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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #9 took place on March 21, 2012, 14:30 CET for 2 hours with a bridge provided by Nokia. There were 15 input documents (including the agenda) and 32 participants.
The meeting outcome is summarized below:

· An editorial updated of EVS-3 was agreed as a basis for further edits (TD AHEVS-119 to be re-labelled as v0.1.2).
· The SNR of 20 dB was agreed for office noise and the SNR for car noise was left for discussion. The following text was agreed: For DTX turned on, the background noise level during inactive regions of the CuT shall be attenuated by no more than [12] dB, at the decoder output, as compared to the background noise level during inactive regions of the input signal.
· Performance requirements for DTX operations were discussed but no conclusion was reached.

· The organization of the EVS Qualification phase (schedule, blinding function) was discussed in some details and further offline discussions were planned.

Several documents were noted without presentation and source companies were invited to resubmit their document for SA4#68.

The possibility of an adhoc EVS SWG meeting prior to SA4#69 (with Fraunhofer IIS as host in Erlangen) was discussed, such a meeting needs to be confirmed and agreed during SA4#68.
1 Opening of the session: March 21, 14:32 CET
The EVS SWG Chairman, Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson), opened the EVS SWG teleconference call. Minutes were taken by the EVS SWG Secretary, Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE).
A hand raising tool (http://tohru.trace.wisc.edu/) was used to facilitate discussions during the call.

2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
The agenda AHEVS-117R2 including an allocation of documents was approved (see Annex 1 of the present report).

The EVS SWG Chairman proposed to take A.I. in the order A.I. 3, A.I. 6 and then other A.I. in normal sequence number.
3 Agreement of Draft report from SA4 EVS SWG Teleconference #8
TD AHEVS-118 was updated to TD AHEVS-127.

Mr Stéphane Ragot presented TD AHEVS-127 Draft report from SA4 EVS SWG Teleconference #8 (21st February 2012) Rev. 1, from EVS SWG Secretary (ORANGE SA)
Comments / questions: 
None.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-127 was agreed.
4 Performance requirements
Mr Stéphane Ragot presented TD AHEVS-119 EVS Permanent document (EVS-3): EVS performance requirements, from Editor
This draft revision of EVS-3 contains a merge of FER proposals, a merge of proposals on option modes (from the Moderator, Mr Markus Schnell) and additional editorial remarks. 
Comments / questions: 

None.
Conclusion:

The SWG Chairman suggested using this version as a basis for edits.

TD AHEVS-119 was agreed as a new basis for our edits. The Editor indicated that TD AHEVS-119 will be re-labelled as v0.1.2.
4.1 FER performance requirements (high-level)
Mr Nobuhiko Naka suggested noting TD AHEVS-114 Proposed performance requirements for FER condition, from NTT DOCOMO, INC. and NTT
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-114 was noted without presentation.
Mr Imre Varga presented TD AHEVS-124 On EVS Performance and Testing, from Qualcomm Inc.
This document is an update of AHEVS-107.
Comments / questions: 

The discussion considered each proposal separately

· Proposal of SNR of 20 dB for office and car
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) preferred to keep car noise at 15 dB, as in the past, and he commented that EVS should be tested in reasonably bad conditions, which is a reason for 15 dB in car noise case. He agreed with 20 dB for office noise.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group can agree with office noise level of 20 dB for NB, WB, SWB. Answer: Yes.
On the car noise level, Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) recalled that Qualcomm showed some justification for 20 dB car noise, where the SNR level (even in single microphone) is close to 20 dB. He stated that15 dB car noise was used in AMR and AMR-WB characterization more than 10 years ago and there has been significant progress in noise reduction technology. He did not want to optimize EVS for some operation points as EVS will not be deployed without noise suppression, prefer to settle on 20 dB.

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that 15 dB SNR is not so unrealistic for car noise and proposed to keep 15 dB for both car and office.
It was clarified that the proposal is independent of DTX operation.
· Language on background level during inactive when DTX on
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the proposed text (copied below) can be agreed:  

For DTX turned on, the background noise level during inactive regions of the CuT shall be attenuated by no more than [12] dB, at the decoder output, as compared to the background noise level during inactive regions of the input signal.

Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) was not sure that setting 12 dB as level for maximum attenuation in inactive regions would discourage noise reduction and decouple noise reduction and coding aspects. He stated that normally 13-14 dB attenuation was used in codecs including noise reduction, and he was hesitant to accept this proposal. The EVS SWG Chairman clarified that the value of 12 dB is in brackets in the proposal.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) proposed to accept the proposed text and agree later on the limit value. The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the text can be agreed with the specific value in brackets. Answer: yes.
· EVS performance under impaired channels (channel aware modes)
Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT) commented that NTT cannot accept channel aware modes to be in the EVS PRs.
Conclusion:

The SNR of 20 dB was agreed for office noise and the SNR for car noise was left for discussion. The following text was agreed:

For DTX turned on, the background noise level during inactive regions of the CuT shall be attenuated by no more than [12] dB, at the decoder output, as compared to the background noise level during inactive regions of the input signal.
TD AHEVS-124 was noted.
4.2 DTX performance requirements
Mr Anisse Taleb presented TD AHEVS-125 Proposal of objective requirements to EVS DTX, from Huawei Technologies, Telefon AB LM Ericsson
The proposal takes into account different proposals for each noise type and averaging different per noise type. It is open on figures (1% could be put between brackets).
Comments / questions: 

Mr Minjie Xie (ZTE) noted that a long speech file was indicated in the proposal and he asked how long the speech file was.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) clarified that the proposal is not about the length of file for measurement (which is a testing matter) and no proposal is made on the length of the database. He emphasized that the proposal is on an objective requirement for performance requirements. 
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the database length is a test plan issue, which is not for EVS-3.
Mr Minjie Xie (ZTE) asked why VAF of 42% is proposed and whether other VAFs were tried.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) clarified that the 42% VAF comes from an example of database which is just to illustrate the performance of legacy VADs (dependent on specific noise types). He emphasized that the tables presented in this contribution are not part of requirements, but just to show there is a dependency on noise types and requirements are to be made differently on each noise type; he stated that the source code of the reference VADs is available and the experiment can be repeated.
Mr Minjie Xie (ZTE) invited to see different test results.
Mr Dongping Jiang (ZTE) stated that the proposal is not sufficient to be supported.

Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) asked which test results should be presented and that anyone can run AMR-WB VAD and derive results. He pointed out that this contribution showed a difference.

Mr Minjie Xie (ZTE) stated that the proposed margin of +1% is based on a long speech file with VAF of 42%; he stated that for other VAFs there could be another margin (e.g. 2%), which motivates more test results.

Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) clarified that 1% was not set according to test results and 1% was proposed as a small margin to account for variability. He emphasized that the test results were not used to derive the 1% margin, and he indicated that Huawei is flexible on the 1% margin. He pointed out that this contribution intended to get an agreement on the averaging on different noise types for AFR. He invited ZTE to make counter proposals on margins.

Conclusion:

The proposal could not be agreed. TD AHEVS-125 was noted.
TD AHEVS-126 On subjective DTX performance requirements, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA, Huawei Technologies Lt.
was noted without presentation, because more time is needed to discuss DTX issues.
4.3 Tandeming performance requirements
Ms Takako Sanda (Panasonic) suggested to go to AI. 5 as it has higher priority.

TD AHEVS-123 On tandeming Performance Requirement, from Panasonic Corporation
was noted without presentation and Panasonic was invited to resubmit this document to the Kyoto meeting.

5 Priorities for different phases (high-level)
Mr Harald Pobloth presented TD AHEVS-105 On subjective testing priorities for EVS qualification, selection and characterization, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
Different principles are set on how to prioritize, it is noted that there are many test points which cannot all be tested so some priorities need to be set. It is proposed to set the priorities according to the priority of features (mandatory, recommended, optional).
Comments / questions: 

It was clarified that in the proposed table there are 'tbd' in priorirties, and the difference between mandatory and recommended modes will be resolbed when filling in 'tbd', the principle of setting lower priorities to recommended features does not appear in the proposed table.
Mr Nobuhiko (Naka) recalled a similar discussion took place in SA4#67, and the conclusion was to spend more time to define to 'Q', 'S' or 'C' in EVS-3 instead of principles.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) explained that, if the principle can be agreed, then it would be easier to define what is in the test and to make decision according to test sizes.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) noted that optional features are outlined as irrelevant, he stated that is would be fair to leave the option to test optional features at least for selection.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-105 was noted.
The remaining documents were not covered and were noted without presentation.
· TD AHEVS-110 Testing Priorities for the EVS codec from a usage point of view, from Huawei Technologies Co. Lt.
· TD AHEVS-115 Priorities for JBM testing, from NTT and NTT DOCOMO, INC
· TD AHEVS-122 Priorities of requirements, from NTT and NTT DOCOMO, INC.
· TD AHEVS-124 On EVS Performance and Testing, from Qualcomm Inc.
The EVS SWG invited to resubmit the documents
6 Host/blinding lab functions
Mr Jon Gibbs indicated that TD AHEVS-116 Dual Blinding Proposal, from Motorola Mobility UK Ltd is now outdated, he suggested to note this document without presentaiton
Comments / questions: 

None.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-116 was noted without presentation
Mr Alan Sharpley and John Tardelli presented TD AHEVS-121 EVS Qualification-Test Schedule, from Dynastat
It is noted that BL and GAL are still to be determined. A number of activities have to go in serial because there are dependencies, there are 2 decisions that delimited the time available to complete the project, one is the end date, target to select at most 5 PCs to go to selection in Nov. 2012, the other one is May 28 to receive of funding from PCs, ETSI cannot start the contract finalization until all money was received.
The schedule is detailed in the attached Excel document. It is emphasized that the final test cannot be rushed, otherwise there will be errors. There are 5 important phases: preparatory phase, all NB testing, all WB testing, all SWB testing, after that report phase

A number of things have to take place before contracts are released, e.g. indicate what labs are used, set up ftp process, start script development. The Koyoto meeting (SA4#68) should output a test plan close to the final version; NDAs should be in place to have source material, otherwise it would be difficult to develop processing scripts. At the Erlangen meeting (SA4#69) both test plan and processing plan need to be finalized so that ETSI releases the contract 2 weeks later. The June 1 date for executable is the time when cross-checking starts. Two listening labs indicated that schedule gives only 12 weeks for testing and they prefer 14 weeks. The final GAL report period is limited to 1 week, even if they did their analysis of the data, they have to do the final comparative analysis.
Comments / questions: 

The SA4 Secretary emphasized that ETSI can only contract when all 13 proponents have paid (7 payments were still missing at the time of the call). To draft contract and get signature of ETSI director, the test plan and the processing plan need to be attached.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) recalled that some companies required up to 3 months for payment. He noted that as soon ETSI received all funds ETSI should inform SA4 and the date in the overall project plan can be changed.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) emphasized the dependency problems to get a contract (if some companies did not pay, if test plan and processing plan are not finalized, …).
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) recalled that companies who signed a blinding LoI to participate are committed to pay. Other problems could occur, e.g. if a company did not submit an executable at the deadline. He invited to follow an optimistic view.
The EVS SWG Chairman recommended to rely on the strong commitment from companies.
Mr Harald Harald (Ericsson) asked if the proposed schedule could be more flexible, e.g. to allow progress on P-docs until SA4#69.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) noted that it is important to insulate ourselves from the number of candidates, and given that the same test will be conducted in each lab multiple times, the number of candidates is an independent variable of the test plan. He emphasized that SA4 does not need to wait for the number of candidates to derive the test plan and he did not think that dependency is required. He noted that one benefit of independent testing is the verification of scripts by 13 candidates.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) was in agreement that the test plan for 12 experiments will be the same in every lab, but with the global experiment design in TD AHEVS-120, if one proponent is lost, the global experimental design has to be updated.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that the preparatory phase seemed to be very long. 

Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) emphasized that the source material is not available until May 9, while the crosscheck process is very critical.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) found unreasonable to set the same deadline (June 1) for CuT submission and processing script finalization. He preferred to validate executables based on scripts, and to avoid putting much burden on cross-checking. He recommended a period between finalization of script and CuT submission.  He noted that the cross-check is to validate scripts, and it would be reasonable to validate executable on the exact scripts before submitting them.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) pointed out that usually the crosscheck period is not for debggung. Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) suggested to allow scripts available before submission of exe and prevent bug fixes after CuT submission.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) explained that scripts can be finalized using reference and calibration.

The SA4 Secretary noted that May 28 is a festivity and the later days are difficult for contracting, and he invited all companies to pay asap to organize contracting earlier.
It was clarified that in the proposed schedule there are16 weeks for overall testing, including 12 weeks for LLs (but some LLs now require 14 weeks).
The dependencies in the schedule (funds received, contracts, Pdocs and processing / test plan) were discussed.

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) indicated that if the date of contracting is moved up (funds earlier) that will relief a lof of pressure being under contract to start the process and have an NDA to exchange source material.
It was pointed out that some labs have difficulty to contract listeners in vacation period and the schedule should take this into account.

The SA4 Secretary explained that the ETSI contract can only be signed when money is received and two processing and test plan are approved at SA4 level and attached (they are the technical binding documents).
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) suggested writing and approving the test plan in a phased manner.
Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) noted that part of companies have paid, which is sufficient for contracting at least the host lab with the fund available in this moment (90 k€ available).
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) noted that NB, WB, and SWB test groups are alike, and there are minor modifications between them. He did not see gain in splitting up test plan. The test and processing plans should be close to completion out of Kyoto (SA4#68) and both should be completed and approved by SA4 in Week of May 28.
The EVS SWG Chairman suggested making a further informal conference call among interested parties and tasked the EVS Rapporteur to organize it.

The SA4 Secretary stated that, assumed he is the BL person, it is enough to communicate to each 13 candidate what is their id, they can deposit their spread sheet in a centralized folder, the GAL will not know who put the sheet, if problems, the GAL would have to contact him to contact individual companies, it would simplify the process. He therefore proposed not to indicate that BL will receive and rename spreadsheet, this time can be saved.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-121 was noted.
Mr Alan Sharpley presented TD AHEVS-120 EVS Qualification Test - Single Blind Proposal, from Dynastat
The document is a revision of a document presented in informal conference call, it presents a simplified process, which can be simplified even more. This document can be worked out by correspondence.
Comments / questions: 

Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) noted that the major difference compared to the early version is that now HL is isolated from any of the blinding process, in Fig. 1 LL and PC work together to XC all their material, down to processing testing, BL is to define how he wants to do, the major issues are indicated in red.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-120 was noted.
7 Other business
The EVS SWG Chairman proposed to consider an adhoc EVS SWG meeting prior to SA4#69 (Erlangen); he asked if the group could consider such an adhoc meeting, even if the formal decision can only be made during SA4#68.
Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) and Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) supported this proposal
The EVS SWG Chairman asked who could host the adhoc meeting. Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) indicated that rooms were already reserved for an adhoc EVS SWG meeting and Fraunhofer IIS could host such a meeting. The SA4 Secretary indicated that the host would have to provide Internet with their internal system, there will be no wireless LAN from 3GPP for this adhoc.
The EVS SWG summarized that there is no decision on an adhoc meeting prior to SA4#69, but there is an indication in favour of such a meeting, the formal decision is to be made during SA4#69. The SA4 Secretary recalled that some companies need a formal invitation.
8 Close of the call: March. 21, 16:34 CET
The EVS SWG Chairman closed the meeting. 
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