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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG (45 participants) met for about 3 days (including several extra morning/evening sessions). All 31 input documents (counting the meeting agenda and schedule) were covered.
The main outcomes from Tdoc presentations are summarized below:
· On FER performance requirements (EVS-3): Input contributions and the latest version of EVS-3 (S4-120182) from the EVS adhoc meeting#4 were used in several editing sessions. A significant achievement is that the EVS performance requirements for intrinsic quality in NB, WB and SWB at 0% FER were completed at this meeting (see details in EVS-3 v0.1.0 in S4-120199 further revised to S4-120288).
· For FER performance requirements: It was agreed to use the table proposed in S4-120200 as an example of template with all requirements in brackets including all other proposals from other contributions as a starting points for edits.
· On DTX performance requirements: An offline adhoc group moderated by Mr Dongping Jiang (ZTE) allowed progress of requirements. The DTX part is close to completion but requires some further offline discussions.
· On JBM performance requirements:  It was agreed to add objective and priority columns for JBM requirements in EVS-3. An offline adhoc group moderated by Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) allowed progressing the topic of priorities. In particular it was agreed to test JBM in qualification (see details in EVS-3 v0.1.1 in S4-120288).
· On priorities:  the following proposal from S4-120038 was agreed: 

"13.2 kbps mode (WB and SWB) are most useful “golden bit rates” and should be tested with both DTX on and DTX off"

Proposals from S4-120154 on how to handle requirements in selection, characterization and priority mandatory, recommended and optional modes were left for offline discussion.
· On qualification deliverables (EVS-6a): It was concluded that Option C was agreed as the only NDA option acceptable for all declared candidate companies, and it was agreed that PDF signatures would be followed by a circulation of signed paper copies in a second step. The EVS SWG Chairman invited companies to volunteer to provide an initial version of the NDA.  Furthermore, it was decided to put an (updated) figure from S4-120092 in brackets and to add a note stating the separation of blinding and host lab entities is not decided.
· On processing test plans (EVS-7a): Proposals of common bitstream format and of network simulator for JBM tests were discussed. It was agreed to adopt the automatic gain verification tool proposed by VoiceAge, though with some modifications to be decided later.
A joint EVS/SQ meeting also resulted in the following conclusions:

· On the qualification test plan (EVS-8a): it was agreed to use P.800 DCR testing for SWB both speech and music/mixed content for qualification.  It was agreed to incorporate the noise type definitions cited in TD S4-120133 in the EVS qualification test plan EVS-8a with the potential possibility to make adjustment at a later stage.

· A proposal of SWB MNRUs was discussed. It was agreed to send an LS to Q.7/12, cc Q.10/16 on SWB MNRUs and Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) was tasked to draft the LS.
The meeting produced several updates of EVS permanent documents, however only the EVS-3 P-doc was fully reviewed and it content was agreed by the EVS SWG; other P-docs were left for direct presentation in SA4 plenary by the respective Editors, as listed in the following tables:
	Tdoc
	Tdoc from which an identical draft was reviewed by EVS SWG
	Status

	S4-120288
	EVS-3 performance requirements v0.1.1
	To be presented to SA4 plenary for agreement


	Tdoc
	Tdoc with drafts presented in EVS SWG
	Status

	S4-120250
	EVS-5a qualification rules v0.0.4
	To be presented to SA4 plenary for agreement

	S4-120251
	EVS-6a qualification deliverables v0.0.6
	

	S4-120253
	EVS-8a qualification test plan v0.0.5
	


	Tdoc
	Tdoc not handled in EVS SWG
	Status

	S4-120287
	LS to ITU-T Q.7/12, Q.10/16
	For presentation in plenary


1 Opening of the session: January 30, 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 agreed. One document (S4-120091) had to be presented at the beginning of the meeting.
The schedule in S4-110819 was agreed.
3 Performance requirements (EVS-3)
Inputs in this AI.I were covered in Adhoc meeting #4. However, during SA4#67, an additional input Tdoc (S4-120200) was added to this A.I.
Mr Milan Jelinek presented a framework proposal on EVS codec requirements and objectives in clean speech frame erasure conditions in TD S4-120200 Proposal for EVS Permanent document (EVS-3): EVS performance requirements for clean speech FER conditions, from VoiceAge Corp.
This contribution is meant to help editing of EVS-3 for the FER performance. Only clean speech is considered. It is believed that current reference codecs adopted for 0% FER do not have sufficiently good FER performance and it is proposed to consider lower FER for reference codecs. To reduce randomness, it is proposed to embed error patterns for the reference codecs within the error patterns of the CuTs. The effect of randomness may be more an issue in qualification than in selection, because the codecs are tested in different laboratories using different languages and speech samples. FER values are taken as an example. 
Comments / questions:
It was clarified that the value of y should be 4%.

Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) asked if the proposal is to always have requirements and objectives with the the same FER even if they correspond to different reference codecs. He stated that the goal of objectives should be codecs with even lower FER, but he also recognized the merit of sticking with reference codecs agreed for 0% FER conditions.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) clarified that the proposal is open to changes.
Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) noted that there are few entries with fixed FER values. Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) clarified that fixed number are only for G.718B where the proposed FER value is what should be targeted. 
It was also clarified that the proposal could extend to other content types than clean speech, and in case the 0% FER requirement had 2 reference codecs only one reference codec was kept with an arbitrary choice.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group could accept putting this proposal in brackets in EVS-3 and use this as starting point for edits, by going for requirements row by row.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) asked if the proposal was still open for noisy speech case and music and mixed content case, and it was clarified that this was open for discussion.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked if taking this table in EVS-3 would still leave the possibility to design a table following different rules (e.g. use higher bit rates rather than lower FERs for reference codecs). It was clarified that performance requirements for FER conditions are still open.
It was agreed to use the proposed table as an example of template with all requirements in brackets including all other proposals from other contributions as a starting points for edits. 

Conclusion:

It was agreed to use the proposed table as an example of template with all requirements in brackets including all other proposals from other contributions as a starting points for edits. 

TD S4-120200 was noted.

4 Qualification Rules (EVS-5a)
Inputs in this AI.I were covered in Adhoc meeting #4.

5 Qualification Deliverables (EVS-6a)
Inputs in this AI.I were covered in Adhoc meeting #4.

During SA4#67, the following information was provided as a follow-up of discussions on legal options at the Adhoc meeting#4:

· The EVS Rapporteur reported that he asked ETRI and LGE about the preferred legal options and both companies agree on Option C. 

· Ms Takako Sanda (Panasonic) confirmed that Panasonic can accept Option C provided that PDF copies are signed first, and paper copies follow.

· Mr Jari Hagqvist (Nokia) confirmed that Nokia prefers NDA option C but can also accept NDA option B

The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that Option C was agreed as the only NDA option acceptable for all declared candidate companies, and it was agreed that PDF signatures would be followed by a circulation of signed paper copies in a second step.
The EVS SWG Chairman invited companies to volunteer to provide an initial version of the NDA.
6 Joint editing of EVS P-docs
The EVS-3 Editor presented S4-120182 Draft EVS-3 v0.0.12, which is the output of the Adhoc meeting#4. 
After online editing of EVS-3 during SA4#67, S4-120182 was revised to S4-120199 Draft EVS-3 v0.1.0, which was agreed and where the performance requirements for EVS non-interoperable modes in clean channel conditions (0% FER) are completed.
During the meeting, Mr Dongping Jiang (ZTE) provided the output of the offline group discussing DTX performance. Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) provided the output of an offline EVS session discussing JBM priorities. Both outputs were included in a draft revision of S4-120182 which was further edited in an evening session during SA4#67.

S4-120199 was revised to S4-120288 Draft EVS-3 v0.1.1 whose content was agreed by the EVS SWG.
A draft update of the EVS Qualification Rules (EVS-5a) was provided by the EVS-5a Editor and shown over the screen. The EVS-5a Editor was requested to present directly for agreement in plenary.

A draft update of the EVS Qualification Deliverables (EVS-6a) was provided by the EVS-6a Editor and shown over the screen. It was noted that the figure from S4-120092 was changed with 'Candidate' instead of 'Proponent' for consistency. The agreement on the multiparty NDA was also inserted. The following comments were made:
· Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) commented on the informative figure and asked if all agree that host lab is doing the blinding or whether an independent blinding organization is needed. He suggested a note to consider an independent blinding.
· The EVS SWG Chairman asked if it would be agreeable that host lab and blinding be identical.
· Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) preferred to separate host lab and blinding entities.
· Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) preferred to remove the informative overview of exchanged information.
· Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that the question of blinding lab vs host lab gives the opportunity to understand who will participate to the multiparty NDA.
· Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) saw some merit in keeping separate functions for the purpose of the diagram, and noted that if blinding and host labs are separate this would require an extra party for NDA negotiation.
· Mr Jari Hagvist (Nokia) pointed out that there may be additional questions, e.g. if the host lab is allowed to be a listening lab. 

As a result, it was decided to put the figure in brackets and to add a note stating the separation of blinding and host lab entities is not decided. The EVS-6a Editor was requested to present directly for agreement in plenary.

The EVS-8a Editor presented a draft update of EVS-8a and he was requested to present directly the updated version for agreement in plenary.

7 Priorities for Qualification or Selection testing
Mr Craig Greer presented the part related to priorities in TD S4-120025 Test Phase Proposals for the EVS Performance Requirements Document, from Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
Table 1 summarizes the proposal for the FER testing priorities. Table 2 summarizes the proposal for JBM testing. An approach to testing recommended and optional modes is proposed in Table 3. It is proposed to reflect the tables in EVS-3.
Comments / questions:
- Discussions on Table 1 (FER)
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that he could agree upon Table 1 at least for qualification, and he had few questions for selection: whether the proposal of 10% FER for 13.2 kbit/s and lower also includes SWB or not, and whether the Source has data motivating a change of position for 10% FER from only objective to objective and requirement. 
It was clarified that the proposal does not address bandwidth, which has to be decided. Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) stated that Samsung did not change position about FER testing, and proposed here focus on lower rates and not all rates; he added that it is important to test channel aware and unaware and compare them side by side.

Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) preferred 10% channel unaware as an objective already in qualification, and 10% channel-aware mode as a requirement in selection, to set the high FER case stronger.
Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT) did not recall there was a conclusion nor strong decision on the channel-aware mode. He stated that the channel aware mode implies modifying the design constraints (DC) document, and if the EVS SWG were to introduce such modification, he suggested to leave the topic for qualification and revisit it after qualification. He did not want to reopen the EVS-4 document which is closed and agreed upon.

Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) stated that the channel-aware mode is an option that the encoder can ignore the channel information; he did not see any problem related to DC.

It was clarified that the proposal is intended to be a compromise between the Qualcomm proposal on FER and other views.

- Discussions on Table 2 (JBM)
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the test of JBM for qualification is not necessary to satisfy DC; he stated that JBM may have a practical issue related to the schedule, as many sessions with SQ would be required to define test methods and processing. He stated that there are issues that would not be finalized under the current schedule.
The EVS SWG Chairman invited views on the proposal to limit selection testing on WB speech. Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that the answer depends on test size, if an additional condition can be added for selection.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) expressed concerns on the proposal and preferred to test JBM with all content types, not just speech. He felt it is important to test JBM with content not affected by DTX, and he proposed to test the music/mixed content in the first place. He stated that a compromise may be to reduce the number of test points, but it would be beneficial to test music/mixed content.

The EVS SWG Chairman edited the proposal Table 2 to reflect views.

Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) suggested 2 test points for JBM in qualification: WB speech and SWB music/mixed content in brackets.

The EVS SWG Chairman commented that for qualification JBM testing may depend on the availability of a commonly agreed simulation framework to allow fair testing and assessment, and for selection it would depend on the number of available test slots.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) recalled that EVS-4 implies testing objective requirements for JBM according to TS 26.114. He stated that some interface or information generator in the decoder has to be defined to check that JBM is working properly. He suggested discussing the topic in joint EVS/SQ sessions.

Mr Jon Gibbs (Motrola) expressed concerns on potentially testing SWB music in qualification and he stated that EVS is primarily a voice service codec and preferred WB speech and SWB speech to reflect objectives of the EVS WI.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that the application of EVS is VoIP and WB speech is needed while more bandwidths of speech may be considered in qualification, for 3GPP to send the correct message about EVS.
Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) stated that the assumption is to test 6 profiles and open to look at SWB music, and he commented that one could look at what is the most likely use case and pick relevant profiles.
The EVS-3 editor noted that the JBM part in EVS-3 considers only requirements, and he suggested adding objective and priority column for JBM requirements, which was agreed.
Mr Hiroyuki Ehara (Panasonic) asked to clarify why JBM requirements focus on WB speech when the most important of EVS seems to be SWB speech. Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) clarified that for WB it is easy to find a reference (AMR-WB) which explains the focus on WB speech; he added that SWB music is proposed because time scaling may affect other parts,

It was suggested to continue editing Table 2 offline. Everybody was invited to contribute to a simulation framework. It was suggested to have an adhoc group discussing JBM priorities. Mr Craig Greer was assigned moderator for this group. 

- Discussions on Table 3 (optional modes)
This part was noted and considered after the presentation of other related contributions.

Conclusion:
It was agreed to add objective and priority columns for JBM requirements in EVS-3.

It was decided to continue the discussion on JBM priorities offline and Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) was assigned moderator.
TD S4-120025 was noted.

Mr Imre Varga presented section 5 of TD S4-120038 On EVS Requirements, from Qualcomm Incorporated
A list of features to be tested in qualification is provided.
Comments / questions: 
· On bullet 1 (13.2 kbit/s WB and SWB with DTX on/off)
It was clarified that the proposal  does not exclude other modes or bit rates (especially lower rates) in qualification testing.
There was no disagreement on bullet 1.
· On bullet 2 (FER/jitter)
The EVS-3 Editor recalled that 3, 6% FER and all MTSI profiles are already agreed in EVS-3 and only 10% FER has to be discussed.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that NTT DOCOMO agreed to 3 and 6% as a compromise, and he did not  want 10% FER for qualification.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that high FER performance is a key point in EVS and he suggested an objective of 10% FER in qualification as a compromise.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCMO) did not disagree with 10% FER as an objective, and invited offline discussions on the phase for testing.
· On bullet 3 (5.9VBR)
It was clarified that low bit rates includes 5 lower bit rates from 5.9 to 13.2 kbit/s.

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) asked if the proposal is to test all VBR conditions in qualification and he stated that If priorities are agreed for qualification, the group may have pick some VBR conditions to fit test size.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that Qualcomm thinks VBR fits in qualification testing.

Mr Bernhard Feiten (Deutsche Telekom) has concerns that if all VBR modes are tested, other modes cannot be tested in the same comprehensive way.
The EVS SWG Chairman suggested decide about VBR testing after looking at the qualification test plan.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) clarified that the proposal is to test 5.9VBR in all possible configurations, and if the test size is going too large, the focus could be on a part of conditions.

Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that the issue with VBR is not only test size, but also what to do with test results. He preferred to focus on mandatory parts that really matter.
Conclusion:
Bullet 1 of section 5 in this Tdoc was agreed.

TD S4-120038 was noted.

Mr Stéphane Proust presented the part related to priorities in TD S4-120154 On EVS performance requirements (requirements vs priorities, optional modes), from ORANGE SA
The objective of this contribution is to ensure that the EVS SWG has the same understanding on several EVS-3 aspects that were not explicitly discussed or may be interpreted differently. In EVS three types of codec features are defined: mandatory, recommended, and optional, with a respective status of "shall", "should" and "may" in EVS-4. The way to handle the associated performance requirements in different phases is not well documented and should take into account order of importance and test size.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) noted that it is proposed not check requirement in characterization and he asked how to characterize the codec if the standard is compared against a known reference that was a requirement.

Mr Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) stated that all requirements should have been tested in selection, and the characterization test plan will not be designed to check requirements.
Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) stated that the proposal seems to assume that the selected codec is not modified, but it should allow for fixing deficiencies or bugs. 

The SA4 Secretary clarified that in previous exercises, detected bugs were corrected, and it was always requested to show that the corrected codec was at least as good. The EVS SWG Chairman noted that once the codec is selected, the set of specifications are under 3GPP control and the routine for change requests apply, and if a bug is detected, it is not a private thing, a CR should be provided and justified showing it fixes a bug without destroying performance.
The EVS SWG Chairman questioned the proposal of whether all requirements have to be tested in selection. He wondered how many requirements can be tested.

Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that characterization does not double check whether selection was right, and characterization is not repetition of selection. On the question of how to include mandatory and other modes, he suggested looking at the test plan.
Mr Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) stated that the issue is: what does it mean to keep a requirement for optional modes in characterization? how to handle requirements in characterization? He pointed out that it would be bad advertisement for codec if the standardized codec fails a requirement in characterization.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that it is difficult to prescribe to test all requirements in selection, he suggested to clarify that if a requirement goes to characterization, there should be no elimination anymore. Mr Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) stated that this should apply only to mandatory modes.
The SA4 Secretary supported the view that requirements should not be tested during characterization, which could yield to a critical situation to promote the image of the codec.
Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) viewed characterization as a phase to assess the performance of all modes, all rates, which is not designed to pick the best codec.
The EVS SWG Chairman proposed that if conditions cannot be accommodated for practical reasons, they can be regarded as objectives, hence requirements untested in selection would be downgraded as objectives.
Mr Bernhard Feiten (Deutsche Telekom) has doubts on the procedure to mark certain requirements in EVS-3 as a requirement that may be downgraded.
The EVS SWG Chairman recognized that in EVS-3 there is no exact view on what can be accommodated in selection tests and the number of candidates in selection is not known.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ercisson) supported this idea to give priority to requirements for selection testing, and if forced to, to downgrading a requirement to an objective.
Mr Bernhard Feiten (Deutsche Telekom) supported this contribution, and the proposal to test in selection all requirements and objectives, and reduce this set if not feasible.
The issue of test size limitation vs testing of all requirements was further discussed.

Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) deeply sympathized with this contribution and proposed to go for it. He fully supported the first bullet point, i.e. test a subset of requirement for mandatory features in qualification.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) commented on the wording 'objectives when available' and had concerns that this may imply giving up some requirements. It was clarified that some objectives may come as a by-product of testing requirements, without dropping more requirements. 
Mr Bernhard Feiten (Deutsche Telekom) has concerns on downgrading untested requirements to objectives. He felt that it is wrong if in selection SA4 has to cut out some PR which can end up in deadlocks.

It was emphasized that the number of combinations in codec rates, levels, etc may make it difficult to test all requirements in selection. It was noted that if it is seen in qualification that some modes or rates reach transparency, testing above that rate may be skipped in selection.

It was suggested agreeing on statements based on the proposal, considering mandatory modes (requirements before objectives) before recommended modes. Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT) stated that if some recommended features are allowed in qualification testing, this implies also testing in selection, while not all mandatory features may be tested to be put, which would be a reversal of priority of mandatory parts.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group agrees on testing a subset of requirements of mandatory features in qualification. Answer: yes.
It was emphasized that based on the test results, some information can be extracted to evaluate objectives. The following text was proposed:
"In qualification, test a subset of requirements for mandatory features. Based on the test results information can potentially be extracted to evaluate objectives"
After some discussion the text was extended to:

· "In qualification, test a subset of requirements for mandatory features. [Based on the test results information can potentially be extracted to evaluate objective]"

· "In selection, all requirements of mandatory features should be tested. [If for testplan reasons some requirements cannot be tested, these requirements will be downgraded to objectives]"

which was left for further offline discussions.
Conclusion:

TD S4-120154 was noted.

8 Joint EVS/SQ sessions
Testing methodology 

Ms Holly Francois presented TD S4-120072 Test Methodologies for SWB Clean Speech & Music Items, from Motorola Mobility UK Ltd
Comments / questions: 
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked to clarify why for MUSHRA special audio equipment is needed as opposed to equipments for P.800. He also asked if DCR is sufficient for SWB speech for all these bit rates or whether DCR can come to saturation and a new method is needed.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) explained that in MUSHRA tests each person has to replay over each sample, while in DCR several listeners can listen at the same time, which is an efficient use of equipment and offers significant advantage as multiple people can listen to same thing at same time. He added that DCR gives the opportunity to discern small differences but it is not as sensitive as MUSHRA; he emphasized that the big advantage of DCR is the opportunity to expose listeners to a wider range of source material and to obtain more votes than in MUSHRA tests.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynstat) stated that there is no doubt that P.800 methodologies are more efficient, as they take less time and are less expensive, which is a significant factor in the  huge EVS testing effort. He stated that results of P.800 using more naive subjects than what is required in ITU-R methodologies (BS.1116) makes them more applicable to general population.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) commented on the modified scale in DCR methodology and asked if it is meaningful for the modified scale or to stick to the original scale.
It was clarified that the proposal is not calling for the modified scale unless testing experts think it is appropriate.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynstat) explained that in practical use the modified scale is used more often, where listeners may give 5 if they think that test is better, otherwise if they think it is better they don't know what to do; the modified scale reduces uncertainty.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that the modified scale might make testing of DTX more meaningful in a DCR test.
Mr Bernard Feiten (Deutsche Telekom) felt that for a test to have a higher resolution it is better to use experts, he disagreed that results from experts are less suitable for operators, and he stated that they can still be used for selecting of technology and for characterization naïve listeners may be better.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) had reservations with the proposal to use DCR for SWB and FB testing due to saturation; he stated that DCR will not cover higher rates with sufficient resolution, and he proposed to modify the proposal and go with more experienced listeners for higher rates. He also disagreed with excluding MNRUs.

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that MNRUs are possibly less important in a DCR test, but he emphasized that their role is to set an overall frame of reference for a listener. He stated that DCR is more applicable than ACR to multiple bandwidth testing, as each trial is more independent and there is the reference. He added that without MNRUs a subject will never use the entire scale, and he will use this opportunity with other conditions. He emphasized that not using MNRUs would violate P.800 DCR.
It was also clarified that the use of modified instructions for modified DCR is something approved in Q.7/12, and has standard use, while restricting the population to experts is not approved in Q.7/12.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) had concerns about modifying the scales or introducing techniques that were not approved by other SDOs, tested and presented. He preferred not introduce techniques for the first time in EVS which would require to explain results; he preferred to strictly reuse existing methodologies.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) was not opposed to DCR or P.800 testing, however from operators' point of view the statement in this contribution is valid for some aspects while for content provider services customers might complain about quality of some music of paid content. He asked to clarify whether the proposal is to have DCR for qualification and also for NB and WB.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) clarified that DCR testing is proposed for clean SWB and FB speech, one would normally expect P.800 ACR for NB and WB testing.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group could agree on using P.800 DCR for SWB and FB clean speech and music and mixed content.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) could agree with the proposal for very low bit rates, but he did not think P.800 makes sense over all range of bit rates. He clarified that very low bit rates could be rates below 24.4 kbit/s and for higher rates more resolution is needed to avoid that everything gets equal.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) asked if expert tests will apply to the population at large and he emphasized that naive listeners will use LTE systems.

Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) explained that VoiceAge did DCR tests comparing the G.719 codec for SWB clean speech and noisy speech with naive listeners, he reported that for speech there is statistical significant difference between 48 and 64 kbit/s mode and quality saturates between 64 and 80 kbit/s, while for mixed and music similar tests there is difference even between 64 kbit/s and SWB direct. It was clarified that these tests used 24 listeners for speech and 48 for music.

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynstat) confirmed that he had seen similar rests to what VoiceAge described.
Mr Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) stated that the codec will used by customers and the listening panel should represent operator's customers, and the huge testing task in EVS is only possible with P.800 DCR. He added that to achieve resolution for R&D is good, but there are also other aspects affecting quality such as real life acoustics, therefore he was not sure that best possible resolution is what is needed.
Mr Bernard Feiten (Deutsche Telekom) stated that it is important to characterize a codec with naive listeners, and it is important to have a sensitive tool for selection of codec, hence have more experienced people to assess technologies. He recognized that it can be difficult due to the amount of test, but he felt experienced listeners are good to have a more detailed analysis.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) commented that the assumption that expert listeners will express that same as naive listeners is not correct, noting that expert listeners know there is a bandwidth difference, they know MNRUs. He did not think opinions of experts will line up with naive listeners, and an expert test would characterize for 1% of customers and not 99%.
Mr Hiroyuki Ehara (Panasonic) commented on the listener ability to perceive HF signals for SWB and FB material and stated that in general younger listeners are more sensitive. He asked how this would influence results of a subjective test.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) explained that they have a pool of listeners for MUSHRA and ITU-R BS.1116, where none is over 40.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that it is generally agreeable to use P.800 DCR testing, however there were reservations expressed for high rate testing. Some companies reported that DCR can be used up to 64 kbit/s where there seems to be still sufficient resolution in the test, and the group might need to rediscuss the methodology for higher bit rates.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) suggested to agree that for qualification DCR testing would be appropriate and leave the question open with Q.7/12 for other methodologies for selection and characterization.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if P.800 DCR for SWB can be used for qualification.
It was clarified that VoiceAge tests in SWB used bandlimited direct signal as a reference system. The SA4 Secretary stated that 3GPP SA4 will have to find solutions to replace MNRUs.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked again if P.800 DCR testing for SWB both speech and music/mixed content will be for qualification. Answer: yes
Conclusion:

It was agreed to use P.800 DCR testing for SWB both speech and music/mixed content for qualification.
TD S4-120072 was noted.

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan presented TD S4-120058 Proposing Modulated Reference Unit (MNRU) for Super-Wideband Signals, from Qualcomm Incorporated
The source proposes to keep the existing NB and WB MNRUs unchanged and updating MNRUs for SWB inputs by adding a low-pass filter in the noise path. This proposal was circulated over the ITU-T Q7/12 reflector. The purpose of addressing it in 3GPP SA4 SQ SWG is running a fruitful discussion and collecting opinion.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) noted that the low-pass filter is after attenuator, and asked if the attenuator takes into account the low-pass filter.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) explained that the location of the attenuator before or after the low-pass filter does not make a difference.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) pointed out that in ITU-T MNRUs with P.50 filters were used in the past, and he wondered how the proposal would compare.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) clarified that the primarily goal of the proposal is not to touch existing MNRUs in NB and WB. He added that someone may propose to change NB and WB MNRUs with P.50 and Qualcomm wants old test results to be valid and did not think that P.50 would be a good idea to use.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) had concerns with P.50 MNRUs will only for SWB, then someone could suggest to use them for NB and WB.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) had concerns on the proposed low-pass filter, which is flat up to 7 and goes only 10 dB down at 10 kHz, as opposed to P.50. He felt that the proposal has potentially high noise not masked by speech.
The tuning of the proposed low-pass filter was discussed in more details.

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) explained that the P.50 response peaks at 200 Hz, modifies the WB portion of MNRUs.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) stated that a new set of MNRUs for SWB should not disrupt NB and WB and should display the usual smooth S-shaped curve; he was interested if such a tool could be validated on Chinese.

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented that listeners agree that SWB MNRUs using mnrudemo program sound strange, but they use it. He supported correcting the artefact issues using mnrudemo for SWB.
It was commented that MNRUs in SWB may have language dependency, which need to be investigated.
Mr Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) commented that if Q.7/12 endorses and updates P.810 with P.50 shaped for SWB only, there is no risk and we will not use anything different.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) did not see any issue with P.50 MNRUs, and he preferred not to affect NB and WB.
The SA4 Secretary was not aware of any request to modify MNRUs in NB and WB, but he was aware of problems in higher part of bandwidth if classical MNRU are used in SWB. He noted the need to find a solution for artefacts, and recalled that MNRUs were only introduced to span the range from 1 to 5, where the classic s-shaped curve is obtained. He asked if the Source has conducted tests with the proposed MNRUs. 
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) clarified that Qualcomm had no formal test result, but it was found that expert listeners did not perceive more distortion in the WB region. He agreed that SWB MNRUs are not broken, but they have artefacts.
Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT) likes the proposed approach and found the input useful for EVS standardization, however he was not sure how quantify that the proposal is better than another method. He commented that the propose should exhibit an S-curve, just like old P.810.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) explained that this proposal was submitted to the Q.7/12 reflector.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) asked details about the filter choice (in particular why an FIR is used).

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) clarified that the IIR phase may not be right for additive noise mixing, which explains the choice of FIR. He clarified that 8 different filter orders were tried,and 6 experts listened to WB and picked SWB that was closest in terms of distortion.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that EVS/SQ will have to decide and this proposal will be a candidate, and there will be other candidates.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) suggested sending an LS to SG12, cc Q.10/16.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) suggested sending an LS to Q.7/12 which would point out the issue and ask for the work to be completed such that it coincides with the start of the qualification.Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) volunteered to draft the LS
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) volunteered to draft the LS
Conclusion:
It was agreed to send an LS to Q.7/12, cc Q.10/16 on SWB MNRUs and Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) was tasked to draft the LS.
TD S4-120058 was noted.

Mr Jon Gibbs presented TD S4-120187 Possible Use of the Analytic Hierarchy Process to Derive a Figure of Merit (Including Example for EVS), from Motorola Mobility UK Ltd

This document extends Tdoc S4-120073. An example is provided in the context of qualification. Hypothetical results are provided to highlight what should be decided and how the process could work. The contribution shows how one could derive and evaluate a FOM and provide a way to rank candidates.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) noted that according to this proposal, AHP can be used in different ways, and he asked how SA4 could proceed and what are the criteria to be used.

Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) explained that the set of values s1a s1b s1c are scores for test sets, which is repeated for each test set, and results in a FoM for every condition in every test set, and given weights an overall FoM is obtained.
Further details were discussed. It was clarified that it may be difficult to taking into account the 95% confidence interval.

Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) suggested applying the proposal to a previous test and checking the result as sanity check. It was clarified that the result is between 0 and 1, which can be rescaled if needed.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) commented that confidence intervals for the requirement and the objective may overlap and he has concern on the idea of checking if a requirement is exceeded.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) stated that it may be harder to exceed a requirement than getting an objective passed.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that overlap of confidence intervals should not be used to measure NWT or BT, and he emphasized that double sided t-sided for NWT and one side t-test for BT should be used.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that more time is needed to understand implications of the proposal and decide whether EVS would like to adopt.
Conclusion:
TD S4-120187 was noted.

Qualification Test Plans (EVS-8a) 
Mr Harald Pobloth presented TD S4-120133 Definition of noise types to be used for EVS noisy speech tests, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
The EVS SWG has agreed in its last conference call #7 on Dec. 5, 2011 to use the following three noise types in the EVS codec assessments: car noise, office noise, and street noise. This document suggests relying for the proper definitions of these noise types to recent work done by ITU-T SG16.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented that the definition seemed ok, but Fraunhofer had to check if the definition applies to the noises that they recorded, which should be fine but needs to be checked.
Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) asked if SA4 will define noise types according to Fraunhofer or ITU-T.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) had concerns if the test material could be related to a training database, and he stated that it should be independent of any training database.
It was clarified that these definitions are proposed to go in test plans, and there may be plenty of noises that do not fall in these definitions.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) noted that the definitions from ITU-T could just be cited without repeating the text.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) commented that some test labs may not have access to the ITU-T internal documents.

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) proposed to use the same noise sources, and he pointed to the ETSI EG 202 296-1 noise corpus which would reduce the variance in noise types, while the speech file would be up to the lab. He preferred to control variations between labs as some street noises may for instance contain more babies crying or more cars stopping.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) recalled that Ericsson had a proposal on material selection at SA4#66 and he noted that the proposed definitions are less essential if SA4 can agree on a common noise database. However, the proposed definition can still be useful when a common noise database is defined.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) had no opposition to defining noise types, and he asked how to verify that all noise types or proposals fulfil the definition.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that one way is to task the host lab to verify that a noise complies to the definition; he did not think that SA4 needs to decide how this could be verified.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) stated that there has to be a point where candidates can trust that everyone follows the rules.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if anybody does not like to see definitions of noise types. Answer: No. Then he asked if the proposed definitions are acceptable. Answer: Yes

Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) proposed to insert the text in the test plan. He stated that Huawei wants to check if their noise databases might conform to these definitions; he did not disagree but wanted the option to reword the definitions to remain open.

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that it is good if people could check whether their database is conforming to these definitions.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) clarified that he did not want to buy new databases to fulfil the proposed definitions, and preferred to allow some headroom.
Conclusion:

TD S4-120133 was noted.

It was agreed to incorporate the noise type definitions cited in TD S4-120133 in the EVS qualification test plan EVS-8a with the potential possibility to make adjustment at a later stage.

Mr Anisse Taleb presented TD S4-120136 Proposal for a common bit-stream format for EVS, from HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd, HiSilicon Technologies Co., Lt
The source reiterates its proposal that all candidate codecs shall generate a bit-stream which is ITU-T G.192 compliant for the purpose of simplifying and streamlining the processing plan of the EVS codec.. 
Comments / questions: 

Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) supported a common bitstream format for EVS. He wondered whether G.192 is the best one, but had no doubts that G.191 is a good format for EID; he stated that EID works on G.192 formats but not with other formats or tests like JBM.

Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) suggested leaving JBM and pointed to TD S4-120052.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that the JBM proposal in TD S4-120052 has nothing to do with payload design, and he did not see why G.192 does not relate to JBM.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) explained that the problem with JBM testing is the time variant input flow, where information like time stamp is needed, while G.192 contains just raw speech frame.

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that it is not a good idea to have one encoder for VoIP, another encoder for other applications. The discussion on JBM was postponed until the presentation of TD S4-120052.
It was noted that this document was not properly allocated and is more related to processing plan.
Conclusion:

TD S4-120136 was noted.

Qualification Processing Test Plans (EVS-7a) 

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan presented TD S4-120052 Network Simulator for EVS, from Qualcomm Incorporated, HUAWEI TECHNOLOGIES Co. Ltd.
Testing the performance of the EVS codec for the TS 26.114 delay loss profiles requires a network simulator module. In this contribution, the functionality of such a network simulator is described via a pseudo-code.

Comments / questions: 

Mr Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that the proposal is a good starting point ; he commented that one should first define if the EVS encoder should generate frames every 20 ms, even during DTX and if it should generate NO DATA frames. He  asked if a virtual packetizer is implied as part of the simulator framework or candidates. He also asked how jitter is added on the receiving side. Finally he asked how the receiving decoder is supposed not to get packet in a way that candidates do not cheat.

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) explained that the encoder should be common for CS or PS, in CS it would generate NO DATA, while in PS it would just increment the time stamp. He clarified that the network simulator acts as translator between encoder and receiving end in VoIP and the jitter is indicated in arrival time stamp (dl value is added to timestamp).He suggested for qualification to trust that candidates have the right timing and call decoder every 20 ms.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) stated the one cannot prevent a candidate from running the decoder using the whole file.
Mr Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) commented that SA4 had a solution in the context of TR 26.935.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) explained that for selection the Source will provide a pseudo-code to make sure that the whole packet is not read.
Mr Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that it is possible that people don't know there are cheating.
It was clarified that the proposed approach does not depend on the format used for the bitstream (G.192 or other).

Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) clarified that this simulation framework would have the output of encoder and a delay/error profile as inputs and would output one bitstream with delay values possibly as separate file.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) preferred to use rtpdump which was used in Rel7 and commented that there is a tool that could be used but is not publicly available.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) disagreed with rtpdump, which is an external lib; he disagreed with having one bitstream format for RTP, another using G.192 which would make testing complicated.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) did not want the encoder output to be different for VoIP or another application, and he did not see an input contribution from Fraunhofer on rtpdump.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) pointed to TR.26.935, which is not external to 3GPP.

Mr Anisse Taleb (Huwei) stated that using rtpdump implies asking candidates to implement a payload format, while DC require to provide the feasibility of RTP payload, not to implement an RTP payload.
Mr Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that the file format is unimportant, either rtpdump or G.192 could be used. He emphasized that what is important is that candidates apply properly the jiitter.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked how SA4 can verify that candidates implement  properly JBM.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that if desired Qualcomm can provide C code which will run a timing simulator and maintains a clock, to check the arrival time, and which calls decoder when needed.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the decoder including JBM should output data to check.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) committed to provide something for the interface between the JBM and the encoder for SA4#67. 
Conclusion:

TD S4-120052 was noted.

It was concluded to address the matter related to the network simulator necessary for JBM tests as well of the suggested G.192 interface format according to TD S4-120136 in offline discussions.
Mr Noboru Harada presented TD S4-120091 Proposed processing for artificially generated mixed contents, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO, INC.
In this contribution, the Source proposes the processing plan describing how to generate artificially generated mixed contents – music item selection, fade-in/out parameters, etc are open for discussion.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) supported the idea of abstracting window functions to make different types of mixing. He asked if the proposed processing assumes that reverberation is always on for speech or on a case by case. He noted that it was not decided whether the speech component is reverberated or not.

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) agreed that sure reverberation may not be needed, he stated that sometimes it will be used for advertisement, and the kind of reverberation is for discussion. He added that professionally generated material should have some reverberation.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) clarified that the proposal is just a concept to produce artificially generated mixed content, and reverberation is an example. He stated that if EVS or the joint SQ/EVS group decides reverberation is needed, then reverberation should be there, otherwise it can be skipped for processing.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) noted that this contribution does not say that the proposal is an example of processing. He asked whether normalization should be prior and after reverberation to ensure that mixing is at -26 dBov.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) explained that the diagram is taken from a background music processing plan from ITU-T. He was open to discuss if level adjustment is applied after mixing.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) accept whether items are concatenated or whether processing is per sentence pair. 

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) clarified that the proposal is most to introduce the concept of windowing function and concatenation is possible.

Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) asked if the choice of windowing functions is done with the selection of material.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) clarified that windowing functions should be designed along with the exact music type, hence If someone proposes music and a mask (windowing function), window A should be applied to music A, not to B.
It was recalled that the processing for artificially generated mixed is needed according to annex A of EVS-3.

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that music should be common for each lab but speech should be specific to each lab. 
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) noted that the proposed windows never have music going to zero. He asked to clarify if the level of music goes to 0 in active speech or if there is always a level of background of music.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that the level can go to zero.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) asked to share samples mixed according to the proposal to gain experience with the proposed method.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) clarified that the proposal is a skeleton on how to generate mixed content and the proposal is open on aspects such as concatenation, etc.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) emphasized that speech has to be at a certain level and should be intelligible.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked how the mixed sound really sound and whether they are close to an advertisement.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that he did not try to generate samples.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked if tools implementing this proposal could be implemented and if some existing tools could be reused.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) was not sure that existing tools can be applied, as floating point windowing functions are needed. He stated that he would think about an implementation to check the proposal.
Conclusion:

TD S4-120091 was noted by the EVS SWG.but was left for another re-presentation in joint EVS/SQ sessions.
In the joint EVS/SQ session, Mr Nobuhiko Naka re-presented briefly TD S4-120091 Proposed processing for artificially generated mixed contents, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Comments / questions: 
None.

Conclusion:

TD S4-120091 was noted.

Joint editing of EVS Test and Processing Plans
No online editing was done.

9 Other EVS topics
Mr Stefan Doehla presented briefly TD S4-120126 Verification report and suggested extension of the gain check tool, from Fraunhofer Gesellschaft
This is a verification report of the gain check tool provided by VoiceAge. A test was done on the internal database and the source code was also checked. Some points are raised on the source code and use of tool (clarification on E_MIN variable, delay and length alignment of samples, …). It is proposed to extend the tool to check noise in between talk spurts.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) addressed the expressed concerns:

· The E_MIN value is a residue of a larger internal tool, and it is possible that the meaning of E_MIN is not clear and it should not have influence for noisy speech, uncertain for clean speech – this has to be verified for clean speech. E_MIN was intended to avoid strange behaviors for very low-level signals.

· He supported the request to set limits in such a way that reference codecs pass the limits.

· The tool allows for inputting the VAD flag, it is easy to output numbers for inactive attenuation. A draft update is almost ready.

· For testing of performance, all codecs should be aligned with the input signal on the bitstream level at least for the baseband; this is important for this tool as well as FER conditions and this was done in ITU-T where it was required that all candidates align their codec on the bitstream. He suggested to do the same for EVS. He stated that alignement should be done in the codec and outside the tool. Reference codecs outputs should be also aligned outside the tool.

The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that this contribution suggests agreeing on using the automatic tool with modifications.

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that if VAD is not used, there might be bigger variations depending on the databases and it could result in a difference value. He preferred to report this on active regions and inactive regions.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked if the proposal would require a common VAD and whether the VAD would be used on music.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) clarified that the proposed method is a rough method and the candidate VAD should be sufficient, while for music the tool can be used without VAD.

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the tool could be operated with the VAD on the clean database, and he commented that the VAD part is independent from the tool.

The EVS SWG Chairman proposed to adopt the tool with the provision that some modifications need to be done and the limits have to be set and accepted so that reference codecs would pass.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) commented on the band division (0-4, 4-8, 8-16 kHz), and proposed to consider finer resolution in the higher band, with 4 bands of 4 kHz.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) explained that while the tool allows to adapt the resolution and recalled that it was developed to avoid amplification that could boost the MOS score. Consequently, only relevant resolution for that task should be considered.

The EVS SWG Chairman proposed again to adopt the tool with modifications to be discussed, and to extend the tool to operate on inactive parts to avoid noise reduction and noise gating.

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) noted that there is no DC on attenuation, and there are other proposals that are not DC and under discussion in the EVS SWG.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the tool can be adopted with modifications. Answer: Agreed

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that there is no DC on attenuation.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented that the proposal is to prevent noise gating, and the EVS SWG can come around DC by using a clean speech database with very low recording noise. 
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented that it is not always easy to get a clean recording.
It was noted that the check for attenuation is a separate topic.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) committed to look at E_MIN issue and to provide an updated tool with an input from VAD to be used also for inactive segments attenuation check for the group to decide.
Conclusion:

TD S4-120126 was noted.

It was agreed to adopt the automatic gain verification tool, though with some modifications to be decided later.
10 EVS schedule review
The EVS Rapporteur recalled that there are two schedules in S4-111082.
He stated that testing will take more time than anticipated, and he noted that there is no test plan, no processing plan, no final commitment of candidates to know exactly the number of candidates. He suggested keeping schedules with options a) and  b) as in S4-111082.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that there is no need to present the schedule again. He pointed out that it may be possible to consider an adhoc meeting the week-end. It was confirmed that JF3 could host it.
The EVS SWG Secretary suggested including a teleconference call before SA4#68.
Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) commented that if EVS-3 is finished during the next adhoc meeting, in theory EVS could be still on schedule a).
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) emphasized the importance to have a valid schedule before end of SA4#67.
11 Other business
Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki presented TD S4-120082 Reply LS to 3GPP TSG SA WG4 on EVS codec standardization activity (S4(11)1125), from ITU-T SG16
ITU-T SG16 inform that since the approval of STL2009 (as “G.191 V5”) in March 2010, there were some proposed modifications to STL2009 that are listed in the LS.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) noted that the 'filter' tool have to be updated for the new masks agreed by SA4.
The EVS SWG Chairman suggested the EVS SWG may consider reporting back about filter masks.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) recalled that at SA4#66 the group discussed sending LS to inform that SA4 will use G.191, and preferred to avoid dialogue back and forth as the ITU-T schedule does not match the EVS schedule. He preferred to keep communication to a minimum, given that the experts are the same. He did not want to ask if filter masks are appropriate.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) commented that NB and WB MNRUs are defined not SWB MNRUs. He pointed to S4-120058. He clarified the timeline of ITU-T meetings. He felt that it would be sufficient to have one LS at this meeting to these groups, especially Q.7/12 and Q.10/16, to inform about the SWB MNRUs so that they update specifications by June 2012. He supported a limited LS activity.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that SG16 wants to be informed and he suggested revisiting the question of sending an LS after all discussions in this meeting.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that there was no proposal to ask ITU-T to validate filter masks and he proposed to the check status of the LS after EVS/SQ sessions.
Conclusion:

TD S4-120082 was noted.

12 Close of the session: February 2, 21:10
The EVS Chairman closed the meeting. 
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