3GPP TSG-SA4 # 68
                                                                         Tdoc S4-120320
Kyoto, Japan

16 April – 20 April 2012
Source:
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.

Title


Summary of the Offline Conference Call on Qualification Phase Schedule and Related Matters
Document for:
Information 

Agenda Item:         6
Introduction
This contribution contains the summary of the offline discussion held on April 3 concerning the qualification phase testing of the EVS standardization.

Summary
Topic:  Offline discussion about the EVS Qualification Phase schedule and related topics.
Time Duration:  App.  1.5 hours.

Chaired by Stefan.  Minutes:  Samsung

Attendance (from Hand raising tool)
· S. Proust (Orange)

· Nobuhiko (NTT DOCOMO)

· Stephane Ragot (ORANGE)

· Imre Varga (Qualcomm)

· Harald Pobloth (Ericsson Inc)

· Holly Francois (Motorola Mobility)

· Vesa Ruoppila (NTT DoCoMo)

· Lasse Laaksonen, Nokia

· Craig (Samsung)

· Ira Panzer (Dynastat)

· Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge)

· Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO)

· Takako Sanda (Panasonic)

· Jon Gibbs (Motorola Mobility)

· Paolo (ETSI)

· Jari (Nokia)

· Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer)

· Alan sharpley (Dynastat)

· Minjie Xie (ZTE Corporation)

· Noboru Harada (NTT)

· Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson)
Documents:  
Ericsson:  Schedule Proposal (mpp and pdf formats)

Dynastat:  EVS Qualification Host Lab:  Issues and Considerations
Background:  
Ericssson and Dynastat previously discussed the Ericsson generated schedule, resulting in the input contributions from these companies.

Stefan opened the meeting with the background information leading to the call.
Dynastat requested .mpp version of the Ericsson schedule.

Review of Ericsson-proposed schedule by Stefan:  
-Incorporates material previously provided by Dynastat.  

-codec submission on July 9, with preliminary version of codec submitted earlier for crosscheck purposes.

-Schedule has qualification selection meeting in November 2012.

-Three overlapping test phases (by bandwidth) – 12 total weeks of testing.
Crosscheck issue:  If there is a problem with an executable how is it handled?  This issue was raised in the Dynastat contribution and left to be resolved later.
It is proposed that the processing scripts to be done by SA4 companies to alleviate workload on the host lab.  This effort could extend beyond finalization of permanent documents and into the crosschecking phase itself.

Stefan:  As a fallback option, the EVS-3 permanent document (performance requirements could be split into two, with the first part addressing the qualification phase.

The Qualification Deliverables permanent document must be finished in the Kyoto meeting in order to finish contractual arrangements in time.

Review of the Dynastat Contribution:
Alan:  Dynastat’s document lists a number of issues and recommendations related to the Ericsson schedule.

-One major topic left off of list:  Definition of a common platform needs to be made.

-Not much buffer time in this schedule.  There are 12 weeks of testing for 12 experiments.

Discussion/Recommendations:

-agreement from proponents on a common platform coming out of the Kyoto meeting is needed.  Recommended that each company specifies the minimum time required in weeks needed to conduct listening tests and that each company specifies the listening lab/language for the tests.

-decision on protocol and procedures if an executable needs to be replaced is needed  (executable delivery on July 9).   Host lab will not be able to repeat previous host labs.

- Magnitude of the host lab:  17 days (24 hours each) of processing required if codecs run in real time. (assuming serial processing).

-Proposes to submit a preliminary executable 3-4 weeks before final submission to facilitate the host lab in the preparation phase.

-Size of qualification test (and resulting cost) has grown.  Contribution compares with the recent ITU-T EV-VBR exercise.  Open issue of the cost of the host lab (and GAL) and what documents have to be completed to be able to finalize the cost.
Discussion on Dynastat Contribution:

Markus:  Common platform extent?  Dynstat’s preferred platform is Windows/DOS for all processing.
Jon:  Questions economies of scale for the host lab function, in particular the commonality of the scripts.  Dynastat agrees with Jon’s observations. 

Craig:  How much was escrowed, compared to cost of host lab?  GAL not included in the estimate.   Difficult to determine cost until documents are finalized.  Stefan pointed out that the SA4 members would be providing the test scripts.
Stephane (Ragot): Also points out that the cost of EV-VBR included script development.
Paolo:  8 companies have paid so far.  Questions how estimates can be made without the test plan.  Agrees that each company specify listening lab and language.  Need to appoint (ASAP) the global analysis lab.  Agrees with comment on economies of scale with the crosscheck.  Would like to avoid a second round of invoicing.

Alan:  Dynastat was not a host lab for EV-VBR.

Marcus:  Wants the scripts to be platform independent.  OK with platform dependent executable.  Regarding the scripts, would like to see some “independence”, for the sake of development purposes.
Stefan:  Need to specify what we mean by “platform”.  Details need to be specified, including the language of the scripts.

Stephane: France Telecom and Arcon were the host labs for EV-VBR.
Stefan:  Time allocated (needed) for testing should be part of the permanent documents.

Stefan:  Should be able to get an idea of the magnitude of the host lab effort based on progress of documents in the Kyoto meeting.

Craig:  Asked how we specify weeks needed for testing before test documents are finalized.

Stefan:  Asks members to be active in finding other listening labs for conducting listening tests.  They have concerns about Dynastat being overloaded.  Also, need a wider range of languages.

Noboru:  Plans to ask one of their group companies to test, but needs to give them a test plan to get an estimate of the time required for testing.

Alan:  There are still a lot of unknowns (no test plan, performance requirements).  We know the maximum number of tests (12), but not the actual number of tests. 
Stefan:  We have stable performance requirements for conditions without channel errors.    
Alan:  (responding to question from Stefan)  Testing assumptions we can make:  P.800 (ACR/DCR) tests.  1.5 hours per test.  24 listeners (3 panels of 8).  4.5-5 hours of testing.  Paolo agrees with these assumptions.

Stefan asks Paolo what is needed by SQ for the test plan.  Paolo:  Pointed out what SQ will need for test plan development (at least a test plan template).
Stefan asks for input on the processing plan also.  None given. 
Stefan:  pointed out the complexity of the schedule.  We need to be prepared so we can make progress in the upcoming meeting.  The performance requirements doc is in the critical path.  Many other things are dependent on this document.
Multiparty NDA: 
 Stefan sent out an updated version last week.  Requests each company legal department review the changes Ericsson proposed.  Includes an appendix that contains a qualification procedure.

Paolo:  Reiterated that the remaining payments need to be done quickly.  Also, GAL needs to be appointed soon.

AoB:

Paolo:  reminded us of the document deadline on Tuesday.  

Paolo: Asks FhG to check if German law forbids working 7 consecutive days.  Impacts decision on the Erlangen ad-hoc meeting.

Markus:  Not aware of potential problem, but will check. 
