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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG (48 participants) met for about 2 days and covered 18 input Tdocs (excluding Tdocs covered by the EVS Adhoc#3 and edited P-docs). All meeting documents allocated to the EVS SWG meeting were covered.
Progress was made on the performance requirements (EVS-3) on some aspects (JBM performance, FER rates, DTX performance) and a definition of mixed content was agreed - it was also acknowledged that this definition is part of a 'package' (defined offline) dealing with item category rating, mixed content and background noise definitions. The list of noise types for noisy speech is still to be finalized in WB and SWB. Requirements and objectives for the agreed FER rates will be needed. The latest version of EVS-3 is in S4-111086.

The qualification deliverables (EVS-6a) were updated, in particular in include some options for NDAs/MoU. Each company should go back to its legal and ask which option in S4-111070 is not acceptable (or not)

The qualification rules (EVS-5a) were not modified and remained as in SA4#65 (S4-110722).

A new P-doc was initiated at this meeting (EVS-7a) on qualification processing plan with an initial version prepared offline (S4-111087), and Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT) was assigned Editor of EVS-7a. The EVS overview was left of offline update to reflect this status (S4-111084). It was found out that a network simulator will be needed. The EVS SWG will have specify what this simulator has to do (in a section of the processing plan), in what way JBM figures have to be reported. It was agreed to use an automatic gain verification tool, the specific tool to use is though still tbd. 
A joint EVS/SQ session took place to discuss test issues such as methodologies, item selection; there was no conclusion yet.

The qualification test plan (EVS-8a) was left for offline update (S4-111079). It was agreed not to test AMR-WB interoperable modes nor optional parts (stereo, fullband) in qualification. It was also agreed to consider DTX in qualification. There was disagreement on whether to test JBM and VBR for qualification, which was not resolved during the meeting.
The EVS SWG discussed proposals of 12 qualification experiments, details of qualification experiments are though still tbd. 

The EVS project plan was reviewed and feedback was collected; the EVS Rapporteur was tasked to prepare an updated version of the EVS schedule (S4-111085), that was transferred directly to SA4 plenary (without presentation in the EVS SWG).

The EVS SWG agreed that ETSI should be authorized to invoice organizations that have already provided their LoIs for participation in the EVS qualification.

The following Tdocs were transferred to plenary (some were not reviewed by the EVS SWG):
	Tdoc
	Document
	Status

	S4-111084
	EVS-1 overview v0.5.0
	not reviewed in EVS SWG

	S4-111085
	EVS-2 schedule 0.1.3
	not reviewed in EVS SWG

	S4-111086
	EVS-3 performance requirements v0.0.10
	not reviewed in EVS SWG

	S4-110722
	EVS-5a qualification rules v0.0.3
	(from SA4#65)

	S4-111070
	EVS-6a qualification deliverables v0.0.5
	not reviewed in EVS SWG

	S4-111087
	EVS-7a processing plan v0.0.1
	not reviewed in EVS SWG

	S4-111079
	EVS-8a test plan v0.0.3
	not reviewed in EVS SWG

	S4-111083
	LS to ITU-T SG16 on processing tools
	not reviewed in EVS SWG


1 Opening of the session: November 7, 16:00 (local time)
The EVS SWG Chairman, Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson), opened the meeting.
Minutes were taken by the EVS SWG Secretary, Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE).
2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
The agenda in S4-110818R2 was reviewed and agreed (note that is was later edited during the meeting).
The schedule in S4-110819 was reviewed and agreed.
3 Performance requirements (EVS-3)
This part is already covered in S4-111088, Clause 3.
4 Contributions to Qualification Rules (EVS-5a)
This part is already covered in S4-111088, Clause 4.
A late document was added to A.I. 4 during SA4#66 and the related discussion is presented below: 

Mr Anisse Taleb presented TD S4-111069 On ranking the codecs for qualification, from Huawei Technologies Co. Ltd., HiSilicon Technologies Co. Lt
A potential ranking methodology is proposed. The ranking is based on a FoM (not proposed in this document).
Comments / questions: 
Mr David Singer (Apple) commented that a candidate on top 5 in any FoM would be included, a candidate outside the top 5 in any FoM would be excluded and there would be ties for the middle group, where more discriminating test is needed.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) supported the view that the winner must appear among top 5.
Mr Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) commented that this contribution focuses on details and the last step and the group should first agree on test sets, elimination rules and FoMs.
It was clarified that the contribution was just intended to make the idea public and show how test sets and FoMs could be used.
The use of FoMs in past 3GPP exercises (AMR, AMR-WB) was also clarified. The EVS SWG Chairman stated that FoM were not really applied. Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) clarified that in AMR-WB, there were complexity and dBQ, there was no such scheme as the one proposed in this contribution.
Mr Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) raised an issue with the lack of sensitivity and discreteness of FoMs and the fact that the proposed ranking does not take into account the absolute quality of candidates but only relative merits. Some methods to address this issue were discussed.

Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) asked what to favor in selection: a candidate consistently good vs a candidate being the best in some areas. 

Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that FoMs have to be defined such that they define key areas.
Conclusion:

TD S4-110961 was noted.

5 Qualification Deliverables (EVS-6a)
This part is already covered in S4-111088, Clause 4.

6 Joint editing of EVS P-docs
The EVS-3 Editor (Stéphane Ragot) presented S4-111003 EVS Permanent document (EVS-3): EVS performance requirements v0.0.6, from Editor
Comments / questions: 
The following points summarize the comments and changes made during the editing of S4-111003:
· Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) commented that AMR-WB @ 23.05 is better than G.722 @ 56 according to TR 26.976. He therefore wondered whether the reference codecs G.722 @ 56 and G.722 @ 64 for EVS @ and @ were good enough. There was no proposal to change these requirements.

· A discussion took place on the FER rates. One company disagreed with the following compromise for FER rates:

Requirement:

· 3 , 6% (channel unaware) for phase Q/S

Objective: 

· 3, 6, 10 % (channel unaware) for phase S/C
It was requested to include the 'channel unaware' proposal as a compromise between 10% FER and 6% FER in requirements. After some discussions, the FER conditions were set as follows:

 Requirement:

- 3 , 6% (channel unaware) for phase Q/S

- [10% (channel aware/unaware) for phase S]
Objective: 

- 3, 6 % (channel unaware) for phase S/C

- 10 % (channel [aware]/[unaware]) for phase S/C
· The JBM results of adhoc drafting group on JBM performance replaced the previous text in EVS-3 for this part.

Conclusion:

S4-111003 was updated to S4-111027.

S4-111027 was agreed during the offline editing.
Mr Imre Varga presented S4-111005 EVS Codec Development: Qualification Deliverables (EVS-6a) v. 0.0.4, from Editor
Comments / questions: 
A discussion about NDAs took place.

Some delegates did not see the need to have NDAs between all candidates if all material is blind and could live with only bilateral NDAs between the host lab and each candidate.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) requested to let time to check (with legal departements) whether NDAs between all candidates and host lab would be required.

It was noted that NDAs between candidates and test labs are also needed, if the candidate is not a test lab.

It was also noted that a multilateral NDA could be an option.

The SA4 Secretary suggested another solution where the host lab and each proponent sign a document with a commitment of confidentiality.

Four options (A, B, C, D) were edited online.
The EVS SWG commented that NDAs should allow contracting another organization.
Mr Hiroyuki Ehara (Panasonic) asked whether it would be useful to have a list of possible exchanges.
Mr Bernhard Grill (Fraunhofer) suggested inserting a time line with deadlines.
It was pointed out that time for signing NDAs may impact the processing. The relationship to the LoI, actual payments and elimination in absence of payment was then discussed.

Conclusion:

S4-111005 was updated to S4-111070.

It was concluded that each company should go back to its legal and ask which option in S4-111070 is not acceptable (or not).

Following some offline discussions, Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) projected a proposed compromise for the definition of mixed content, which was a blocking point for the definition of performance requirements in S4-111027.

After a first round of online discussions the text was as follows:

Definition of the Mixed content to be tested

[1) Low-level music (in the background) 20 dB]

2) Speech over music / music over speech both sounds at similar levels 

(e.g., 0 to 10 dB difference)

[3) Speech in between music both sounds at similar levels

  (possibly with fade-in and -out)]
[4) Real examples which reflects some applications scenarios (see notes)]

Notes:

1) to 3) will be processed by processing labs.

1) to 3) are defined to test them in controlled conditions solving issues on language dependency, SNR, testing material dependency by different test labs, etc.

Those should be tested by native speakers of language though listeners should concentrate on both speech and music part.

4) is defined to reflect real application scenarios and will not be artificially controlled.

Application scenarios to be considered:

cellphone transmission of live music session, answering speech, music on hold, future

answering system in company capable with SWB, music with announcement,

call to customer service, put on hold, with advertisement, ticket number,

professional editing of speech and music, ring-back sound, 

captured sound from e.g., living room, stadium, disco, concert hall, etc.

The topic was sent back to offline discussions. Afterwards, Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) projected the above text and online editing resumed. Some companies viewed the first category as part of 'noisy speech with background music' which would require special testing and item selection; some other companies viewed the first category as part of mixed content and felt that music in background is more appropriate for performance requirement and DTX setting as mixed content.

The first three categories (1,2,3) were merged.

The EVS SWG Chairman explained that the actual definition of mixed content is also linked to the compromise on test sets and categories. He also stated that the question of weight of content with music get wrt content with speech could also be addressed offline for easier progress.
Ms Holly Francois (Motorola) requested all items are to be tested in a single test or aggregated to music items for a single test. It was acknowledged that the general understanding of the group was that the items would not be split into separate tests. Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) asked to clarify that speech should be intelligible in the first categories. This was rephrased as 'understandable'.

The listed application scenarios were clarified to be 'Examples' where contributions will be invited.

The final version of the definition of mixed content was as follows:

Definition of the Mixed content to be tested

1) Speech over music / music over speech and speech between music / music between speech (e.g., variable level difference, fade-in/out, including speech over low-level music in the background at 20 dB and alternating speech and music)
2) Real examples which reflect some application scenarios (see notes)

Notes:

· 1) will be mixed by processing labs and 2) will not be.

· 1) is defined to test them in controlled conditions solving issues on language dependency, SNR, testing material dependency by different test labs, etc. Speech in test items should be understandable
· 2) is intended to contain cases that may not be covered by 1).
· Followings are some examples of application scenarios to be considered (The final list will be determined by contribution, particularly of test signals):
 Cellphone transmission of live music session, answering speech, music on hold,  future answering system in company capable with SWB, music with announcement, call to customer service, put on hold, with advertisement, ticket number, professional editing of speech and music, ring-back sound, captured sound from e.g., living room, stadium, disco, concert hall, background music behind speech, etc.

Editor’s note: This text is agreed with the condition that background music will not be evaluated in the noisy speech category.

Notes for consideration in SQ:

[all music and mixed content items will be evaluated in a single framework of listening test

all music and mixed content items will be evaluated using the same testing methodology]
Conclusion:

The final definition of mixed content was agreed.

It was agreed to insert this definition in the EVS-3 P-doc.

It was also acknowledged that this definition is part of a 'package' (defined offline) dealing with item category rating, mixed content and background noise definitions.

7 Priorities for Qualification or Selection testing
Mr Markus Schnell presented TD S4-110914 On Performance Requirements, from Fraunhofer IIS
It is proposed to pick out the most relevant points for qualification and make sure that codec scales up in bit rate. Other letters (S,C) refer to Selection, Characterization. The proposal considers only WB and SWB.
Comments / questions:
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that the number of conditions for qualification depends on the allowed test size.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that the number of conditions for qualification also depends on the organization and methodology.

Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) suggested a first level agreement. Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) suggested checking at the level of EVS-3 section, i.e. whether interop/non-interop modes, JBM, DTX, would be tested in qualification.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) noted that in the proposal almost everything is going to selection or qualification and only few points are for characterization, he asked to clarify the view on characterization.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that selection needs a complete picture of candidates, for characterization non-mandatory modes can be characterized.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) asked to confirm that 'Q' does not exclude later test in other phases. Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) clarified that 'Q' in this proposal is intended for qualification, selection and characterization, and if data is already available from selection and it is not necessary to retest again in characterization.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Anisse) pointed to characterization reports of AMR and AMR-WB, and stated that these were not limited to optional modes; he stated that even mandatory parts need to be characterized, however not everything can be tested and a priority list is needed.
It was commented that characterization can cover aspects relevant to define the codec usage specification (e.g. additional reference codecs, transcoding scenarios, etc.). 

Conclusion:

TD S4-110914 was noted.

Ms Holly Francois presented TD S4-110958 Proposed Priorities for Performance Requirements, from Motorola Mobility UK Ltd.
The proposals lists conditions proposed to be tested in different phases. For instance, for qualification, in NB clean speech each bit rate is proposed to be tested (not all input levels), in NB noisy speech one noise type is selected (other noise for selection and all for characterization), etc.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) noted the proposal to test the SWB lowest bit rate (13.2 kbit/s) in qualification and asked how this fits with the proposal in S4-110957 of not defining a reference for 13.2 bkit/s.
Ms Holly Francois (Motorola) clarified that the SWB 13.2 kbit/s can be tested and performance can still be compared to the objective.
It was clarified that mixed content and music should be tested at one input, and -26 dB is a sensible level.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) suggested first focusing test points on mandatory features and follow the order of DC, referring to VBR. 

Ms Holly Francois (Motorola) stated that 5.9 kbit/s is the lowest bit rate defined and is important for efficiency.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) felt too that it is important to go to lower rates, and that high efficiency mode is a key focus of EVS.
Mr Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) asked what happens if a candidate does not support VBR in qualification. It was noted that a dummy condition could be used, or the condition could be suppressed from the test to be conducted, while the FoM should take this situation into account.

Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) preferred not to test VBR in qualification.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) many conditions, too detailed, perhaps outcome in final PR much easier to agree on principle, how to treat should, focusing on principle level
Conclusion:

TD S4-110958 was noted.

Mr Noboru Harada presented TD S4-110978 Proposed test conditions for the EVS qualification, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO INC.
Table 1 shows the proposed list of subjective experiments for qualification phase. Number of test operating points is not so large, compared to S4-110958. If some proposes 'Q's, assumption may be changed if we carefully check the actual conditions that can be tested.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked to clarify the status of JBM and DTX testing in the proposed test conditions.

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) preferred not to test JBM, but did note that some companies want to test it which explains the brackets. He stated that if JBM is tested, not all profiles should be used for qualification. He stated that which bit rate should be with or without DTX is left open.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented that the proposal is reasonable in terms of experiments to be tested, noise types; he asked to clarify whether 2 types of noise would be tested in the same experiment or not.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) clarified that 2 different noise types should be tested separately; he explained that the agreed '12 manageable experiments' had an ambiguous definition as one may pick up sub-experiments per bit rates and per noise type.

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) emphasized that test methodologies are also reviewed in this proposal to see what the appropriate size is.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that an experiment is well defined. 

Ms Holly Francois (Motorola) stated that the number of 12 experiments was proposed by Motorola, and an experiment is a listening test. She noted that there is a cost and time issue, if experiments are separated.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) commented that with 2 sub-experiments, the same test can be conducted to cover two times ½ number of conditions.
The SA4 Secretary suggested letting SQ discuss the choice of methodology and test size to save time.

Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) liked the proposed list of experiments but felt that JBM, DTX are quite essential for EVS.
Conclusion:

TD S4-110958 was noted.

For the overall discussion on priorities, Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) suggested checking the opinion of the EVS SWG on whether main parts of EVS-3 (i.e. non-interop/interop modes, DTX performance, JBM performance) should be tested in qualification; he stated that non-interop modes would be tested in any case.
The EVS SWG Chairman first asked whether to check objectives in qualifications. Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that it would depend on FoMs and how to select candidates; he commented that if objectives are not counted, it is not necessary to test them in qualification. Mr Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) noted that the FoM will be used, and the number of pass/fail for objectives will be valuable for the FoM.

The EVS SWG Chairman then asked if non-mandatory features would be tested in qualification. Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) stated that the case of VBR would depend on the impact on the FoM and on the number of slots in tests. 
The EVS SWG Chairman successively asked the EVS SWG opinion on the following questions:
· Any organization thinks interoperable modes should be tested in qualification? Answer: None.
· Any organization thinks DTX shall not be part of qualification? Answer: None.

· Any organization thinks that JBM shall not be part of qualification? Answer: 3 (NTT DOCOMO, NTT, Fraunhofer). Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that JBM would be accounted for as part of the qualification deliverables to report the compliance to EVS DC, but not in a listening test. Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) stated that JBM is an essential component of EVS and should be tested at all phases. 

· Any organization thinks that VBR shall not be tested in qualification?
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that the answer would depend on test size and it was noted that a candidate may not provide VBR. Mr Imre Varga

(Qualcomm) stated that SA4 recommended VBR for high efficiency for an important scenario and he wanted to see VBR tested in qualification
· Any organization requests to consider optional parts in qualification? Answer: None
Conclusion:

It was agreed not to test AMR-WB interoperable modes nor optional parts (stereo, fullband) in qualification. It was also agreed to consider DTX in qualification.
There was disagreement on whether to test JBM and VBR for qualification.
8 Joint EVS/SQ sessions
Mr Vivek Rajendran presented TD S4-110865 Test Methodology for Jitter Buffer Management in EVS, from Qualcomm Incorporated
A test methodology is proposed to measure the performance of JBM. The principles and objective requirements in TS 26.114 are repeated. It is proposed for candidates to provide a network simulator. Subjective evaluation is proposed.
Comments / questions: 
Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked whether every candidate shall provide a network simulator and how to verify that the network simulator does the right thing; he asked whether it is not better to have a common network simulator.
Mr Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) clarified that proposal is to isolate the JBM and net simulator, and stated that it is a good proposal to have a common network simulator. Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) supported this idea.

Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) commented on equations for computing the generation time taking into account inactive frames (SID, no data). It was clarified that the proposal takes this into account.

Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) asked whether anything in the proposal is beyond TS 26.114. It was clarified that this condition is inline with TS 26.114 and is just an elaboration with the definition of metrics.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) asked whether candidates should generate no data frames in DTX frames. It was clarified that this aspect is beyond the scope of the proposal.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) asked whether the proposal is to use ACR or DCR. It was clarified that ACR is proposed in section 4. Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) added that the decision of how JBM is tested will depend on other tests for frame erasures.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that historically testing of JBM is done with ACR.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the delay computation in case of bundling which may be completely aligned with TS 26.114. He pointed to S4-110912 which also makes assumptions. It was noted that the delay definition in TS 26.114 does not take bundling into account.
Conclusion:

The discussion identified a couple of issues: the case of packet bundling, the case during DTX and inactivity, the simulator (common or not). It was seen as a good thing if all candidates use the same simulator and one volunteer would have to provide a simulator.

TD S4-110865 was noted.

Mr Stefan Doehla presented the part related to test methodology in TD S4-110912 On Performance Requirements for JBM, from Fraunhofer IIS
This contribution show how to evaluate the objective requirements (Annexes A and B). Different assumptions of the Jitter Loss Rate calculations were made in past contributions and a calculation proposal is made to ensure a fair comparison.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) discussed the sentence in Annex A: "Packets that are lost during transmission are assumed to have identical JBM delay values with the previous available packet as this is also done for the reference JBM condition.". He stated that this is not in TS 26.114. He also discussed the sentence in Annex B: " The time scaling potentially used by a candidate codec should be factored in with the respective amount of manipulated samples relative to the nominal frame size (20 ms)." He stated that effect of time scaling can be evaluated by subjective methodology, and there is no need to consider time scaling as a frame loss (evaluating time scaling by objective measurement).
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) clarified that the assumption is a copy from pseudo code where this assumption was done, and he would be open to compute differently. He also clarified that, to measure time scaling, Fraunhofer's preference is to calculate it as part of the JLR, which is the simplest way, used in many existing deployments.

Mr Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) commented on time scaling that in TS 26.114 packets are inserted or dropped on a frame basis, and defining fine-grain scalaing is out of scope; he added that if fine-grain time scaling it needs to be subjectively tested

Conclusion:

TD S4-110912 was noted.

Overall, the EVS SWG Chairman summarized that a network simulator will be needed. The EVS SWG will have to specify what this simulator has to do (in a section of the processing plan), in what way JBM figures have to be reported. This was left for offline discussions. Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) volunteered to lead a group to prepare a document summarizing the expected behavior of the network simulator; he commented that his discussion is related to the common bitstream format proposed in TD S4-110982.
Mr Markus Schnell presented TD S4-110909 On test methods for EVS codec, from Fraunhofer IIS
Comments / questions:
It was clarified that in this proposed there is no special methodology for DTX, and DCR is proposed in SWB to have a testing method which provides a comparison to the original as the original contains all frequencies and the coded signal may be band-limited.

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) did not see the automatic need for DCR in clean speech (where listeners can understand speech) and preferred to be consistent (with ACR) over bandwidths for speech testing.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) preferred to see testing methods where the original is compared, and also to go for the highest test resolution when available.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) agreed with this contribution and raised the issue of test size; he did not want to use MUSHRA in qualification and selection, as MUSHRA is time consuming and does not cover a large space of music & mixed content. He stated that signals at lower rate will be distorted, and it is important that naive listeners are involved in testing, while BS.1285 is  designed for experts.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that ACR can be used  with multiple bandwidths ; he agreed that MUSHRA limitations would not make it an efficient test for qualification (too many proponents, test conditions). He commented that BS.1285 was used in SWB with naive listeners and good success. He added that BS 1116 requires using expert listeners.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) stated that the question of using a listening test to compare how close the coded signals is to original is different than with broadcast for music. He wondered whether this was really the objective in telephony.
Mr Bernhard Grill (Fraunhofer) felt it is essential to test EVS seriously, and allowing for some less strict testing would result in a second class effort.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) stated that, unless PRs say 'NWT DIRECT', the question is not how close the coded signal is to the original; he stated that the question is 'NWT reference', and recommended not mixing PR and methodology.
Mr Bernhard Grill (Fraunhofer) stated that testing methods have to be applied for the foreseen quality range, and operators would not like it if EVS cannot be compared to the original.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) gave the example of music (close to original vs appreciate quality).
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that NTT DOCOMO has already launched a service called “melody call”, where ring back tones are chosen by customers (on customer demand), and customers can select popular music, etc. instead of the original, usual ring back tone, and therefore users might expect the original sound quality.
Mr Bernhard Grill (Fraunhofer) stated that a music effect processor can be used to make music sound nice, that EVS needs to compete with market place.
The question was viewed as a taste vs quality vs fidelity issue.

Mr Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) commented on DTX operation where the coder may degrade the signal wrt original, especially when background noise is far from original, and he was not sure how listeners would grade it.
Conclusion:

TD S4-110909 was noted.

Mr Stéphane Proust presented TD S4-110937 Proposed test methods for EVS Qualification, from ORANGE SA
For NB and WB, usual ACR and DRC tests with MNRUs are proposed. In SWB, ITU-R BS.1285 can be appropriate, however for low rates DCR is proposed with band-limited anchors used in ITU-T.
Comments / questions:
It was clarified why MNRUs cannot be used in SWB.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynstat) clarified that Q.7/12 recognized that there are issues with SWB MNRUs, as random noise is very annoying in high frequency, and explained that a WI will extend P.810. He also stated that the proposals to use DCR seem reasonable, and invited results showing that a DCR using bandlimited reference is appropriate for DCR.

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) was uncertain whether band limitation is appropriate; he preferred MNRU that span over the expected range and can be used to calculate dBQ values, and compare result from different test labs. He pointed to the modified MNRUs used in P.OLQA.
Mr Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) indicated that the enhancement of SWB comes especially from bandwidth  and if bandlimited references and MNRUs the 2 dimensions (noise, bandwidth) are spanned. He asked whether there is any experience of using modified MNRUs and to derive dBQ from them. Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that codecs were tested with modified MNRUs.
Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT) stated that it might be difficult to distinguish band quality degradation with codec degradation which might not be just from bandwidth. He did not want to rule out bandlimited anchors, as these anchors may be used in conjunction with other anchors if available.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) felt it is important to keep continuity between tests, and preferred not to take a completely different reference systems that would confound results; he was condident that there would be appropriate MNRUs in SWB by the time the EVS qualification will be done.
Mr Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) suggested using combined noise and band limitation, given that candidates may have less bandwidth than the original.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) did not want to confound effects of MNRUs and band limitation. Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) asked if mixed bandwidths can be tested.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that Q.7/12 has designed some experiments with NB, WB and SWB mixed togetger, using a lof of overhead for MNRUs in multiple bandwidths.

Mr Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) was not sure if bandlimited references are better than noise references, because listeners are not familiar with the concept of bandwidth and the evaluation of bandlimlited references will vary with listeners.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) supported the objective of finding a test more robust to mixed bandwidth tests.
Conclusion:

TD S4-110937 was noted.

The EVS SWG stated that the problem is to find suitable testing methodologies to assess PRs, and there is more time to decide on the methodology. When defining the test plan a conclusion would have to be reached. It was premature to make a decision regarding the 2 dimensions (noise, bandwidth). 

Mr Harald Pobloth presented the part related to methodology in TD S4-110984 EVS codec performance testing for music and mixed content, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
P.800 is proposed to test mixed content & music.
Comments / questions: 
It was clarified that the proposal expresses no stong preference between ACR and DCR, while P.800 is a strong preference.
Conclusion:

TD S4-110984 was noted.

Mr Markus Schnell presented TD S4-110911 Proposed item selection process for mixed content and music, from Fraunhofer IIS
A process is proposed to select items following some requirements and principles.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) recommended discussing very basic requirements and agreeing on use cases for music and mixed content (e.g. incall music, film track) before going into too many details.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) asked how there can be voice over music and common item sets, to be presented to multiple labs around the world. He stated that there would be certain labs where voice over music is relevant, because it would use the same language as listeners.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) suggested a common set of music and an exchange of speech material with native language. Dynastat supported this proposal.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that there can be different options, e.g. same material for music mixed with native speech, real mixed content like advertisement, assessed by item selection still with native speakers.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) discussed the general concept of collecting common material, and to have classified material when proponents are submitting the material. He stated that the notion of challenging and critical items is difficult to establish since it may depend on technologies.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) raised the issue of use cases, and stated that to encode music an audio codec will be used which automatically excludes broadcast items for EVS. He also stated that there are different types of music, e.g. what is popular in Western countries may not be the same in Eastern countries, and test labs should have some freedom to choose localized, diverse material (e.g. music on hold, advertisement) to have a wide testing in native languages.
Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT) stated that both approaches (common vs localized music database) can be investigated. 
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) suggested using music genres (e.g. classical music, instrumental…) to ensure consistency among labs that use their own material.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) acknowledged the merit of using localized content and raised that at the same time this has the potential to create inconsistency in results from the cross-checking labs.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) asked how many items can be accommodated. He stated that for instance with 48 music items in experiments, all sorts of music could be accommodated and the same items could be used for all labs.
Conclusion:

TD S4-110911 was noted.

The EVS SWG suggested entering in the discussion of item selection in a later stage.
Mr Stéphane Proust presented TD S4-110936 EVS Qualification test organization, from ORANGE SA
A qualification with 2 CuTs was agreed; Some problems and risks are raised with this approach. An alternative approach is proposed for consideration.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that this contribution speculates about what happens when two codecs are mixed, and asked for evidence.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that, with 2 cuts in the same test, there is a lot of common context bounding the test, plus the reference codec; he did not think that 2 codecs would influence the overall context, as the context is set by the reference condition that bound the test. He stated that a test can be done with a common scale with the same reference.
Ms Holly Francois (Motorola) stated that one disadvantage with the proposal is to reduce experiments to 8 while it is already difficult to fit all in 12 experiments; she found it difficult to reopen previous decisions.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that 2 Cuts in the same test will not affect the context.
Mr Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) clarified that the rationale for testing 2 CuTs has to be clarified and that if there is consensus in the EVS SWG, the Source understands benefit to reduce cost.
Conclusion:

TD S4-110936 was noted.

Mr Noboru Harada presented the part related to methodology in TD S4-110979 Proposed test conditions for the EVS qualification, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO INC.
Bit rates, DTX operation are open. Table 1 shows the concept of test organization. Concern on testing lowest bit rate with highest in a single test set. If bit rates are put together, the test will not have enough prevision to compare lowest condition with target set for lowest condition; this is the reason why we should pick up a subset of rates. 
When '12 tests' were agreed, 'manageable' was added. The assumption was 12 ACR/DCR, at last meeting, Motorola describe ACR and DCR
Comments / questions: 
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that the Table 1 makes a lot of sense; he stated that the number of conditions in ACR and DCR is conservative, and there are ACR tests with 60 conditions.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) recommended, before talking about test size, to specify the number of talkers. He recalled that in past ITU-T used a minimum of 4 talkers and a minimum of 24 listeners, for 96 votes for qualification. He stated that the total number of conditions to test in ACR and DCR depends on conditions, and the estimates in this contribution are conservative, for a test that can be done in 20 min. He said that there can be  60 conditions for a test of 1 hour and half  in total (listening 45 min of sitting in the room/testing, 45 min for introduction, orientation, practice). He added that for DCR the number of conditions is closer to 36 instead of 24.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) recalled that the EVS SWG agreed on 12 test sets maximum (precise definition tbd), and the way to count tests is not clear. He asked how to count noisy speech experiments. He also invited to check how much can be spent for testing and the amount of tests.

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that 60 conditions could be used for ACR in qualification, and that for clean speech clean channel and FERs could be mixed.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) preferred to keep separated FERs and clean channel conditions, to avoid compressing the distribution on clean speech. He felt that the test experiments in Table 1 are quite good.
Ms Holly Francois (Motorola) preferred not to split the 12 experiments which are 12 listening tests, to avoid more overhead and load.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented that in ITU-T several techniques were used to reduce testing load:

· test multiple noise in same DCR test (not done in 3GPP)

· use same panel of listeners on DCR, testing only one noise but counterbalance, e.g. babble in one experiment, car as other type of noise but with same panel of listener, and then counterbalance order (half panel will have babble, reversed). This requires control for presentation order, but cut out overheads (orientation, training).
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) asked if the 12 experiments are much solid and what is the maximum resource for qualification (e.g. 2 weeks). He stated that Table 1 lists 12 experiments, where noise conditions are put together which should be counted as ONE experiment though it should be tested in two separate tests, and noted that someone may have a different opinion.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the proposal of test sets in Table 1 was not challenged, and the only issue is whether noisy speech experiments would be split.

Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) suggested an alternative proposal for noisy conditions, where a different type of noise is tested in NB, WB, and SWB.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) did not see JBM in this proposal.
Conclusion:

TD S4-110979 was noted.

Mr Harald Pobloth presented the part related to test plans in TD S4-110984 EVS codec performance testing for music and mixed content, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
Comments / questions: 
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) asked whether music items should be common to labs or not. It was clarified that, from the previous discussions, it would be good to use varying content depending on regions.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented on the selection of length of music items that should be done to select meaningful music.

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that, based on the experience with P.800 tests, a very short length does not allow get acquainted with the signal, and a too large length yields a memory issue; he though that an order of 8s is a good compromise for length.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented that based on experience, meaningful music can be found between 6.5-8s (variable length, nothing less than 6.5 s, nothing longer than 8s).
The discussion then addressed the mixed content categories (speech over music, speech between music).
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) asked about implications on NDAs, copyright issues if items are shared with other companies. He stated that a selection entity would be an additional burden in terms of administrative work.
The EVS SWG Chairman reminded that NDAs need to cover the items.
Mr Ralf Geiger (Fraunhofer) suggested caring of clipping when normalizing items.

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that it is too early to decide on procedures on how to normalize music content.
Conclusion:

TD S4-110984 was noted.

TD S4-110938 On frequency masks for EVS testing, from ORANGE SA was not presented again in AI. 6.8.3 as this was covered in A.I. 6.3.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) commented that the definition of bandwidth agreed during the EVS SWG Adhoc#3 was in line with current text in SG12 that was being consented.
Conclusion:

TD S4-110938 was noted.

Mr Anisse Taleb presented TD S4-110982 Proposal for a common bit-stream format for EVS, from Huawei Technologies Co. Ltd.
A common bitstream format is required. It is proposed that all candidate codec generate a bitstream compliant with G.192.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) supported having a common bitstream format for all candidates, and he asked if G.192 supports 128 kbit/s or if it has a limited length.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) clarified that G.719 is based on the G.192 bitstream format and the latter supports up to 128 kbit/s.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) asked which format to use for interoperable modes of AMR-WB to be interoperable with 3GPP codecs: G.192 format, or IF1 or IF2 formats? He asked whether only one format should be supported.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked if the payload format of AMR-WB should be supported as EVS will be used in PS domain (MTSI) and he noted that the EVS WID point to potential application to CS domain for EVS. 
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) was not sure all formats need to be supported.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) connected the discussion to the format of error profiles, and recalled that the EID tools for AMR and AMR-WB were specific and related to error profiles; he proposed to split the discussion in what bistream format will be for testing and which formats will be present in the standard. He noted that this discussion also impacts the network simulator. 
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) proposed to use the rtpdump format for JBM which is a compact format for the payload.

Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) noted that the rtpdump format would require candidates to implement the payload format while the DC only require to document a feasible payload format; he was not sure that the rtpdump format and payload implementation would be agreeable.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there were any reservations to using G.192. 
It was suggested to have the proposal as an assumption.

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) commented that if G.192 is used, there could be a need for a IF1 to G.192 conversion tool.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) suggested using bit-exact ITU-T G.722.2 instead of 3GPP AMR-WB.
Conclusion:

TD S4-110982 was noted.

Mr Anisse Taleb presented TD S4-110983 On the test processing plan for EVS qualification, from Huawei Technologies Co. Ltd.
This contribution is an initial version based on ITU-T processing plan. The test plan contained processing examples.. This document is proposed as an initial draft with all sections under brackets.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) suggested aligning filters with the agreed ideal masks.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) suggested to add the entire document in EVS-7a with brackets.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked for volunteer(s) to become Editor of the processing plan P-doc.  Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT) volunteered, which was agreeable to the EVS SWG.
Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT) noted that few tools are from ITU-T, he suggested liaising with ITU-T SG16 to inform them. 

Conclusion:

Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT) was assigned Editor of the EVS-Pdoc on the processing plan.
TD S4-110983 was noted.

9 Other EVS topics
Mr Vaclav Eksler presented TD S4-110920 Update proposal on EVS codec output gain verification, from VoiceAge
This contribution is an update from previous proposals by VoiceAge on the same topic. The proposed approach (proprietary tool) is compared to an implementation based on ITU-T STL.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) asked how the tool should be used (long database or short signals).
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) recalled that the tool is to prevent someone from amplifying to boost MOS scores, and he proposed to do verification on the database (clean speech, music, etc.).
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) preferred to use the tool on a sample by sample basis.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) suggested deciding how to run the tool in the processing plan.
The potential imbalance in bands was discussed. It was noted that the ITU-T tool is less convenient to get band-pass filtering while the proprietary tool is more flexible. It was clarified that the tool was not tested for music. 
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked to clarified the proposed average criterion.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) preferred not to go to file basis, given that at low rate there may be localized overshoot. Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) supported computing the average for the verification.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) asked for clarification when flexibility of the bandwidths would be needed.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) suggested to first agree on the principle of gain check and then which tool to be used.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there was any disagreement to applying such automatic tool to compute a gain per frequency band.
Mr Bernhard Grill (Fraunhofer) noted that the tool performance for music was unknown. Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) proposed to go ahead with the tool and cross-check later on.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) commented that the limits and methodology using the tool are missing.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked if the source code could be provided. Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) clarified that, if the EVS SWG prefers using the frequency domain tool by VoiceAge, the source code would be provided.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) requested to make the algorithms available.

Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT) recalled that the decision of source needed was minuted in a previous meeting; he added that, if there are problems, nothing prevents improvements or  further discussions on the tool.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) stated that Huawei is interested in checking the code.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the decision was to use a tool to verify gain in different frequency bands, and if the tool would be available for checks, improvement. Answer: yes.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that VoiceAge could provide the C code of the proposed tool but some extra time would be needed for clean-up.
Conclusion:

TD S4-110920 was noted.

It was agreed to use a tool to verify gain in different frequency bands, and that the tool will be available for checks, improvement.
The questions about how to use the tool (by sequence or not) and related limits were left for later discussions.

Mr Hiroyuki Ehara presented TD S4-110961 Comment on organization of the qualification phase, from Panasonic Corporation
The example of G.729.1 qualification is provided. It is proposed to use a similar approach for EVS qualification.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) asked how much money would be saved with the proposal. 
Mr Hiroyuki Ehara (Panasonic) recalled that for G.718 each host lab cost 11k€ and the GAL cost 9k€ in selection. He explained that for G.729.1 there was a common script, so processing was ensured to be the same between all candidates.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) noted that with such a proposal qualification would cost 0 €, and he asked what the LoI sent to ETSI would mean. He stated that the reported host lab costs of 11k€ shared by the 15 candidates is not a so high cost.
Mr Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) noted that this proposal would have an impact on NDAs. 

Conclusion:

TD S4-110961 was noted.

10 EVS schedule review
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) presented S4-111082 Draft EVS Permanent document (EVS-2): EVS Project plan, v0.1.2, from EVS Rapporteur
Comments / questions: 
Several comments were made on the time plan (adhoc meeting confirmed in January, May meeting shifted by one week, adhoc in Dec. 2011 removed). It was clarified that some companies requested a realistic schedule which was reflected in this update (with some assumptions).
The SA4 Secretary had doubts that companies would commit to participate without knowing qualification rules. It was clarified that companies mostly required the DC and PR to be finalized before committing.
It was noted that the schedule has a 3 month gap between payment of invoice and submission of executable.

This gap was justified by the EVS Rapporteur as: ETSI contracting host lab and GAL, some agreement / negotiation / price, the invoice is not send the same date as the LoI arrives, this takes one or two weeks.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) requested to reflect the LoI submission for selection.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) requested to add NDAs/MoUs for qualification.
Ms Holly Francois (Motorola) was 'horrified' that from the San Diego meeting the schedule had slipped qualification an entire year in 2 meetings, with qualification in Jan. 2013.
The EVS Rapporteur explained that the schedule is based on an estimate of 15 weeks for testing and this is an open question (test plan is not ready).

The EVS SWG Chairman was surprised that 15 weeks are needed to run 12 experiments.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) clarified that 15 weeks includes processing, crosscheck, GAL.
The EVS Rapporteur proposed to remove that companies can send LoI (only 15 k€) subject to approval of documents. It was suggested to move the deadline for sending the LoI earlier. 
Mr. Anisse Taleb (Huawei) suggested that there is no need for the deadline of payment to coincide with an SA4 meeting. He suggested it can be sufficient to verify that payment has been made at the meeting of approval of test plan

Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT) asked when the money for qualification testing would be spent, and whether it would be guaranteed that qualification can take place in 2012 (fiscal year)
It was noted that the expiration date in the LoI may be an issue.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the text " Subject to prior approval of the P-docs Performance Requirements (EVS-3) and Design Constraints (EVS-4) and an agreement on the organization of testing " could be removed. Answer: yes.

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) suggested polling proponents and those who will do their own testing, to find out if 10 weeks is sufficient for actual subjective testing. Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) pointed out that the number of listeners is not known (e.g. 24 or 32 listeners). It was noted that 24 listeners could be assumed.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified thart 15 weeks is from received executables to delivering of GAL qualification reports (not 15 weeks for testing), with 2 weeks for host lab/XC, 1 week and half for GAL, assuming everyone delivers results on time. A faster way was pointed out, however it was noted that there would be a risk of errors and problems.

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) proposed to take the assumption of 15 weeks and check at SA4#67.
Some reference time was given in the context of G.718 standardization. It was noted that some labs would be interested in defining the starting date for testing (for room reservation).

The SA4 Secretary indicated that ETSI could contract host lab, GAL in early June after the approval of processing and test plans.
Other changes in EVS-2 were reviewed (wording on consortia requested by ETSI to avoid splitting bills, other sentence added). 

Mr Bernhard Grill (Fraunhofer) proposed to simplify many things (LoI binding, etc.).
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) asked whether the end date in Dec. 2013 would fit in Rel12. This was confirmed to be feasible.

Conclusion:

TD S4-111082 was left to be updated by the EVS Rapporteur to S4-111085.

The EVS Rapporteur was tasked to prepare an updated version of the EVS schedule (S4-111085), that was transferred directly to SA4 plenary (without presentation in the EVS SWG).
11 Other business
The EVS SWG Chairman asked during the meeting if there was any request to have an adhoc meeting prior to SA4#67 (host: EF3) It would have to be a request coming from the EVS-SWG to the SA4 plenary.  The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the EVS SWG could agree on asking the EF3 for the possibility to host a 2-day adhoc meeting (Jan.28-29) in Edinburgh, UK. Answer: yes.
Later, it was confirmed from EF3 via the SA4 secretary that that the EVS SWG can have a 2-day adhoc meeting prior to SA4#67 (Jan. 28-29, 2012).

The LS to ITU-T (S4-111083) was left for offline drafting. This LS was transferred to SA4 plenary (without presentation in the EVS SWG).

The EVS Rapporteur pointed out that some companies did not indicate (by email) how long it takes to proceed to payment after receiving the invoice from ETSI. At the time of the meeting two companies already sent the LoI: Huawei, Motorola.

The SA4 Secretary emphasized that every company shall provide a telephone number and contact person for the invoice. He also indicated that ETSI can accept an email with PDF attachment for signed LoI, followed by original signed LoI.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if ETSI could send invoices to companies that sent a LoI to ETSI. Answer: yes.

Conclusion: at the EVS SWG level, it was agreed that ETSI will send invoice to companies that sent LoI to ETSI.
12 Close of the session: November 10 , 13:45
The EVS Chairman closed the meeting. 
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