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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #8 took place on Feb. 21, 2012, 14:30 CET with a bridge provided by Nokia. The discussions were scheduled for 2 hours and were extended by an extra ½ hour; there were 12 input documents (including the agenda) and 5 of them were not presented and were postponed to EVS teleconf#9. According to the hand raising tool, there were 29 participants during the meeting.
The meeting outcome is summarized below:

· It was agreed to set the following requirement on background noise level in inactive periods for DTX off operation:
For DTX turned off, the background noise level during inactive regions of the CuT shall be attenuated by no more than [3 dB], at the decoder output, compared to the background noise level during inactive regions of the input signal.
The actual attenuation limit was left under brackets.

· It was agreed that the G.192 bitstream format will be used for cases excluding JBM conditions. The actual bitstream format for JBM conditions is subject to further discussions.
· Several other topics were discussed without reaching an agreement:

· There were discussions on (subjective and objective) performance requirements for DTX operation, however the open issues in noisy speech were left to be resolved offline.

· FER conditions were discussed at high-level (1% FER proposed for higher bit rates, same FER rates proposed for CuT and reference codecs).

· The separation of host lab and blinding lab was discussed based on a proposed process (using SFTP), and this topic was left for further discussion taking into account an alternative proposal (double blinding) that was not discussed by lack of time.

1 Opening of the session: Feb. 21, 14:32 CET
The EVS SWG Chairman, Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson), opened the EVS SWG teleconference call. Minutes were taken by the EVS SWG Secretary, Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE).
A hand raising tool (http://tohru.trace.wisc.edu/) was used to facilitate discussions during the call.

2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
The agenda AHEVS-104R1 including an allocation of documents was approved (see Annex 1 of the present report).

TD AHEVS-109 was taken first, before going through the agenda in normal order.

3 Performance requirements
Mr Imre Varga presented TD AHEVS-107 Background Noise and Channel Aware Mode in EVS Performance Requirements, from Qualcomm Incorporated
This contribution addresses background noise types and SNRs (car and office at 20 dB) as well as noise level during inactive periods – an Excel sheet shows an analysis of reference coders.  Discussion is invited on channel aware modes. 
Comments / questions: 

Mr Dongping Jiang (ZTE) suggested not adding a requirement on background noise level for the 'DTX on' case, and felt that it is sufficient to ensure that subjective quality is good enough on 'DTX on' case.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) recalled that the proposal is to set levels to make sure that codecs are compared on similar grounds and to prevent potential techniques such as noise reduction. He felt that the proposal is also valid for NB (not just WB and SWB). He asked to clarify the type of mask used for the NB evaluation.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) explained that the NB mask corresponds to a 50-4000 Hz bandwidth, and MIRS was also used for NB which did not result in a significant difference in terms of level difference, even with DTX off. He was open to consider a requirement on noise level for NB too, even though the reference codec would not meet the proposal. He clarified that the purpose of introducing the proposed requirement is to make sure that candidates don't suppress noise between sentence pairs as it significantly affects testing. 
The proposal of SNR of 20 dB for car and office was addressed. Mr  Noboru Harada (NTT) recalled that NTT already proposed  having SNR similar to previous testing as AMR-WB and preferred to use 15 dB instead of 20 dB for testing. It was concluded that the SNR cannot be decided yet.
The proposal of limiting the attenuation of background noise level when DTX is turned off was then discussed. Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) requested to have the possibility to cross-check the proposed limit values and evaluate reference codecs, so as to verify the proposal. Regarding the question of input masks, he asked which tool was used to estimate the attenuation.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) support idea of having someone to cross-check the proposal, he clarified that Qualcomm uses the AMR-WB VAD and the ITU-T STL tools to estimate background noise level. 
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) suggested agreeing on the proposed text with values in brackets. The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the following text (with value in bracket) could be agreed for NB, WB, SWB separately:
For DTX turned off, the background noise level during inactive regions of the CuT shall be attenuated by no more than [3 dB], at the decoder output, compared to the background noise level during inactive regions of the input signal.
Answer: Yes for SWB, WB and NB.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) noted that AMR has an attenuation lower than 6 dB and he asked if anyone has checked  if SWB low bit rate codecs have the same behavior. Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) pointed out that the proposal considered part of the references used for SWB at low bit rates, and he supported checking the proposed limits.

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that ZTE expressed concerns on the case for DTX turned on. Mr Dongping Jiang (ZTE) commented that for DTX on, if quality with generated background noise is good, there is not need to set a requirement on background noise attenuation. Therefore, for DTX on, there was no agreement to have a text similar to the one agreed for DTX off.

On the proposal about impaired channel, the EVS SWG Chairman noted that Qualcomm invited discussions on this topic, there was nothing to be decided and the discussion was to continue – this part was noted.

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) recalled discussion about limit values and tool verification. Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that VoiceAge can provide the updated version of their tool to assess the attenuation in inactive segments, within about one week.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-107 was noted with the agreed text below:

For DTX turned off, the background noise level during inactive regions of the CuT shall be attenuated by no more than [3 dB], at the decoder output, compared to the background noise level during inactive regions of the input signal.
The actual attenuation limit was left under brackets.

3.1 DTX performance requirements
Mr Dongping Jiang presented TD AHEVS-108 On DTX performance requirements, from ZTE Corporation
This contribution addresses two issues: subjective evaluation of SWB noisy speech and requirements for objective evaluation of noisy speech
Comments / questions: 

Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) expressed reservations on the proposed requirements for SWB subjective quality implying mixed BW testing, as well as on the proposed averaging over all noise types and the related threshold. He summarized possible options (averaging over separate noise types with 1% threshold, overall averaging with –x%, this proposal) and viewed the proposal by ZTE as a type of compromise. He felt that the proposed requirements are not tight enough to make EVS competitive.

Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) also expressed concerns on mixed bw testing and requested setting requirement for SWB that are not below requirements for WB.
Mr Dongping Jiang (ZTE) clarified that the proposal for SWB noisy speech quality is to make sure that the DTX/VAD will not introduce degradation with wrong detection (e.g. speech as noise), he emphasized that a requirement is needed, however the performance for DTX off will be already checked therefore the DTX on case does not need to be so strict. For the objective evaluation, Mr Dongping Jiang (ZTE)  stated that AFR of averaging overall noise type should be lower than 3GPP codecs but for the separated case he preferred to add a small margin because in some cases, for some noise types, AMR and AMR-WB have already good performance.

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) noted that AFR is defined as a ratio and the addition of a threshold in % may be confusing (+1% of ratio vs +1% added to the ratio in %); he suggested changing the definition of AFR.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that the group cannot agree yet on the objective requirement part. On the subjective requirement part, he summarized that several voices preferred to avoid mixed bandwidth testing, but he suggested to agree on the proposed WB requirement with rates tbd.

Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) had reservations in including WB references in the SWB test to evaluate DTX.

Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) supported these reservations and preferred to avoid the discussion of mixed BW testing and the relevance of results and the randomness of such results; on the objective part, he invited offline discussion, felt that the proposed requirements are too relaxed, but was not against principle of mixing averaging types.
Conclusion:

Companies were invited to contact ZTE and Huawei for offline discussions on DTX.

TD AHEVS-108 was noted.
3.2 JBM performance requirements
Mr Stefan Doehla presented TD AHEVS-112 On DTX performance requirements, from Fraunhofer IIS
This contribution is trying to fill in the table for JBM performance requirements. Several principles are detailed to help understand the proposal.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) commented on the DTX on/off settings for WB case which differ in this proposal and S4-120288.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) confirmed that DTX off was removed in the proposal to reduce the test load but he was open to test DTX off as well.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented that the reference for EVS in frame erasures should be decided first then it would be possible to align JBM requirements for these references. He   preferred to postpone the decision on SWB JBM requirement for mixed content and music until FER references get clear.

It was clarified that the priorities for JBM are from S4-120288, however the proposal extracted only the table of JBM requirements without some text setting conditions on other requirements.

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) commented that TS 26.114 has several profiles with different FER, and even if requirements of a given FER are aligned it is difficult to align completely FER and JBM performance. He stated that it should be sufficient to focus on JBM performance.
Conclusion:

There was one comment requesting deciding on requirements for FER before discussing JBM requirements. The topic is left open.

TD AHEVS-112 was noted.
3.3 FER performance requirements (high-level)
Mr Harald Pobloth presented TD AHEVS-106 Proposal for guiding principles for the setting of EVS codec FER performance requirements, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
It is proposed to set FER performance requirements for high EVS codec bit rates of >= 24 kbps only for 1% FER. 
Comments / questions: 

Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) agreed that the main purpose of EVS is LTE system, and asked if the focus is on LTE for qualification or any other system.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) clarified that the idea is not to test with LTE, which is the reason why requirements are suggested only for 1% for 24 kbit/s and higher.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) agreed that bit rate operation above 24.4 kbit/s might be used under very good channel condition. He recalled that NTT DOCOMO already proposed such low FER (2%) that will be very dominant condition for LTE, and that some other companies argued on the application of EVS for other systems (e.g. fixed, WLAN conditions) which has no limitation of coverage or capacity like LTE, which lead to 3% or 6% FER rates as a compromise. He asked if the proposal of 1% for higher bit rate considering LTE system is the right way to define the requirmeent of EVS for error conditions.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) commented that in general one way to react to errors is to adapt rate, and until a certain rate this solution should be the one to be used, while other FER rates (3%, 6%) are still relevant for lower rates.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) commented that the EVS main application area should be VoLTE, and if the target of EVS is to include other heterogenous networks the limitation to 24 kbit/s is too restrictive. He stated that NTT's network service uses 64 kbits and it is used of VoIP application. He asked if the proposal is to include other heterogenous networks or just LTE.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) repeated that one way to react to capacity bottlenecks is rate adaptation, and thought that the proposal applies to other networks.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that this contribution gives the impression that rate adaptation is the most important feature of EVS to make it operable in LTE, he asked whether rate adaptation should be tested in qualification or any other phase.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) was not against testing rate adaptation in qualification, he pointed to design constraints where Ericsson proposed to evaluate seamless switching, which was not accepted. He stated that bit rate switching is an important feature of the codec

Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) asked why 1% was chosen.for 1% for higher bit rate case.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) considered that 1% FER to be relevant for higher rates and was open to discuss other FER rates.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) was puzzled about the FER rates. He recalled that higher FER were proposed for broader application cases (up to 10%) while lower FER was discussed for LTE. He asked what is the purpose of EVS development and which FER rate to focus on. 
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) proposed to focus on 1% FER for higher rates, and for lower bit rates with rate adaptation he could consider high FER.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) commented that there is no large scale commercial deployment of VoLTE yet, and numbers are all based on simulations. He added that from Qualcomm's own simulations, if network is congested one can get higher delay/loss profiles with LTE, in cases like network edges.

Conclusion:

This topic will be further discussed in future.

TD AHEVS-106 was noted.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka presented TD AHEVS-113 On FER figures for references, from NTT DOCOMO, INC. and NTT
The sources raise concerns about setting lower FER for reference conditions of performance requirements and propose to apply the same FER for both CuTs and references when setting the performance requirements of the EVS codec under frame erasure conditions. 
Comments / questions: 

Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) explained that the rationale behind unequal error patterns (EPs) is to get around problems raised by this proposal (having the correct references): he commented that in some cases the reference is fine, in other cases it is too easy to meet. He did not think unequal EPs would lead to unequal results from two labs as CuT and reference codecs would undergo the same conditions. He stated that an LTE simulator is not needed to generate correlated FER.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) commented that the issue of labs having different error profiles is not a problem as scores will be averaged over several sentence pairs.  He asked how to derived FER patterns for VoLTE channel, given that a VoIP system could get all packets including unrealistically late ones, or one can get 1% FER if the JBM is infinitely large. He emphasized that the eventual FER is tied up to JBM.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that for VoLTE channel errors the radio link is independent of the application layer, he agreed that the resulting FER depends on JBM but did not think JBM has to be considered in actual LTE error patterns.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) wondered whether the same error patterns could be used across all labs. He did not think this is necessary when scores are averaged over several sentence pairs.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) clarified that the concern is on unequal EPs, and that different error positions may result in additional corrupted frames for some candidates which would affect results. He clarified that this contribution is not proposing to use same EPs for all listening labs.
The EVS SWG Chairman believed that there will be still a good statistical averaging of frame losses and noted that the question of EPs is left open.

Mr Hiroyuki Ehara (Panasonic) commented on reference codecs with frame length that are different from EVS (or submultiple) and that would prevent identical positions for errors.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) clarified that the concern of the sources is to use totally different EPs, while the frame length issue is another topic (i.e. finding suitable codecs for erroneous conditions) that should be discussed.
Conclusion:

This topic is left for further discussion

TD AHEVS-113 was noted.
TD AHEVS-114 Proposed performance requirements for FER condition, from NTT DOCOMO, INC. and NTT was postponed to EVS SWG teleconf# 9.
4 Priorities for different phases (high-level)
Not addressed by lack of time. Documents AHEVS-105, AHEVS-110, AHEVS-115 were postponed to EVS SWG teleconf # 9.
5 Host/blinding lab functions
Mr Markus Schnell presented TD AHEVS-111 On simple blinding process, from Fraunhofer IIS
This document presents some background why blinding lab and host lab can be separated without much overhead. In addition an IT infrastructure (SFTP server and mirror) for the blinding process is proposed, that allows a minimized overhead regarding the interaction between candidates and host lab. 

Comments / questions: 

The EVS Rapporteur had nothing against this proposal and he invited the feedback of the hostlab (Dynastat) to understand if the proposed procedures would bring additional delay. He acknowledged that 2 companies disagreed on merging host lab and blinding functions, and the most important outcome is the host and blinding labs are separated. He wanted o see a clear definition of both host lab and blinding entities to avoid confusion about respective transactions.
Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) felt that the main objection was about the direct contact between host lab and individual proponents and this proposal prevent such direct communication, however he noted that the proposal in Section 4 states that text messages can be exchanged in this drop box, which would make the possibility for an unblinding to happen (based on how the text is written, someone can guess who wrote the text).
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) clarified that the objective is to have a neutral communication to keep the process blinded.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) commented that sftp may not work through firewalls.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) noted that in TD AHEVS-116 another process is proposed and confidentiality is slighlty different. He wanted to know what issue is to be preserved or resolved. He stated that the proposal to have no copyright in the executable may not be possible for Ericsson.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) clarified that the main motivation is to stay really blind in the process, and this proposal shows that it is possible to do so.
The EVS Rapporteur asked for the feedback from the host lab on the feasibility of the proposal, to understand the impact on schedule.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated one issue is that executables have to go through blinding labs which is a very serious bottleneck in crosschecking functions if there is a problem, as the host lab and the blinding lab need quick interaction. He commented that if the host lab to has to go the blinding lab to get an executable from a candidate with 3 time zones for host lab, blinding, CuT, the host lab crosscheck process will take forever. He added that there will never be complete blinding, as proponents may test in their own languages and the database will allow unblinding for some, not for others, therefore testing will be an unequal plain field for blinding.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) felt the first issue (quick interaction for crosschecking) should not be a problem, and Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) disagreed. Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that it could be possible that companies update their executable directly with the host lab if the executable arrives in time, and Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) noted that it would remove his first objection. Regarding the second objection, Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that if testing is outsourced, the codec could be tested on different language than the language associated to a given company.
The EVS SWG Chairman invited to find with any technical solution which would make progress so as not to delay further EVS standardization. He asked what was the issue with a host lab knowing the identities of executables, and noted that if there is a blinding lab, then there would be a blinding lab knowing identities. 

Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) had no definitions of functions, and summarized that he wanted to see the process in a blinded way, which is also addressed in TD AHEVS-116.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) asked what risk is being mitigated by having a separate blinding lab.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) thought that it is always good to keep functions separated, so that not all decisions (cross-check, supervising organization) get done by one hand.

The EVS Rapporteur felt that the justification for splitting host lab and blinding is missing, and he asked to clarify what the blinding means and what host lab means. He noted that to identify volunteering organizations to do blinding will cost a lot of time drafting text stating what blinding and host labs means and over NDA.
Mr Craig Greer (Samsing) suggested moving to TD AHEVS-116, to see objections and get the full pictures to converge.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) supported looking for clear definitions of what the blinding lab is, what host lab is and possibly what GAL is doing. At this stage he did not see why not separate these entities and noted that there is a technical solution, and preferred to keep this option open.
Conclusion:

The discussion will continue by email taking into account the contribution TD AHEVS-116.
TD AHEVS-111 was noted.
TD AHEVS-116 Dual Blinding Proposal, from Motorola Mobility UK Ltd was not presented by lack of time
6 Other business
Mr Anisse Taleb presented TD AHEVS-109 Clarification on the agreement of the bitstream format, from Huawei Technologies Co. Lt.
The Source believes there was an agreement on using G.192 bitstream format, beside JBM testing. The bitstream format for JBM conditions is under offline discussion, which is an independent issue. No formal conclusion was document on this aspect.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) supported this contribution.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked it can be confirmed to use G.192 bitstream format for cases excluding JBM conditions and JBM conditions would be subject to discussions where G.192 or something different may be used. Answer: Agreed. 
Conclusion:

It was agreed to use G.192 bitstream format for cases excluding JBM conditions and the bitstream format for JBM conditions is subject to further discussions.
TD AHEVS-109 was agreed.
The SA4 Secretary announced that ETSI received 13 signed LoIs and only LGE and ETRI have not sent the LoI.
The EVS Rapporteur stated that he will contact these companies to remind them about the Feb. 29 deadline as they were not present at SA4#67. He suggested scheduling an informal discussion on blinding to get some agreements and progress on this issue, so that it does not take much time in the next conference call. 
The EVS SWG Chairman invited the EVS Rapporteur to send an email over SA4 reflector to set up an informal discussion on blinding.
7 Close of the call: Feb. 21, 17:03 CET
The EVS SWG Chairman closed the meeting. 
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