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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG (35 participants) met for about 3 days. All 49 input documents (counting the meeting agenda and schedule) were covered.
The main conclusions from Tdoc presentations are summarized below:
· On performance requirements:
· It was agreed to include in EVS-3 the table proposed in TD S4-120454 with interoperability requirements into brackets. It was agreed to consider the two directions: EVS - AMR, AMR –EVS tanscoding and EVS to AMR-WB with AMR-WB encoder / decoder and AMR-WB IO encoder /decoder as end points.
· Performance requirements for FB operation were agreed.
· On qualification deliverables, the following text was agreed:

 The objective testing of the JBM will be made by each candidate themselves. Each candidate is therefore responsible for showing that their JBM fulfills the requirements design constraints. A common set of sound file will be created for this testing.
· On test plan aspects:

· A number of contributions proposed draft test plan for qualification, which were to be merged by the EVS-8a Editor ;  the group was invited to follow the guidelines in TD S4-120410 when drafting the test plan.
· It was agreed to use ACR for NB and WB clean speech under both clean and impaired channel conditions, and DCR for NB and WB noisy speech under both clean and impaired channel conditions. The methodology for NB and WB mixed & music was left undecided.
· Offline discussions will specify proper instruction for the standard DCR scale.
· Some considerations on the test plan design for qualification (in TD S4-120468) were agreed to be included in the EVS-8a test plan in brackets.

· The updated processing in TD S4-120367 was agreed with all contents in brackets.  The decision on frequency masks will be made at later during a conference call.
Several adhoc groups were tasked to progress specific topics offline:
· One group, moderated by Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer), on the definition of testing for objective performance requirements.

· One group, moderated by Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson), on mixed/music item selection for EVS codec qualification. It was requested to include in the drafting an option where the selection of music and mixed items would be private to the listening lab.
· The group initiated in SA4#67 on performance requirements for optional modes and moderated by Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer), was continued and had one evening session.
Furthermore, the contracts with host lab and GAL were discussed. It was confirmed that it is sufficient for SA4 plenary to approve the work procedure (including payment). The quantification should be considered and agreed by SA4, and the 2 functions (host lab and GAL) should stay within the available budget.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked whether commercial proposals are needed before contract is in place.
Several permanent documents were edited and updated during the meeting:

· EVS-3:

The EVS-3 P-doc was significantly updated with agreed performance requirements for FER conditions, DTX and JBM operation. It now contains some extra draft requirements on interworking and bit rate switching.

· EVS-5a/6a: online edits were left to be handled by the Editor
· EVS-8:
· A revised version of TD S4-120537 was agreed be put in different annexes of the test pan which will be renamed 'test plan including host lab and GAL task specification'.
· There were concerns about finalizing the test plans according to schedule in EVS-2 to be able to contract the host lab and GAL. The decision for some extra adhoc meeting was left to be later considered.
It was also agreed to appoint Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) as EVS-7a Editor in replacement of Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT).

The following Tdocs are presented as outputs of the EVS SWG:

	Tdoc
	Description
	Status

	S4-120558
	EVS-2a v0.2.0
	To be presented to SA4 plenary for agreement

	S4-120557
	EVS-7a v0.0.2
	

	S4-120556
	EVS-8a v0.0.6
	


1 Opening of the session: April 16, 16:10 (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 S4-120308R1, which was already approved during the Adhoc#5 meeting and edited on the Tdoc allocation, was presented.

It was mentioned that according to schedule the meeting would start with priorities but there were documents left on deliverables from the Adhoc meeting #5.
3 Review output of adhoc telcos #8 and #9
This A.I. was covered during the EVS SWG adhoc meeting # 5.

4 Performance requirements (EVS-3)
Inputs in this AI.I were covered in Adhoc meeting #5. However, during SA4#68, an additional input Tdoc (S4-120454) was added to this A.I.
Ms Takako Sanda presented TD S4-120545 On Transcoding Performance Requirement, from Panasonic Corporation, ORANGE SA
This document is an update of TD S4-120377.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that these requirements are important for operators. Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) asked whether all bit rates (not just 13.2 kbit/s) should be considered for tandeming conditions.
Ms Takako Sanda (Panasonic) clarified that the proposal was updated to cover interwoking performance, not only tandeming, and it is up to the group to include bit rates; the rate of 13.2 kbit/s was chosen to consider a realistic case.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) asked why switching would occur once per session for the case of switching from EVS to AMR-WB.
It was clarified that the requirement for switching between EVS and AMR-WB IO should be revised to NWT AMR-WB 12.65, and that in a real handover case switching would typically be simulated with a switching once per test sample while the proposed requirement NWT AMR-WB 12.65 could be updated to No annoying artefacts.

Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) asked about the interworking condition whether it is possible to perform BT AMR 12.2 self-tandeming.
Ms Takako Sanda (Panasonic) clarified that AMR 12.2 should be possible, even if it's up to how much RTP payload header is used in this case, but the bit rate of EVS is a little bit higher in that point of view.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group agrees to specify such requirements for interoperability scenarios. Answer: yes

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that the tandeming requirement should be checked. He asked if it is acceptable to put the complete table into brackets in EVS-3 under requirements for interoperability. Answer: yes

The EVS-3 Editor asked if the complete table or just the proposed requirements would be in brackets.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if it is agreeable to include the table template in EVS-3 with the proposed requirements in brackets in EVS-3.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked which direction of interoperation was considered.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) clarified that in AMR-EVS scenario there would be AMR encoder-decoder following by EVS encoder-decoder and vice-versa, while in the AMR-WB-EVS switching scenario AMR-WB encoder and AMR-WB-IO decoder and vice versa would be found (after switching).
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the two directions should be considered. Answer: yes.
The EVS SWG Chairman answered once again if the group could agree to include the proposed table in EVS-3 with requirements and objectives in brackets. Answer: yes.
Conclusion:

It was agreed to include in EVS-3 the table proposed in TD S4-120545 with interoperability requirements into brackets. It was agreed to consider the two directions: EVS - AMR, AMR –EVS transcoding and EVS to AMR-WB with AMR-WB encoder / decoder and AMR-WB IO encoder /decoder as end points.

TD S4-120545 was noted.

5 Qualification Rules (EVS-5a)
Inputs in this AI.I were covered in Adhoc meeting #5.
6 Qualification Deliverables (EVS-6a)
Mr Harald Pobloth presented TD S4-120407 On EVS JBM evaluation methodology, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
A few outstanding issues on evaluation of JBM performance are addressed in this contribution: Who should do the objective evaluation of the JBM performance and sound files for the objective testing of the JBM.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented on the first bullet point of the proposal, where each candidate does the processing. He asked whether it is clear how numbers should be calculated and reported and what a candidate should supply (e.g. tick box to claim fulfilled constraints, values, …). He supported the first bullet point of the proposal.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) confirmed that these aspects are not decided, and this contribution is a first step. He felt that at least a statement and some values should be produced, but this is not part of this contribution.

Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) supported the proposal, he noted that an external processing would have a financial impact, and preferred that candidates do the analysis themselves.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) noted that the group has to agree at what is reported.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) asked whether a cross-check is needed. He commented that candidates could use provided scripts or ask some other processing lab to run the script and compare results.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) preferred that only candidates conduct the processing, to offload the host lab and void a third entity that would bring lots of difficulty (e.g. NDA) and have a financial impact. 

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if it is acceptable that objective testing of JBM should be done in-house. Answer: Yes

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if anybody was in favor of the host lab or other entity doing the processing? Answer: None.

He concluded that the first part of the proposal was agreed (first two sentences of first bullet).
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the second part of the first bullet (objective testing of JBM should be made using a common set of sound files) could be agreed? Answer: Yes.
Conclusion:
TD S4-120407 was noted with the following agreements:
The objective testing of the JBM will be made by each candidate themselves. Each candidate is therefore responsible for showing that their JBM fulfills the requirements design constraints. A common set of sound file will be created for this testing.
Contributions were invited to make proposals especially on databases for JBM evaluation.

Mr Stefan Doehla presented TD S4-120421 On Objective Requirements, from Fraunhofer IIS
This contribution raises some questions in order to have a common understanding on objective requirements: Who will conduct objective performance requirement testing? Which material will be used for evaluating objective performance requirements? How will the data be reported? How are failed objective performance requirements treated?

Comments / questions: 
The discussions were organized according to the questions listed in the contribution:
· Who will conduct objective performance requirement testing?

Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) commented that a large enough speech database is needed for AFR computation, and emphasized the question whether material used in test would be used to check requirements..
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) preferred to agree on some source material upfront, and supported the idea that the objective measurement be done by candidates rather than host lab.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) asked whether the database would be known to proponents.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) felt that the material should be available upfront. 

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that an evidence should be provided that candidates do the same thing; he commented that it might turn out difficult to do in-house testing for VAD objective tests with the databases used for subjective testing, if proponents have only access to one part of the subjective databases; he proposed that the VAD part could be done by the host lab by forcing candidates to output numbers.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) noted that the the current EVS-3 P-doc has 2 conflicting requirements on the objective VAD tests: use of test material vs large database; he asked to clarify which database will be used.

It was noted that the current objective requirements in EVS-3 are related to JBM, DTX, gain verification in inactive periods, amplification in active periods.
Mr Venkatesh Krishan (Qualcomm) stated in selection different procedures may be used to verify objective performance requirements.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group agreed that the discussion dealt only with qualification and did not preclude other procedures in selection.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) commented that the qualification deliverables should include a report of compliance with DC and the results of objective requirements. He commented that the procedures could be conducted by candidates and should be clear enough for all candidates to do the same thing. He suggested defining scripts if candidates do testing in house, to ensure similar results.
The EVS SWG Chairman commented that the task could be carried out by the host lab, and for aspects related to DC the group could trust candidates as there are no means to verify all DCs in qualification, but candidates have to give some evidence, for instance provide a complexity measurement.
· Which material will be used for evaluating objective performance requirements?

The EVS SWG Chairman asked whether data should be provided in addition to a common database.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) recalled that objective requirements were defined to ensure a common ground for candidates; he could accept that the database would be made available beforehand, but he proposed another possibility used in 3GPP2 to create a large database split into 2 parts from the same recording. He stated that the variability of background noise, languages can make candidates fail even though they verified correct objective performance on a specific database.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the objective requirements would only be checked on a common database that is shared, and all codecs would be evaluated on the same database.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) proposed not to exclude reporting how the codecs perform on the subjective database, but this information would not be the basis for elimination, the elimination decision would be made on the common database.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) commented on the timing of the database availability, and proposed to agree on a common database after CuT submission. Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) disagreed with this proposal, to ensure the same CuT executable is used to verify the objective requirements.

The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that subjective tests will be conducted with different databases, but objective measurements could be done with only a common database; in addition figures from subjective test databases would be reported with no impact.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked whether the common database would be known in advance or not and recalled that the objective measurement on the subjective database is required to interpret subjective results.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) proposed that candidates reports 2 sets of values, one from a common database, another from the actual material (twice due to crosscheck).; he suggested that the results could be averaged, but proposed to judge the pass/fail based on the average over a large database.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group could agree to use the objective evaluation (non exclusively) with a common database, then decide other databases considered or not.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented that the common database allows candidates to tune to something they know, but they would subjectively be tested on something else.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if more database, for instance those used in subjective testing, should also be considered. 
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) pointed out that only half of experiments will be processed by each individual labs, otherwise host lab would have to perform the measurement.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) proposed that host lab provides bistreams to proponents.
The question was left to be solve offline, an offline group was set up and Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) volunteered to draft a proposal.
· How will the data be reported?

This question was left to be handled offline.
· How are failed objective performance requirements treated?

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that this question requires an update of qualification rules.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAGe) agreed with option C, and noted that the seriousness of this question will depend on which way databases are chosen. He commented that if the database is known, anybody could make sure that objective PR is met and there would be almost no issue.

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) commented that some candidates may choose to fail some objective PRs to make it easy in subjective PRs, thus objective and subjective PRs cannot be decoupled. He preferred option B.

Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) preferred option C, and proposed to be realistic if the objective requirement is a fraction above the limit.

Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented that option B is appropriate in case only the common database is used, and known to proponents before submission. He added that somebody would need to to pay for a common database, and he recalled that in 3GPP2 VMR Dynastat recorded noise and also speech.
Conclusion:
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the discussion highlighted issues, which is an input for drafting a proposal. An offline drafting group was set up, moderated by Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) to progress offline.

TD S4-120421 was noted.
7 Joint editing of EVS P-docs
The EVS-3 Editor projected the EVS-3 v0.1.3 from the Adhoc meeting #5, which was used as a basis.

The agreed outcome of the editing session can be found in EVS-3, v0.2.0 in S4-120558.

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) proposed to set only 'DTX on' for VBR requirements, which was agreed during the edition session.

8 Priorities for Qualification or Selection testing
Mr Craig Greer presented TD S4-120321 Proposal of Priorities for the EVS Qualification Phase, from Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
The purpose of this contribution is to gain a better understanding of the tradeoffs that will need to be made in setting priorities for the qualification phase testing and to make a proposal for the conditions to be prioritized for the qualification phase.  This is accomplished by making use of the agreements and proposals in the performance requirements document as well as previous proposals on the content of the 12 experiments assumed for the qualification phase to develop a proposal for the 12 experiments.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) commented on the number of CuT set to 0 for VBR and 7.2 kbit/s modes.

Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) clarified that VBR is recommended and not required, and Samsung preferred to leave it out of experiment 5, especially due to blinding issues if not all candidates provide VBR and avoid issues with the FoM calculations and facilitate maintaining schedule. He also clarified that the 7.2 kbit/s mode was not considered in experiment 6 to fit in everything. He suggested make a decision on DTX on or off. 

Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) emphasized that this document makes assumptions (e.g. what is on or off), and stated that the number of references what is on or off is not 5 but 3.
Conclusion:
TD S4-120321 was noted.

Mr Harald Pobloth presented TD S4-120327 On subjective testing priorities for EVS qualification, selection and characterization, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
This contribution discusses how to prioritize the testing of EVS features. Some principles are proposed to be included in EVS-3.
Comments / questions: 
It was clarified that this document proposes that that the group avoids situations where requirements are not tested in selection.
Mr Markus Schnell  (Fraunhofer) supported that mandatory features are more important than recommended ones, etc. but he did not want to exclude any optional feature in selection due to test size (which is not known).

Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) supported the proposal and stated that including optional features would bear the danger of exposing blinding, for qualification and/or selection.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that EVS-4 implies that optional modes would not be considered in selection, and that the test size is another argument.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) commented on objectives that can be accommodated in the qualification test, he recommended maintaining a fair balance of dimensions to measure and avoiding to count only one objective in one dimension, if objectives are used for pass/fail in qualification rules. 

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that the key part is that priority is given first to requirements, he agreed that the commented on balancing objectives in the FoM.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) commented on the proposed testing of recommended features already in qualification, while only a subset of mandatory features can be tested. 
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) commented that testing is spread in different experiments, and some  experiments are more crowded than others, and there may be empty slots, he suggested not to take requirements for recommended features if mandatory features cannot be tested.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) commented that blinding might be undone if recommended features are included. Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) proposed to replace VBR by lowest bitrate if VBR is not submitted. Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) wondered how blinding is affected, if candidates have not implemented recommended mode, as the information of whether a CuT provides a recommended feature can also be blinded.

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) asked if it is worth spending resources in the test if no specific qualification rule or ranked is defined using VBR.

Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) recalled that VBR is the only recommended feature and he supported the idea of replacing VBR by the lowest bit mode if it is not provided by a candidate.
Conclusion:
TD S4-120327 was noted.

TD S4-120333 Difficulties in the Subjective Assessment of Codecs in Bursty Frame Errors, from Motorola Mobility UK Ltd was not discussed because it was already handled in the adhoc meeting #5.

Mr Noboru Harada presented TD S4-120409 Priorities for JBM testing, from NTT and NTT DOCOMO, INC
This document is a resubmission of a Tdoc for teleconf#9. It is requested to provide test processing plans for subjective and objective measurements of JBM design constraints.
Comments / questions: 
It was clarified that JBM performance requirements cover subjective quality results of the joint JBM / codec, i.e. subjective testing including JBM.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that testing under delay/loss conditions with VoIP decoder should not be postponed to some later phase.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) insisted on checking that the JBM is doing the right thing if JBM is to be in subjective quality testing.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) pointed to the WID objective on robustness to packet loss and delay jitter and to EVS-4 JBM requirements; he recalled that these 2 specific requirements were agreed.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) explained that if the JBM produced much larger delay than what is expected to do, quality could be much better. He asked how to test with JBM and ensure comparable results.
It was commented that a lack of consensus on how to test a feature might prevent from testing this feature.

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that JBM is an essential feature of EVS, which has to be tested; he acknowledged that the related processing needs to be defined.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) supported to strive for having JBM processing; he stated that if the group fails to do so, this should not stop from starting qualification.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that it was surprising not to see any contribution to explain how to do the JBM processing in this meeting.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) insisted on striving to get JBM processing done for qualification, he pointed to past contributions by Qualcomm and invited other companies to contribute.

Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) noted that the test & processing plans are planned for the next meeting cycle.
Conclusion:
Contributions on the JBM processing were invited to define how to test with JBM.
TD S4-120409 was noted.

Mr Noboru Harada presented TD S4-120410 Priority of requirements, from NTT and NTT DOCOMO, INC
This document is a resubmission of a Tdoc for teleconf#9. It is proposed to consider the resulting proportion of requirements for qualification in each category based on test sets and test plans.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) noted that the priority column is now removed in EVS-3.
Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) pointed to test sets for proposal 1 and test plan proposals for proposals 2 and 3.

It was clarified that this document makes general recommendations.
It was commented that priorities for testing could be set according to the most challenging requirements and also the most promising operation points for deployment.

Conclusion:
The group will follow the suggested guidelines when drafting the test plan.
TD S4-120409 was noted.

The discussion on TD S4-120327 On subjective testing priorities for EVS qualification, selection and characterization, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA then resumed.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) commented that codec qualification shall focus on requirement of essential mandatory features.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that there is not need to spend test resources if some test conditions are not used for qualification rules.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) clarified that recommended modes can be considered in qualification rules and ranking.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) noted that qualification rules are largely undecided, including rules for mandatory features.

Some companies felt that recommended features could be tested in qualification.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that recommended features are less important, and preferred to just focus on mandatory features.
Conclusion:
TD S4-120327 was noted.

9 Joint EVS/SQ sessions
The EVS SWG Chairman explained that Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT) will not be able to participate in SA4 meetings and that Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT) proposed two potential editors of EVS-7a to replace him: Mr Anisse Taleb (Huawei) or Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer). It was agreed to appoint Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) to do the editorship of EVS-7a in replacement of Mr Yusuke Hiwasaki (NTT).

The EVS SWG Chairman brought to the attention of the group that there are 2 GAL candidates: Dynastat and ARL and one listening lab (BIT) would be available to be subcontracted by some codec proponents. It was clarified that Dynastat will do the testing for at least 3 proponents. Mr Markus (Fraunhofer) stated that another Fraunhofer institute could be available for work as a listening lab, and he explained that this lab is more or less independent from Fraunhofer IIS.
The SA4 Secretary stated that it would be nice if at this meeting one could get declarations about languages to use. Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) proposed to collect the languages in test plan by asking companies individually. It was clarified that this would not be a binding declaration, but would give an overview of languages used in testing.
Testing Methodology
The SA4 Secretary presented TD S4-120318 Reply to LS on Super-Wideband MNRU, from ITU-T Q. 7/12
ITU-T Q.7/12 received test results on classical MNRUs and modified MNRUs. On the basis of these results, Q7/12 agreed that the p50_mnru should be the interim solution for the 3GPP EVS testing exercise. Q7/12 agreed that no changes are foreseen to the existing narrow band and wideband MNRU (P.810). At the same time, a source code of the p50_mnru was asked to be provided as soon as possible for considering its future inclusion in ITU-T G.191. 
Comments / questions: 

The SA4 Secretary announced that the executable and source code of the P.50 MNRU tool by SwissQual were in local 3GPP server. He clarified that the P.50 MNRUs were selected based on Fig. 1 of the attachment, where wb_mnru is linear, LP does not allow to exploit the full range of judgments from 1 to 5, the p_50_mnru gets higher score and was preferred, since the solution from QC leaves some residual noise and P.50 is cutting more in the higher frequency. He added that the P.50 MNRUs were checked as the group delay alignment may have unwanted artefacts.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) confirmed that the source code (including an IIR filter) had to be verified.
Mr Bernhard Feiten (Deutsche Telekom) stated that MNRUs with very low quality would not make sense as operation points, and he noted that the LP 3kHz gets 4; he stated that ACR was not suited to get results.
The SA4 Secretary stated that the results may depend on context.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that to design a proper experiment on has to set the range of MNRU anchors.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) commented that the 5 dBQ may be too low was too low, and this could have compressed the scale of the LP conditions; he stated that the dBQ values from 5 to 45 have to be verified.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that WB MNRUs have been used for a long time, and p50_mnru's don't give a linear relationship, and wondered whether this impacts test results.
The SA4 Secretary recalled that MNRUs are to give the subject the full range.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) recalled that Q.7/12 discussions: P.50 gives more a relationship as MNRU (S shape) curve in an ACR, and it is no surprise that the LP35 gets a high score in a test dominated by MNRUs; the choice of P.50 was because it looks more like what MNRUs should do in an ACR experiment.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that the Q values should be such that the shape is maintained.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that in a SWB test 5 dB is out of range, and it would properly be better to start at 15 dB.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) commented that the values of dBQ should be verified and their impact may differ fom usual dBQ values from classical MNRUs.
Conclusion:

TD S4-120318 was noted.

Mr Julien Faure presented TD S4-120345 SWB Test Methodologies, from ORANGE SA, France Telecom
It is also proposed to adopt the same "regular" DCR scale for the NB and WB tests for which DCR methodology will be agreed.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) noted that the proposal is similar BS.1116 which is impairment scale; he stated that there is no statement in P.800 DCR that would indicated that subjects would give a maximum of 4 if they perceive an improvement.
Mr Julien Faure (France Telecom) clarified that on a regular DCR scale, a score of 5 indicates that the degradation is inaudible, and if there is a positive difference subjects should not rate 5; the proposal is more a way to say that if there is a difference it should be considered as a degradation and not an improvement.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) indicated that the DCR might be selected according to the bit rate range.

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) clarified that the proposal is independent of bit rate, and the fundamental problem is to decide what to do if there is a perceptual difference (improvement).
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) stated that DTX would be a case where the modified scale would be appropriate, and DTX stops with a given bit rate.
The SA4 Secretary clarified that the modified DCR scale was used in the past as a modification of the standard scales, and this was done after subjective test results that showed problems with the regular DCR scale.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) explained that the problem is that if a condition is perceived as better, this provides more uncertainty in subject rating and could cause much confusion. 

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that there are two scales for DCR, and asked which one to choose.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) supported the proposal, and stated that Fraunhofer considers that for mixed content and music any difference should be considered as a degradation.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) gave the example of low-pass filtering as a form of noise reduction, and asked to guide subjects in such a case.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that for noise reduction there is P.835 which was developed primarily because DCR was inappropriate, adding instructions that are not part of the standard; he was reluctant to give instructions that are confusing for subjects.

Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) supported Dynastat's view and preferred the regular DCR scale.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) clarified that this contribution is not about noise suppression.
Mr Bernard Feiten (Deutsche Telekom) wondered if instructions could explain what is a degradation for naive listeners; he proposed that any difference should be judged as degradation. Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) could support this proposal.
Mr Hiroyuki Ehara (Panasonic) suggested changing the scale if one wants to specify degradations as audible difference, he emphasized that for naive listeners means degradation (lower quality, not difference).

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that a degradation is first defined as a lower level of quality

Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented on the scale with degradation and annoying, and stated that if a difference is annoying it is a degradation.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) was concerned with changing what was proven, and preferred to use either the modified or old DCR scales, but with the original instructions.

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked why the modified DCR was introduced.
The SA4 Secretary explained that in some tests, subjects perceived something that they judged better than the reference and they got confused did not know what scale to assign; with the regular DCR method one can only select degradation is inaudible, there is no means to express another judgment, therefore to accommodate for such situation the modified DCR was put in the handbook of subjective listening.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) did not want to encourage improvements wrt. the original in the context of DCR testing.
Mr Alan Sharpley proposed to adopt the standard DCR scale and engage offline discussion for instructions.
Conclusion:

Offline discussions will specify proper instruction for the standard DCR scale.

TD S4-120345 was noted.

Mr Harald Pobloth presented TD S4-120407 On EVS JBM evaluation methodology, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
The document was already presented and had been reallocated to this A.I.
Comments / questions: 

None.

Conclusion:

The EVS SWG Chairman recalled that the conclusion is that offline work will define how to evaluate and verify objective requirements with a database.
TD S4-120407 was noted.

Mr Markus Schnell presented TD S4-120465 Music Experiment Design, from Fraunhofer IIS
Some principles are proposed to be reflected in the test plan regarding the design of music and mixed content testing.
Comments / questions: 

It was clarified that the proposal is for qualification.

The SA4 Secretary commented on the DCR vs modified DCR especially at low bit rates, and did not think there would be cases where subjects listening music may prefer the coded music to the original, which would depends on the type of music.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that for mixed content & music the coded sample should be as close as possible to the original.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) asked to clarify the number of stimuli for music (8 sentence pairs vs music items).
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented that a large enough material should be used to have a variety and representative set, together with a higher number of votes. He clarified that Fraunhofer considered 60 items in the test, to obtain 20 music items and 20 mixed content items. 
Conclusion:

TD S4-120465 was noted.

Qualification Test Plans (EVS-8a)
Mr Craig Greer presented testing part of TD S4-120321 Proposal of Priorities for the EVS Qualification Phase, from Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
This document is to be taken with other test plan proposals.
Comments / questions: 

None.
Conclusion:
This document was to be merged with other proposals.
TD S4-120321 was noted.

Mr Harald presented TD S4-120466 Proposal of generic test plan for EVS codec qualification, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
This document is to be taken with other test plan proposals.

Comments / questions: 

Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) noted some inconsistencies.

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that several things have to be considered when designing experiments: the number of trials is multiple of number of talkers and conditions, 4 talkers give 200 trials for ACR, here 6 talkers give 300 trials. He recalled that Q.7/12 has determined that for qualification 4 talkers is sufficient for qualification, 6 gives better resolution. He pointed to the handbook of subjective testing and the principle that the total number of trials is a multiple of the number of talkers (or genres in a music test). He emphasized the need for a balanced test.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) commented on the JBM testing and pointed to the agreed priorities.

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) suggested 6 MNRUs that would still span the range.
The adjustment of the number of MNRUs was further discussed.

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) noted that diotic listening is assumed, and asked whether monaural for NB or WB would not better reflect the use case for handsets. He also discussed the assumptions on maximum number of ACR and DCR conditions and stated that these values could be respectively around 60 and 40 for ACR and DCR.
Conclusion:

This document was to be merged with other proposals.
TD S4-120466 was noted.

Mr Harald Pobloth presented TD S4-120332 A procedure for mixed/music item selection for EVS codec qualification, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
This contribution describes a procedure on how to gather and select the source material for the mixed and music testing to be performed in the EVS qualification phase.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) recalled that the SNR definition is under discussion, he proposed to consider an additional Option C where listening labs would use their own items.

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) suggested to test with common material, but to still allow some variation in different labs to deal with cultural issues.

The SA4 Secretary understood issues with cultural aspects and stated that the analysis may not be straightforward; he commented that option A) foresees blinding, and the host lab already pointed out that they need to talk to originator if there are issues.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) agreed that blinding may not be necessary.
The SA4 Secretary suggested taking into account level change after adding music with 15 to 20 dB SNR (which may cause saturation).
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat):had concerns that the scope and responsibility of host lab keeps increasing contribution by contribution. It was clarified that the host lab is a convenient choice of neutral entity.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented on the amount of material for music & mixed content test, where processing time is also going up.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that real content should be tested. He suggested to follow what was used in the audio codec exercise, where all 3GPP members were allowed to submit material to the pool.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) clarified that in the proposal each proponent has an equal share.
Conclusion:
This proposal could not be accepted. The EVS SWG Chairman proposed to have an offline group moderated by Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) to progress on the topic of mixed/music item selection for EVS codec qualification. Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) requested to include an option C in the drafting (where selection of music and mixed items would be private to the listening lab).
TD S4-120332 was noted.

Mr Noboru Harada presented TD S4-120408 Updated proposal for processing artificially generated mixed contents, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO, INC.
This document provided a tool for processing artificially generated mixed contents.Several types of windowing function will be selected based on the application scenarios. Section 3 of this contribution is the new proposal.
Comments / questions: 

Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) asked how the proposal would sound compared to real use case, like advertisements. He commented that the proposed artificially mixed content has some merit but is not seen in real life; he stated that the proposal looks like optimizing the codec for artificial scenarios that will be not seen. He added that in real life music and speech come together and there is some amount of synchronization, besides content is music by a professional artist to generate an important message. He preferred to use real clips, to represent use cases.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) recalled what was agreed, and the issue of language dependency in case of advertisements where language is important. 

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) noted that certain window functions are connected to certain items, he suggested pre-windowing items before they are submitted to simplify processing.

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) clarified that only the language should be changed, and pre-windowing could be used on the music material. He emphasized that all speech material from different languages should have the same structure to exchange the speech part without distorting it.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) was concerned that apples to apples comparison with music & mixed content will be difficult.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) clarified that only the speech material should be changed between labs, and the proposal assumes that common music materials are collected.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) commented that this proposal will not give an apple to apple comparison, as a different onset may be hit when music begins and there can be many problems to give reliable data, even if music is fixed.

Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented on the fact that timing of speech must be well defined in order for the windowing functions to be applicable for speech material over different languages
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) did not want a too restrictive mix, and noted that the proposed synchronization needs to know how long pauses are and speech segments are; he did not want artificially generated content which sounds too bad and that labs have to generate items synchronized.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) thanked the source for bringing the input based on previous agreements; he stated that this tool could perhaps be used only for music between speech and speech between music.
It was clarified that this tool can reflect any variation from pure speech to pure music and  music over speech is possible.
Conclusion:

TD S4-120408 was noted.

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan presented TD S4-120337 EVS Testing in Qualification Phase for Speech Inputs, from Qualcomm Incorporated
In this contribution, test configurations are proposed for the subjective testing of the narrowband, wideband and superwideband modes of EVS in the Qualfication phase.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) asked to clarify the proposal on FER or mixed content & music case. It was clarified that the proposal was drafted to reflect conditions in EVS-3, and FER conditions were not yet agreed.

Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented that DCR is agreed for SWB and suggested not test 128 kbit/s for DCR. He asked whether the proposal to test DTX up to 13.2 was intentional (given that DTX support is mandatory up to 24.4).
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) could accept not to test up to 128 kbit/s; he clarified that the proposal is based on test sets, with DTX up to 13.2.
Mr Minjie Xie (ZTE) commented that the proposal for qualification test plan in WB mode contains almost all bit rates; he commented that this may be too complicated for qualification, and that 5.9 VBR is not mandatory and could be avoided to simplify the qualification test and reduce conditions.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) explained that the proposal tried to accommodate as many conditions as possible in P.800, and if there is enough space, there is no reason to omit features. He emphasized that 5.9 VBR is not an optional mode, but it is not mandatory.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) commented that Qualcomm interested in JBM testing, but this proposal has no JBM condition.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) clarified that delay/loss profiles can be another set of experiment including CS profiles.
Conclusion:

TD S4-120337 was noted.

This document is to be taken as input for the EVS-8a Editor.
Mr Alan Sharpley presented TD S4-120370 Considerations for the Design of the Subjective Tests in EVS Qualification, from Dynastat
This document presents recommendations for designing the subjective tests for the 3GPP EVS Qualification Test.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that 4 samples per talker, and just 16 sentence pairs, gives too small a test set for ACR; he preferred 6 to 7 sentence pairs, and 32 or 64 sentence pairs in total.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat)  clarified that taking 24 listeners, the number of sentence pairs + 1 (for preliminary)  per talker is equal to number of listening panels, If there are 3 panels, there are 3 sentences pairs per talker, it is possible to have 6 panels of 4 or 12 panels of 2. Sentence pairs are allocated across listening panels, using partially balanced block design.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) asked to clarify genres for music.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) explained that in ITU-T different variants were used for 4 genres, e.g. classical, classical modern, instrumental, modern vocal, or classical, pop, rock, and another category. He stated that for the genre of music there is a lot of precedence, and it comes down to use cases.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) asked to clarify mixed content types. Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) explained that Dynastat had speech over music, film trailers, professional mixed content, advertisements.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) had concerns with the number of items, in particular for mixed / music and for frame erasures; he stated that just having 16 different samples  would not be sufficient, for frame erasures this would increase the randomness of the impact of frame erasures.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) explained that the small number of samples was from the point of view of a host lab. Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that the proposal might be ok for clean speech and noisy speech.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that he could double the number of sentences per talker, e.G. with 7 sentences per talker.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) discussed about 4s DCR test, and stated that FER is introduced in noisy speech, mixed & music, the length may be very short to evaluate the FER impact.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) could accept 8s files, even for DCR, recalling that P.800 says 2 sentences pairs.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm)  had concerns on the impact on test resolution with 4 talkers and 4 samples per talkers and 24 subjects.
It was clarified that the number of samples per talker has nothing to do with resolution, only with design of test. Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) suggested increasing the number of talkers to get better resolution, as the CI is based on number of talkers and numbers of subjects. He recalled that ITU-T assumed 24 subjects, Q.7/12 recommends a minimum of 4 talkers is sufficient.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) commented on the test duration and assumptions on voting time (5s) to derive the number of conditions. Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented that the proposal assumed 8s second sample with 0.5s + 2.5s voting, for 36 conditions in total, with 50 percent of total time of test, and other 45 minutes is orientation, practice, breaks. 
Conclusion:

TD S4-120370 was to be revised to TD S4-120468
Mr Nobuhiko Naka presented TD S4-120414 Proposed preliminary qualification test plan, from NTT DOCOMO, INC. and NTT
This document proposes a preliminary qualification test plan consisting of twelve experiments.  Although there are several open details in the current draft of EVS-3, this proposal is intended to outline all the experiments and conditions included for the sake of progress based on existing agreements and working assumptions explained later.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) preferred the common practice of ACR for NB and WB music & mixed content, and felt that the justification and motivation of using DCR instead was weak.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) noted that delay/jitter testing is mixed with clean channel testing in WB, which is not consistent with what is done in SWB.

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) commented on differences with EVS-8a.
It was clarified that some assumptions were made on the number of conditions for ACR and DCR; for DCR 24 is assumed as an upper limit for conditions.
The EVS SWG Chairman took the 3 bullet points about methodologies:

· 1st bullet: ACR for NB and WB clean speech under both clean and impaired channel conditions. The EVS SWG Chairman asked if this is agreeable. Answer: Yes

· 2nd bullet: DCR for NB and WB noisy speech under both clean and impaired channel conditions. The EVS SWG Chairman asked if this agreeable. Answer: Yes

On the 3rd bullet more time was needed to think about methodology for NB and WB mixed & music, which was left undecided given that ORANGE expressed concerns on the lack of justification and and motivation, and one contribution by Samsung was in conflict with this bullet.
Conclusion:
It was agreed to use ACR for NB and WB clean speech under both clean and impaired channel conditions, and DCR for NB and WB noisy speech under both clean and impaired channel conditions. The methodology for NB and WB mixed & music was left undecided.
TD S4-120414 was noted.

Mr Alan Sharpley presented TD S4-120468 Considerations for the Design of the Subjective Tests in EVS Qualification, from Dynastat
This document is a revision of TD S4-120370 which takes suggestions from the floor.

The amount of material was doubled (from 3 to 6 samples per talker), only 8s samples are used, the test is still based on 24 listeners but with 6 panels instead of 3. There are 64 conditions in ACR and 36 conditions in DCR. The proposal assumes 7 samples per talker based on the design which is 6 panels of 4 listeners, each panel has a separate randomized order.

Comments / questions: 
Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) asked how the number of ACR conditions moved from 48 to 64.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) explained that the initial assumption of 48 conditions was from some Q.7/12 participants in Geneva for a test of 1 ½ hour with 45 mn of listening. He stated that not all labs may have agreed with 64 conditions.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) asked to clarify how the number of test material was doubled if the number of samples per category was changed from 4 to 6 samples per category.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that the proposal went from 3 for test samples / talker + 1 for preliminary to 6 for testing + 1 for preliminary.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) discussed about the material for music, and asked to clarify how genres will be defined.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that genres are the typical terminology in music, categories may be used instead of genres. He stated that every music and mixed content experiment is custom designed, and this document was intended to give an overview of test parameters. He added that the design is not the same for NB, WB or SWB.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) explained that ITU-T already used the same panel listening to 2 experiments together to cut out orientation, time and recruiting of listeners. This approach has never been used for 2 ACRs, but only for DCRs.  For instance with DCR1 and DCR2 , with 36 conditions and 4 blocks, 100 trials, one panel will do DCR1 after DCR2, the other DCR2 after DCR1. Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that this approach is never used for 2 ACRs together, because of context, but it is a safe procedure for the same kind of DCR experiments, e.g. with different noise types. Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) preferred not to do it.

The split per genres or categories for mixed content was further discussed.

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) commented on the assumption of organization in three sequential phases (NB, WB, SWB) and requested some time to check the proposal.

The EVS SWG Chaiman proposed to include the text in brackets in test plan.
It was clarified that this contribution gives the maximum number of conditions under certain assumptions and for a 1 hour and ½ test with 50 % testing time and 50 % overhead. It was noted that the overhead may be reduced to 40%.
It was also clarified that the recommendation is that everyone does testing the same way and nothing should be optional in a test plan.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) recalled that typically for qualification there are 4 talkers and 24 listeners with a minimum of 100 votes, with most characterization and selection a minimum of 6 talkers and 32 listeners, to increase reliability around 200 votes.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that he would check the number of ACR and DCR conditions but as the EVS-8a editor he would include this text as working assumption. He proposed to ask if any listening lab can accommodate the proposed numbers.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) commented that 3 panels of 8 subjects may be more common.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if it is acceptable to include the proposed text in brackets as a template? Answer: yes

Conclusion:
The proposal in this contribution will be included in brackets as a template in EVS-8a. 

TD S4-120468 was noted.

Qualification Processing Plans (EVS-7a)
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan presented TD S4-120334 Network Simulator for EVS, from Qualcomm Incorporated
This contribution addresses the Network Simulator for testing the performance of the EVS coder’s robustness to packet loss and delay jitter. In next meeting, a more solid contribution could be provided with possibly some software.
Comments / questions: 

The meaning of the market bit in context of DTX operation and supplied sampling frequency were clarified.

It was clarified that the packet bundling at application layer differs from the LTE packet bundling.

It was commented that the wording 'network simulator' could be confusing as it does not simulate the radio behaviour but simply correspond to an RTP formatter: the proposed network simulator just adds the RTP information.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that a more generic format is rtpdump.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) explained that the rtpdump format would require to convert G.192 packet to rtpdump, and then to apply delay/loss profiles; he explained that the proposal combines the 2 steps in one interchange format.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked to clarify Qualcomm's concern of QC regarding rtpdump.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) repeated that 2 intermediate components are more complicated. He did not understand reservations to use an open software available to SA4.

Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) preferred not to reinvent a format and did not understand why rtpdump was disregarded.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) asked how to handle the RTP payload header. It was clarified that the network simulator should be modified to include a header.

Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented on the sampling frequency which is normally available by SDP to decoder.It was clarified that the sampling frequency us used to convert the RTP time stamp into actual time.

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) commented on the delay simulation, and the time when the EVS decoder can start processing in a multithread OS where the JBM should take care of arrival delay but also actual processing resource in a softphone.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) preferred not to overspecify the simulation for qualification.
An error in the table was pointed out.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) declared that Qualcomm will provide a software if there is reasonable agreement to go with the proposed framework, and he stated that alternate proposals could be made to work on software, or there could be other ideas to work on the network simulator 
Conclusion:
TD S4-120334 was noted.

Mr Stéphane Ragot presented TD S4-120344 Filter masks for EVS testing, from ORANGE SA
This document proposes to define some new filters: Updated high quality filters, called "SHQ2" and "SHQ3" (SHQ for Super-High Quality) with a cutoff frequency close to the target of (/2 and (/3, respectively; new HP50_48kHZ filter with a pass band around 50-20000 Hz.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) commented that in NB, the filter mask is unrealistic; he stated that according to terminal acoustics (P.310 and TS 26.131) the agreed NB mask would not be compliant. He added that the proposed NB mask would not be representative, as it would include the male fundamental frequency.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) acknowledged that a mask with cutoff around 200 Hz would better model the sending frequency mask of NB UEs.  

The possibility to align preprocessed signals was discussed, it was recognized that there are ITU-T tools to do that.
Mr Markus Schnell (Markus) stated that the updates look reasonable, but Fraunhofer requested more time to approve the proposal to allow proper cross-check by the next teleconference call.
The need to communicate back with ITU-T about the modification of STL was discussed.

Mr Peter Isberg (Sony) stated that it is a good practice from AMR and AMR-WB that the codec is not applying a substantial HP filtering and that the codec goes down to low end; he suggested keeping this good practice for EVS, and the assumed bandwidth would make sense. For subjective testing one might want to simulate, e.g. applying HP shaping, which is inline with Orange's views.
The EVS SWG Chairman recalled that MSIN was used for AMR testing.
Mr Peter Isberg (Sony) explained that there is a difference between codec and total chain, and suggested not to constraint what the codec has to code, but consider the kind of filtering in subjective evaluations. He added that for spectral balance a high-pass could be used.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) did not see any problem for WB, SWB, but really preferred to change the NB mask with a lower end around 100-200 Hz range. 

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there is a need to change the agreed filter for NB.

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that the NB filter mask is too low, 150 Hz is more likely, and was in favour of changing .
The EVS SWG Chairman invited Motorola to provide a proposal.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) explained that the problem is that the filter mask in TS 26.131 has cut off around 200 Hz which is ok for female voice but for males it would not sound as in a terminal.
The EVS SWG Chairman emphasized that one would get a codec that relies on 50 Hz components which in reality would not work.
Conclusion:
The decision on frequency masks would be made at later stage during a conference call.
TD S4-120344 was noted.

Mr Noboru Harada presented TD S4-120367 An updated draft of EVS Permanent document EVS-7a: Processing Test plans for qualification phase, from NTT
This document is proposed as a draft in whole brackets.
Comments / questions: 

The EVS SWG Chairman suggested that this text in brackets would be the starting point, for the new Editor, Mr Markus Schnell.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented on the filter masks.

Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) asked whether a common processing script could simplify the content of this document.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) preferred to add processing scripts in annex.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that scripts could be either as annex or zip archive.
Conclusion:

TD S4-120367 was agreed with all contents in brackets.

Mr Alan Sharpley presented TD S4-120369 Common Speech and Audio Materials for Preliminary Cross-check of Proponent Executables in the EVS Qualification Test, from Dynastat
Dynastat proposes to assemble a speech database that includes example speech samples from the languages to be tested in the EVS Qualification test. In addition to the preliminary speech database, Dynastat proposes to assemble preliminary noise files and mixed-content samples for preliminary cross-check of the experiments involving noise and mixed-content materials.
The samples should not be used in a listening test. Each sample was adjusted to -26 dBov.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked what is the use case of P.501 signals. It was clarified that the P.501 signals are for telephonometry (acoustic measurement).
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that some samples have suboptimal quality with very high level of recording noise, and they are not clean speech in his understanding. It was clarified that these samples are in French language and the check of these samples was left to be done offline.

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that it is not the job of the host lab to verify recording quality, this is more to the listening lab.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) asked if the listening labs that are to provide one female and one male sentence that covers their language could source it from P.501.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) pointed out that P.800 defines a SNR for clean speech, for recording noise, based on the psophometric weighting.

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ercisson) asked if mixed content and music items should be listed.
It was clarified that items from different languages would be used in the cross-check.

Conclusion:

TD S4-120369 was noted.

Mr Noboru Harada presented TD S4-120408 Updated proposal for processing artificially generated mixed contents, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Comments / questions: 

The EVS SWG Chairman recalled that there is an adhoc group on mixed content and music collection.
The relationship with ITU-T if STL2009 is modified was discussed.

Conclusion:

TD S4-120408 was noted.

Mr Alan Sharpley presented TD S4-120536 Listening instrument for EVS Subjective Tests, from Dynastat
Dynastat proposes to assemble a speech database that includes example speech samples from P.501. In proposal 1, the typical listening equipments use in Q.7/12. In proposal 2, the intention is to maximize discrimination; this proposal would make the EVS listening more efficient, as they would not need to recalibrate listening instruments.
Comments / questions: 

It was clarified that the listening instrument may simulates different use cases: in NB, it is typically handset, WB is typically a headset.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) noted that  in option 1 diotic presentation is recommended, while in AMR-WB selection monaural was adopted; he stated that monaural would reflect a more realistic use case, SWB may have a headset mode as a use case, as far as WB is concerned, Qualcomm would prefer monaural.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that what has been specified in most WB tests in ITU is diotic. 

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that 3GPP has used monaural, ITU-T is more for landline, for 3GPP EVS Qualcomm would prefer monaural.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) preferred proposal 2 to ensure consistency between each lab, avoid hoth noise, and give more discrimination in a qualification test.
Mr Hans Gierlich (Head acoustics) stated that ERP is not defined in SWB (only DRP) and suggested defining the equalization and calibration.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) did not think instruments should be different for different bandwidths.
The definition of equivalence of headphones was discussed, it was clarified that this involves a criterion with the frequency response within a certain mask.
Mr Peter Isberg (Sony) commented on the level of 73 and 79 dB SPL in experiments, and the fact that in mobile phones there will most likely higher levels. 

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented on the motivation to listen at maximum sensitivity or to simulate typical use cases.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) preferred the proposal 2, which is more discriminative and more simple; he stated that VoiceAge has experience with HD 25, and not with HD 280 pro.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) preferred proposal 1, and commented that 73 dB SPL may be changed to 69 SPL in SWB.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the Fraunhofer lab is using HD 25 and whether different results would be achieved using HD 280 pro.
It was clarified that the primary motivation of this contribution is to give people thinking about these issues, because it is important to determine this early on, and ensure that labs have the right headphones.
Conclusion:

TD S4-120369 was noted.

Mr Jon Gibbs presented TD S4-120535 Revised Narrowband Frequency Mask for EVS, from Motorola Mobility UK Ltd
The document proposes that the MSIN filter of the Recommendation ITU-T G.191 STL should be used, since the 50Hz to 4kHz mask fails to meet the requirements of 26.131.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) explained that AMR was tested with FLAT for clean speech and MSIN for noisy speech, and invited to check the motivation.
It was clarified that the mask would model the input audio chain response for NB and that the FLAT frequency mask may also fail the 26.131 mask.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented that a narrowband codec in a wideband terminal may have a different input mask.

Conclusion:
TD S4-120535 was noted. This topic will be revisited later.

Joint editing of EVS Test and Processing Plans (EVS-7a)
During the meeting the EVS SWG chairman commented on the prerequisite for contracting host lab and GAL. To finalize the NDA process a definition of procedures in qualification is needed, as well as a common understanding of the blinding. He added that it might be helpful to contract host lab, GAL, to do a specification what these labs should do.

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) supported that host lab and GAL tasks get documented to be able to estimate pricing.
The SA4 Secretary stated that the time plan has to be put in the contract, and stated that for this exercise the accounting department of ETSI confirmed that it is sufficient for SA4 plenary to approve the work procedure (including payment).
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked whether commercial proposals are needed before contract is in place.
The SA4 Secretary noted that there has been no advertisement with an international bid, but the EVS exercise is well known and the proof is that SA4 received messages from 2 companies (BIT as listening and ARL as GAL). The SA4 Secretary stated that the quantification should be considered and agreed by SA4, and the 2 functions (host lab and GAL) should stay within the available budget. The EVS SWG chairman stated that this depends on the definition of functions, together with the definition, it should be possible to say what it costs, and it is up to labs to accept this or not.

The EVS-8a Editor projected a revised version of EVS-8a v0.0.5.

A new table providing for each candidate an indication of test laboratories and test languages was edited.
The text from S4-120468 (Dynastat) was inserted in brackets with some proposed editor's notes. Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented that the qualification test schedule is not yet defined and the editor's note was corrected.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) asked how fast the group expected to finalize the test plan. The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the test plan depends on assumption such as the maximum number of conditions for ACR and DCR, which need to be confirmed, as well as the list of conditions, for which several proposals were received. It was clarified that a merge of all proposed lists of conditions would be later presented.
10 Contributions to other EVS topics
No document allocated to this A.I.
11 EVS schedule review
Mr Stefan Bruhn presented TD S4-120330 Proposal on detailed EVS qualification schedule, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
This document was already presented in an informal conference call prior to SA4#48. It defines dependencies and critical paths in the EVS shedule. A more recent schedule which does not contradict this document is found in TD S4-120368.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Imre: Varga (Qualcomm) noted that that the EVS-3 is essential for qualification phase and should be finalized at the Erlangen meeting, then the next step is remaining P-docs that should be completed in the Chicago meeting. He stated that Qualcomm would like to see a stable, reliable, realistic schedule that SA4 is convinced about and sticks to, instead of the practice to revise the schedule at almost every meeting creating a high degree of instability in the standardization process
The EVS SWG Chairman clarified that the intention is not to change the agreed schedule, but to outline critical path if the group is unable to do according to agreed schedule. 

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) noted the assumption of sequential phases (NB, WB, SWB), and asked give more flexibility.
The EVS SWG Chairman clarified that the serialized processing is to offload the host lab, as processing and cross-checking have to be finished at same time, and it is a good idea to serialize the process, with some overlap giving flexibility to listening labs, and it was be discussed later if this amount of flexibility is not sufficient.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) had concerns as Editor of EVS-8a about the possibility to finalize processing plan or test plan at the Erlangen meeting.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGEà suggested that the EVS-3 parts needed for qualification could be agreed as a working assumption at this meeting to derive the test plan.
The EVS SWG Chairman acknowledged that the is significant work to be done in the test plan, and the danger is to go too fast and make mistakes.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) recalled that the schedule is a basis for contracting the host lab and GAL, and contracts must have  a test plan and processing plan attached, the week after the Erlangen meeting.
The SA4 Secretary stated that, unless there is an adhoc with decision power before end of July, it is essential to get all administrative pieces according to schedule (including the technical attachments with dates of completion of host lab and GAL).

The EVS SWG Chairman suggested to have 2 revisions of EVS-3, with a first revision covering all requirements that are relevant for qualification to allow contracting, and a second revision in the Chicago meeting to add requirements on other features (optional features, AMR-WB IO, and possibly bit rate switching).
Mr Noboru Harada(NTT) acknowledged the huge progress in EVS-3, and stated that the reason the group came this far is that the priority column was omitted and discussions were postponed. He commented that one more meeting or some extra F2F adhoc meeting may be needed to finalize test plans.
Conclusion:

There were concerns about finalizing the test plans according to schedule to be able to contract the host lab and GAL. The decision for some extra adhoc meeting was left to be later considered after seeing the other documents.
TD S4-120330 was noted.

Mr Alan Sharpley presented TD S4-120368 Proposed Schedule for EVS Qualification Test- Host Lab and Cross-check, Listening Labs, Global Analysis, from Dynastat
The attached Excel Workbook “SA4#68_Proposed EVS Qual Schedule-Dynastat.xls” presents Dynastat’s proposed modifications to the schedule originally proposed by Ericsson in the informal conference call on April 3, 2012. Dynastat has taken the Ericsson proposed schedule as the basis for the proposal presented in this contribution. Modifications have been made for: clarification of various steps, inclusion of missing functions, increasing the Host Laboratories processing period.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) reviewed the progress done at this meeting, and stated that announcement by PCs of LLs and Languages was done,  the decision on common platform was not decided yet, and for the common sample material there is a proposal. In this meeting it is anticipated that blinding procedures and EVS-6a will be finalized

It was clarified that processing scripts will not be done by the host lab, but be developed on a voluntary basis by SA4 companies.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that the part of scripts related to reference conditions has already be done internally within Dynastat.

The rest of the schedule was emphasised. On important issue is the estimate of how fast CuTs will be running for processing materials; ways to perform cross-checking using checksums were discussed.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) emphasized the way HL and LL tasks are proposed to ovelap.
It was clarified that the crosscheck with reference conditions is planned for 5 weeks (unlike what is stated in the cover page document).

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) mentioned power shortage issues in Japan for summer time, which makes it difficult to test in Japan.

It was emphasized that the attached scheduled has no buffer to make it for the Bratislava meeting.

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) pointed out issues to recruit listeners in summer time.
Companies were invited to confirm the assumptions in the attached schedule.
The SA4 Secretary emphasized that some proponents need to have the exercise done within the financial year, if they paid this year, which is another reason to work on the assumption that agreed schedule in EVS-2 is valid.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) requested to target a realistic schedule. Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that the schedule is a moving schedule until the T0 is set when DC and PR P-docs are agreed.
The SA4 Secretary recalled that the WID was already moved from one release to next release, and the rest of the world is watching; delaying the completion of the WI may raise questions to the SA4 chairman.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that there are 2 parts: one is P-doc completion (EVS-3), the other one is test plan which the group has experience. Thus, the testing and other items after codec submission might be more easy to agree and fix.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) preferred to keep the existing time plan as the best estimate.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) noted that there are 5 documents to be approved in the next meeting, including PR, test plans, processing plans,  and the processing plan was not even  reviewed at this meeting, especially for new parts (gain verification, DTX verification, missing tools). 

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that NTT has an issue to provide test results in timely manner with the proposed schedule, and it may be impossible to provide test results. Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) suggested the possibility to sub contract for listening tests.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) pointed out the possibility of a dedicated qualification meeting in December and the critical period is the time for conducted 12 tests.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) was a bit reluctant to have an extra qualification meeting.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) proposed to wait and make such a decision at the Bratislava meeting if the schedule is missed.
Conclusion:

TD S4-120368 was noted.

Mr Stefan Bruhn presented TD S4-120534 Initial proposal on specification of hostlab and GAL tasks, from EVS SWG Chairman
Comments / questions: 

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) noted that this is a useful input and pointed out that the assessement of objective PR and blinding aspects may be missing.
The computer platform of the host lab was discussed. Variations between Linux and Windows and within Windows 32 and 64 bits were highlighted.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) pointed out that ITU-T worked with DOS batch scripts, and it could be a good idea to follow this working practice.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that the group should be able to use the STL2009 latest version.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) suggested an action to specify the platform.
After some further discussions, the EVS SWG Chairman asked if it was acceptable to use batch files as in ITU-T using DOS shell. Answer: yes 

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) suggested to put this document in the test plan.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that real-time operation is too high, and proponents should state what they think their executable might do.
Conclusion:

This document will be revised and the group will decide about what to do with it.
Mr Stefan Bruhn presented TD S4-120537 Host Lab and GAL task specification, from EVS SWG Chairman
This Tdoc is a revision of TD S4-120534
Comments / questions: 
It was clarified that 'Win32 executable' is better than DOS.
The place to put this document was discussed and it was concluded that it would be an Annex of the test pan which will be renamed 'test plan including host lab and GAL task specification'.
The SA4 Secretary requested to put the tasks in different annexes of test plan.
Conclusion:
The revised version of this document will be put in different annexes of the test pan which will be renamed 'test plan including host lab and GAL task specification'.

TD S4-120537 was noted.
12 Other business
Mr Hiroyuki Ehara (Panasonic) asked for confirmation for an adhoc in Erlangen prior to SA4#69. Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) confirmed such a meeting is possible.
13 Close of the session: April 19, 21:10
The EVS Chairman closed the meeting. 
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