. He asked if handling such cases is the right place.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) invited to look at history, he noted that for AMR not just SA4 was involved but in the end SA4 convinced other groups and it was the same for AMR-WB where SA4 did the codec and rules.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the scope of this WI is mainly 3G, but it is not intended that the UE randomly based on rate commands switches between Primary and IO modes. He gave the example of EVS Primary at 13.2, and one could get some rate max restriction to be below, and it might happen that UE switch to 8.85.

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that RNC has not idea what is IO and Primary, they are just rates.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that proposed rules are almost ok to address concerns from Orange but it is still possible to have an asymmetric use of the codec with for instance a local policy with SWB modes and a remote side that will use rate down to VBR.

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that there is no call if the other side does not accept the offer in SIP SDP or one needs transcoding. He stated that the onion principle was invented to have this freedom to have a call without transcoding, and it better not to have transcoding. He added that the UE would send 5.9 to max and bandwidth from narrowband to max, and it is recommended to have an onion as it guarantees the best quality.
Some discussion took place on the mode sets and the use of VBR. Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) commented that traffic channels are open but it may that they are not used, and in MTSI VBR can be always be transported.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that this is a very general problem: if one side does not accept an offer, it ends up with transcoding. He noted that if one cannot agree with another operator, the solution may be transcoding, and there is nothing particular related to VBR, and it is not related to 3G or EVSoCS, it is simple fact of offer-answer mechanism.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that there is a fundamental misunderstanding, and mode set 0 is proposed to start with 5.9, which is the same situation as for AMR-WB.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that if a Ue would use the proposed rules and the network allows using VBR, and an onion gives the best possible quality. He asked to bring examples where the onion does not work.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that VBR is a different animal from CBR and AMR-WB bit rates.

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that one can have 8.85 and the other sends 6.6, and this is a political question.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) asked why not start the onion at 7.2 kbit/s which is the lowest fixed bit rate.

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that EVS is designed like that, and one can also ask why IO is included. He stated that mode sets for SF 64, 128, 256 are needed and the only difference to LTE channels is to decide on the limitation of transport channel, and it should not influence the application.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that there is no input proposing an LS, and one cannot agree on such LS. He recalled that there is no possibility to authorize an LS by email, and this means the LS should wait until SA4#86, but it is still possible to have company inputs to RAN groups.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-394 was noted.
The discussion was not negative discussion, and it shows a way forward. The EVS SWG Chairman invited everybody to think about it, and to consider offline discussions.
Mr. Karl Hellwig presented TD AHEVS-396 CMR-Coding in 3G, from Ericsson LM
Comments / questions:
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) noted that one has to check if the “504 problem” exists, otherwise one could use 7-bit CMR in UTRAN and that would be easiest.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that the simplest solution is to have 7 bits always and no issues with 504 problem, and from Qualcomm point of view this is ok.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that not all base stations can be software upgraded, and one needs to check.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) asked to clarify why ‘ NO REQUEST’ is removed.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) explained that one cannot send CMR with no input, and ‘NO REQUEST’ makes no sense.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that it will be quite hard to delete it from the EVS payload format, and he noted that in AMR and AMR-WB, if one sends to a multicast address,  CMR 15 has to be added. He recalled that the payload format is generic for any kind of service.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that if there is no request, one does not send CMR. He preferred to always tell what the UE wants to receive, and not to open the door to guessing. He added that CMR15 is only confusing for AMR.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that a clear rule on ‘NO REQUEST’ is needed for EVS.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that a rule could be in TS 26.114 but the payload format is generic, and one needs to be careful.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that the multistream multiparty conferencing scenario is a different discussion, here the discussion is for telephony and for telephony one needs a constant feedback rule.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that he didn’t know why they defined such rules for AMR and AMR-WB.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) remembered that for RFC 4867 lots of specific applications were considered and it comes from this direction.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that from Qualcomm point of view one can support 7 bit CMR and which is in line with the incoming LS from RAN1 that was reviewed in SA4#85. 
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented on the ‘no request’, and he stated that of course if one is forced t o send CMR, but has no opinion, one needs a clear rule. He clarified that so far no request is used if the terminal has no clear opinion, and if a terminal is under test, it will  always send no request because it doesn’t care about the receiving direction.
The EVS SWG Chairman agreed that one has to come up with something specifying what should be sent. He agreed that it is not a good position not to have a view, and it is better to send something and to discuss what should be sent, he did not hink it’s a possibility not to have an opinion.
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) proposed to always send an active CMR, he noted the one could send the initial codec mode. He commented that CMR 15 means ‘highest mode in the configuration’, but the configuration along the path can be different. He stated that the Ericsson MGW translates to an active CMR, and it never allow CMR15 to go through because one can have serious interworking issues.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that if anything in the path would like to see a lower bit rate, this minimum principle applies and it can change to a lower value.

Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) explained that the main point of the contribution is not about “No request” but to agree on 7 bit CMR in every frame, and it’s the key as it gives RAN designers to go for 7 bit CMR, then they can go for design of this.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-389 was noted.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot presented TD AHEVS-397 On rate control for EVSoCS, from ORANGE
Comments / questions:
Mr. Karl Hellwig (Ericsson) stated that this document is right, and he hoped that the UE must obey both RNC commands and MSC side.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that the document is changing a lot of things and an agreed working assumption.

The EVS SWG Chairman clarified that it does not invalidate the existing working assumptions; it supports it.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) clarified that the document is not changing the working assumption but it says that the UE has to implement the Distributed Rate decision and not only the MSC.

Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) requested some time to check.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that this is stated in second page, that the max rate control is in the UE, and he also referred to the LS text sent by SA4#84, where it is said that the UE would have to combine CMRs. He commented that it makes sense if everybody checks this again, to agreement in SA4#86 to make real progress.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-390 was noted.
5.2 Other EVSoCS topics
None.
6 AoB
None.
7 Close of the call: October 15, 16:02 CEST

The EVS SWG Chairman closed the meeting. 
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