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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG (43 participants) met for about 2 days and half, including several joint EVS/SQ SWG sessions. All 32 input documents (counting the meeting agenda and schedule) were covered – actually one input document (S4-120734) was noted without presentation. The main conclusions from Tdoc presentations are summarized below:
· General: It was agreed that the EVS candidate codecs shall support switching between IO and non IO modes. 

· EVS-3:
· No editing session took place for EVS-3, some progress was made on bit rate switching with an objective agreed at EVS/SQ adhoc meeting#6 and requirements were agreed (see table in A.I. 7) with detailed notes left to be finalized offline. 
· Requirements for channel-aware modes were proposed and left for further offline discussion on delay impacts.
· EVS-5a
· No editing session took place for EVS-5a, the updates made during Adhoc meeting #6 were to be made by the Editor. During the meeting, it was agreed that the GAL plan will be in EVS-5a and it will be removed from EVS-8a.

· The blinding procedure during the qualification phase was clarified and aligned with the procedure described in EVS-6a.

· EVS-7a:
· A network simulator software was presented and left of offline verification. Some requirements were agreed as follows:
· If time scaling is used, then the “synchronization point” for determining the buffering delay for a frame is the beginning of that frame.
· The processing time for the speech codec is disregarded in the objective jitter buffer estimation.
· The latest version of EVS-7a was reviewed online. Some updates were decided and the EVS-7a Editor was tasked to produce an updated version with a list of open items (e.g. noise mixing, input masks, JBM processing, music level,  artificial mixed content processing) relevant for qualification.
· EVS-8a:
· Several editing sessions took place on the basis of an Excel sheet and significant progress was made in defining the list of conditions for the 12 qualification experiments.
The EVS schedule was discussed and the new working assumption is that the qualification meeting will be January 2013 meeting. The possibility of an adhoc meeting before SA4#70 was discussed, with no conclusion. The EVS SWG Chairman was to produce an updated version of EVS-2 for presentation in plenary.

The EVS SWG produced one output which was reviewed during the meeting: 

	S4-120867
	List of conditions for qualification
	Agreed


The following Tdocs are presented as outputs of the EVS SWG discussions; however they were not reviewed by the EVS SWG and are not listed as EVS SWG documents:

	Tdoc
	Description
	Status

	S4-120863
	EVS-2 v0.2.0
	Not reviewed in EVS SWG

	S4-120864
	EVS-3 v0.2.1
	Not reviewed in EVS SWG

	S4-120865
	EVS-5a v0.0.6
	Not reviewed in EVS SWG

	S4-120866
	EVS-7a v0.0.5
	Not reviewed in EVS SWG

	S4-120853
	EVS-8a v0.0.9
	Not reviewed in EVS SWG


1 Opening of the session: May 21, 16:15 (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 S4-120649R1 was already approved during the Adhoc#6 meeting; the Tdoc allocation was slightly updated.

3 Agreement of EVS SWG Conference Call#11 minutes
This A.I. was covered during the EVS SWG adhoc meeting # 6.

4 Performance requirements (EVS-3)
4.1 Performance requirements relevant for Qualification
Inputs in this AI.I were covered in Adhoc meeting #6.
4.2 Other performance requirements
Mr vivek Ranjendran presented TD S4-120595 Performances Requirements for EVS Options, from Qualcomm Incorporated
Channel-aware modes are proposed additional options with some updates on the specific requirements.

Comments / questions: 

Mr Bernhard Grill (Fraunhofer) asked if the design constrain on delay is still met when the codec is in channel-aware mode. It was recalled that this question had already been asked in past meetings.

Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) explained that the delay added by the JBM is not not part of the codec design constraint and this proposal is making use of that.

Mr Bernhard Grill (Fraunhofer) stated that the proposal violated the codec design constraint on delay. He asked how to judge whether the codec uses part of JBM delay for error concealment, compared to regular decoding.

Mr Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) clarified that the channel-aware mode is used only when the codec is used in conjunction with JBM, and adds no extra delay for the codec. He added that OPUS transmits redundancy and theJBM has access to future frames that can improve performance under high FER conditions.
It was noted that the there are 2 delay constraints: one (32 ms) for the codec, another (delay CDF) on JBM from TS 26.114.
After some further discussion, it was understood that Fraunhofer's concern is the possibility to trade codec delay with JBM delay.
It was clarified that this is not the intention of the proposal.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Mototola) was sympathetic to the question by Fraunhofer and proposed not to allow relaxation of algorithmic delay in general, except in this special mode.

The discussion continued on CS operation where delay is clearly defined and PS operation; the relationship with time strechting was also noted.
It was noted that the proposal is not for qualification, and offline discussions were invited. 
The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that the algorithmic delay of EVS is clearly defined, and if a codec is used with JBM it has to meet requirements of TS 26.114, with a large freedom for the JBM algorithm.

Conclusion:

TD S4-120595 was noted.

TD S4-120672 was revised to TD S4-120723.
Ms Takako Sanda presented TD S4-120723 On Transcoding Performance Requirement, from Panasonic Corporation, ORANGE SA
This contribution proposed concrete lists without brackets for interworking performance requirements. 
Comments / questions: 

Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) noticed some overlap between the proposal and option 1 of the bitrate switching requirements. It was clarified that option 1 is only an objective and not a requirement, and there is no clear specification that IO / non IO is required.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) asked why switching would take place once per file and what is the effect if e.g. inactive periods are hit. It was commented that 1 Hz is excessive for the handover period.

Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) invited to define use cases to adapt option 1 of the bit rate switching requirements.

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked to clarify whether switching between IO and non IO modes is required.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that his understanding from several contributions back 3 years ago was that switching between IO and non IO modes was to be supported. The EVS SWG Chairman had the same understanding.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if anybody had not the understanding that switching between IO and non IO modes is required. Answer: no.
The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that switching between IO and non IO modes shall be supported.
The way to handle requirements in verification or characterization and the definition of verification were discussed.

Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) stated that the verification phase is unclear, and not in the official EVS schedule; he asked if it involves subjective testing. The history of the AMR-WB verification phase (verification of source code) was recalled. 
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that with the clarification on IO/non IO mode switchting the proposed second requirement could be postponed to characterization or could be made an objective.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) explained that the verification can be in parallel to other activities, like characterization, without extra delays. 
It was noted that listening in verification may be conducted by companies on voluntarily basis. Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) gave the example of AMR verification where some companies volunteered to have expert listening of mode change.

Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) commented on the proposed use case, he explained that, in case of handover from EPS to legacy, the frame erasure rate may not be not so good, and asked whether jitter or FER should be considered.

Ms Takako Sanda (Panasonic) explained that the proposal was to minimize the number of tests and FER conditions were open for discussion. Mr Hiroyuki Ehara (Panasonic) explained that the 0%FER proposal was to decouple switching effects from FER conditions.

Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) proposed to add a requirement in option B of bit rates switching requirements, to test switching EVS WB and AMR-WB IO modes. This was left for offline discussions. The EVS-3 Editor invited the group to provide an offline text for inclusion in EVS-3.

Conclusion:
It was agreed that the EVS candidate codecs shall support switching between IO and non IO modes.

TD S4-120723 was noted.
5 Qualification Rules (EVS-5a)
This A.I. was covered during the EVS SWG adhoc meeting # 6.

6 Matters of joint EVS/SQ interest
6.1 Qualification Test Plan (EVS-8a)
This A.I. was covered during the EVS SWG adhoc meeting # 6.

6.2 Qualification Processing Plan (EVS-7a)
Mr Stéphane Ragot presented the processing plan part in TD S4-120700 On pre-/post-processing and noise mixing for EVS qualification, from ORANGE SA
This contribution is a follow-up of S4-120344 on the pre-/post-processing topic. A brief summary of pre-processing steps used for AMR and AMR-WB is provided in Annex and used to propose a similar approach. Besides, a definition of SNR is provided so as to discuss SNR values based on a common ground.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) preferred to see actual signal power and actual noise used for SNR levels.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) clarified that the SNR could be defined in a perceptual domain, which is not in signal domain, to be consistent with the AMR-WB and Ext_ATS WI approach.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented on car noise, where almost all energy is concentrated below 200 Hz. He stated that a perceptual SNR would mean that all noise energy would not be computed, and this would boost energy of noise with the risk that low frequencies would be arbitrarily high. He stated that all discussions on SNR levels were based on the assumption that processing is done in the ITU-T way, and that if not, all SNR values would need to be revisited. He emphasized that there is a big unknown wrt noise to be input to the coder, and the result can change depending on noise that will be used, he preferred to follow the ITU-T approach.

Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) noticed that the proposed method is from AMR-WB, and it works, even there may be some problems with clipping.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) stated that the SNR should be defined not from human perception point of view, but from the codec point of view, in terms of actual noise power and signal power going tot the codec. He stated that delta SM was used in AMR-WB.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented that the mixing will depend on the noise signal and how the recording is done.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) stated that a perceptual SNR does not tell what the codec is evaluated on.
Mr Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) stated that in reality noise suppression will get rid of low frequencies in noise.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) clarified that the intention of this contribution was just to review what was done in AMR and AMR-WB, and he was open to consider the ITU-T approach if an input was to be presented; he recommended to select the best approach and conclude on this topic.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the main question is whether SNR is defined as SNR of signal to which the codec is exposed or with an indirect definition.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that it makes sense to consider the AMR-WB processing to make comparison on the same grounds.
It was noted that the ITU-T approach for noise mixing is reflected in the draft EVS-7a P-doc.

Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that a perceptual SNR would be much different if the energy is concentrated in low energy as in care noise.
Further discussions took place on perceptual SNR vs SNR seen by codec and the use of MSIN.

It was clarified that 2 host labs provided car noise for AMR-WB, one was from ARCON.

Mr Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) asked whether a common background noise will be shared for the processing and this can be agreed.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if this was agreeable to have a similar approach as for databases for objective requirements, and to have a common database for background noise files.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) preferred to agree on the noise mixing method before setting SNR, and he stated that signals need to fit in the 16 bit range. He preferred the ITU-T way to have no surprise.

Conclusion:

The proposal of have a common database for noise types was left for offline discussion.

TD S4-120700 was noted.

The EVS SWG Chairman checked if the tentative decision on the use of MSIN could be confirmed.

Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) preferred to see a complete proposal defining all aspects of processing (noise definitions, SNR…), instead of agreeing on things one by one.
The EVS SWG Chairman recalled that the decision was just tentative and he summarized that MSIN was still under discussion.

Mr Vivek Rajendran presented TD S4-120594 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 this contribution, we provide a network simulation software for SA4 members to evaluate and use for the EVS qualification exercise. An MSVC project file and also a makefile to enable compilation on Linux/ cygwin platforms are provided.

Comments / questions: 
It was confirmed the network simulator software could run in cygwin.

Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that Fraunhofer is evaluating the software but this evaluation is not finished. As a first feedback, he explained that for packet bundling the software creates 2 separate packets, which is an issue. Mr Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) stated that he was aware of this issue, and this behavior was intended to simplify the VoIP receiver which has to simply detect bundling and assign 2 different sequence numbers. He clarified that in reality, payload 1 and 2 are blunded together, while in the proposal they are repeated,

Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the second packet shall be discarded because it has identical sequence number to the previous one.
Mr Vivek Ranjendran (Qualcomm) clarified that the proposal is a way to signal bundling, without complicating how to signal bundling and taking into account that the EVS design constraints allow for headerless payload format. Other suggestions were welcomed.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) raised another issue on the possibility for the JBM to reorder packets, he stated that with the proposal the JBM lacks information to put packets in the right order. Some solutions were proposed between Fraunhofer and Qualcomm and the EVS SWG Chairman invited to communicate further offline to sort this out.

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that what needs to be implemented in case of packet bundling is to set identical arrival times to both packets / frames. The relationship with the delay computation was discussed. Mr Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) wanted to check if this delay computation is impacted ; he stated that bundling should not be included in JBM CDF (20 ms that should not be in JBM delay).

Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) suggested adding some flexibility in the network simulator by adding another field or state to signal if the packet is bundled or not.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the real issue is how to calculate the duration at the frame or packet level. Mr Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) clarified that this is a different discussion, and the focus of this contribution is the network simulator that is made available for evaluation and agreement.

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) pointed to TD S4-120677 and stated that the delay between input and output is important to implement scripts. Mr Vivek Ranjendran (Qualcomm) noted that the delay issue is independent from the network simulator; he pointed out that one option is that each candidate dumps arrival times and playout times. The impact of time scale modification was further discussed.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) asked if contributors can be trusted in their delay computation or in their use of JBM that may occasionally can allow more delay.
The EVS SWG Chairman recalled that it was already agreed to evaluate JBM on a trust basis, while the group had still to agree on the way to collect database and make sure they are long enough.
The EVS-7a Editor was willing to integrate the network simulator in EVS-7a, but he requested to clarify the interface between the network simulator and the decoder (which data is exchanged).
Mr Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) proposed to run the EVS decoder with a specific –voip option to signal an RTP packet as input and keep EVS-7a as simple as possible.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked when the evaluations of the network simulator will be completed. Fraunhofer committed to finalize them after the meeting, e.g. by the next conference call.
The remaining issues to finalize the processing plan and prepare scripts were discussed.

The SA4 Secretary insisted that EVS-7a should contain a description for host lab task with dates Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented on the time between the availability / verification of scripts and the submission of executables. Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) explained that scripts can be verified with preliminary executables.
Conclusion:

It was recalled that EVS-7a should contain a description for host lab tasks with dates

TD S4-120594 was noted.
Mr Tomas Frankkila presented TD S4-120677 On simulations with delay jitter, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
This contribution discusses how to apply jitter in receiver. The source proposes that:

· Candidates need to be careful with how the buffering time for each frame is calculated in order to generate correct statistics for the objective evaluation of the jitter buffer management. It is especially important to determine the consumption time correctly, for each frame, so that the timing properly represents the timing that would occur in a real implementation.

· If time scaling is used, then the “synchronization point” for determining the buffering delay for a frame is the beginning of that frame.

· The processing time for the speech codec is disregarded in the objective jitter buffer estimation.

Comments / questions: 
· Bullet 1

Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) agreed that processing time should be disregarded. He asked to clarify the first bullet point in the proposal.
Mr Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) explained that, given that the group is supposed to trust candidates do the processing in a correct way, the first bullet gives some highlights on what to think about, what possible mistakes might be done.
The traditional approach to implement JBM in TS 26.114 was compared to alternatives discussed in this contribution.

The assumption of 20 ms granularity for the playout buffer was discussed. Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that fixed JBM is not possible with MTSI and the adaptive JBM can be implemented in different ways (time scaling, frame basis, SID frame based, etc.) with possibly a finer granularity than 20 ms. It was pointed out that many options are offered to candidates that have to report any extra things honestly if they contribute to delay.

Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) asked if it was agreed that the JBM will be in same executable as the codec, he preferred to avoid different implementations and different scripts for each candidate.
Different proposals were made: same command line for candidates vs single executable for decoder with JBM. The impact on processing scripts was emphasized. Mr Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) also commented on the extra margin needed at the end of test sampled (e.g. 0.5s). He explained that according to 22.105 the maximum e2e delay is 400 ms, while TS 26.114 does not limit the maximum delay but only the 95% percentile of the delay CDF; he explained that in principle the JBM maximum delay could even be several seconds. He felt that 300 ms at the end of each speech file would be sufficient. Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) wanted to check this value.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that in noisy speech (tested with DCR) it would be important that all files start at the same background noise part, otherwise, if there is no such alignement, one might get severe problems with DCR.
· Bullets 2 to 3

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group can agree on bullets 2 and 3.
Answer: Yes.
The issue related to frame granularity, playout buffer, and CDF calculation was raised and left for offline discussion.

Conclusion:

The following proposals on JBM processing were agreed:

· If time scaling is used, then the “synchronization point” for determining the buffering delay for a frame is the beginning of that frame.
· The processing time for the speech codec is disregarded in the objective jitter buffer estimation.
Issues about JBM processing were emphasized (margin to be added after each file, alignment of background noise).
TD S4-120677 was noted.
Mr Noboru Harada presented again TD S4-120689 Proposed test plan and processing plan for mixed content and music, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO, INC
This document was already presented during adhoc meeting # 6. This contribution details a processing plan for artificial mixed content.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) preferred to normalize the music signal going to the coder, rather than after.

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) recalled that NTT proposed 3 different levels to check the music performance of the EVS codec, and it was eventually agreed to have single level testing with the full dynamic range. He preferred to do the level adjustment after decoding.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) commented on the idea of natural variation and referred to the offline discussion on music & mixed content material. He suggested a procedure to avoid too low and too high material.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) commented that the proposal is to use the input signal as it is and the level adjustment was suggested by people from the NTT test lab, to avoid listeners to be puzzled if the material has different levels.

The need for level adjustment after the decoder was discussed. The EVS SWG Chairman stated that one does not change the volume when music gets silent and asked why a normalization is needed.

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked if anyone ever conducted a P.800 test with varying level in music.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) had no problem with full dynamic range, but he emphasized the need to respect the rms power so that SPL is respected,  taking into account cliiping.

The difference between equal level and equal loudness was noted.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) recalled that level adjustment had always been done on an item basis on the source signal, without post-processing.

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) was against level adjustment at the output.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) recalled that in subjective testing, a higher level is an artificial way to get a higher score, which explains that material is presented at a given level with some natural dynamic range inside the test sample.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) preferred not to deviate from the -26 dBov rms level, to avoid random test results.
The way to guarantee a full dynamic range and the relationship to DCR was discussed. It was recalled that in P.800 tests there is not level adjustment by subjects.
Mr Bernhard Grill (Fraunhofer) stated that soft parts of a musical piece (having large dynamic range) can be useful and DCR testing may not give an idea of the performance for such parts.
The relationship to the material selection was pointed out.

People were puzzled on how to implement the agreement on single level with the full dynamic range.
It was proposed to have a submission of material at -26 dBov with some possible flexibility or exceptions. Mr Berhnard Feiten (Deutsche Telekom) commented that the level of -26 dBov could limit the pieces that could be submitted or it could end up with strange levels. The selection procedure of items was further discussed.
Mr Bernhard Grill (Fraunhofer) stated that the adjustment to -26 dBov would exclude a lot of music items, and he preferred to keep the selection process open to have an unbiased test.

The protection of subjects (to ear damage) was mentioned.

It was recalled that only 12 items are needed.

The items selection procedure was further discussed.
Conclusion:

A proposal was invited to be made offline on the music level. Comments on other parts of the contribution (e.g. artificial mixed content) were to be provided directly to the Source.

The EVS-7a Editor proposed put the proposed block diagram in brackets.
TD S4-120689 was noted.
Mr Milan Jelinek presented TD S4-120695 Clarifications to Processing Plan, from VoiceAge corporation
This contribution addresses some issues related to the Processing Plan.
Comments / questions: 
The EVS-7a Editor clarified that in the latest version of processing plan (S4-120725), all references to P.341 and 14KBP are removed. He clarified that the processing plan already has encoder delay alignment and decoder delay alignment.

It was clarified that the encoder side delay compensation is the one that matters for FER conditions.
Mr Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) commented on the 4th bullet, and proposed to use the –voip option to the decoder to indicate an RTP packet input. To work around the issue of blinding, he proposed that candidate substitute the 5.9 mode with thelowest CBR mode if they have no VBR. The impact of VBR to the FOM was emphasized.

· Bullets 1 to 2

It was noted that the first 2 bullets are for clarification.

· Bullet 3
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) supported using a mask on the output.

It was clarified that for qualification the proposal may not be needed as the coder operates at critical sampling. Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) explained that the rationale is to evaluate the codec on active spectrum and remove any influence of any blind BWE, which should not be prevented, but it should not influence the results. MSIN may be considered for NB.

· Bullet 4
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented that the RTP time scale needs to be given to decoder, therefore he was not confident about a –voip option. He proposed that the offline discussion on JBM provides guideline on this aspect.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) explained that the decoder input can be G.192 or an RTP payload format and the latter format should contain everything the decoder needs.
The way to handle VBR, if tested in qualification, was discussed, e.g. the codec could accept a command line, -rate 5.9 and if not supported, map to CBR 7.2.
It was clarified the proposal is to have one executable for the encoder, one executable for the decoder.
The JBM part was further discussed. The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that it is premature to agree on specific command line for the JBM case.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the way to handle VBR can be concluded before the decision of including (or not) VBR in qualification. Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the VBR option is not a matter of command line, and that mandatory modes should be available. The way to verify that all mandatory bit rates are supported was also discussed. 

· Bullet 5
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) pointed out that P.341 still appears in S4-120725.
Conclusion:

TD S4-120695 was noted.
Mr Markus Schnell presented TD S4-120724 Discussion on EVS-7a, from Editor

This contribution is a continuation of the contribution discussed at EVS SWG teleconf # 11 with a list of open items. Besides changes in the updated EVS-7a P-doc are listed.
Comments / questions: 
It was noted that the bit rate of 9.76 kbit/s may be a typo in EVS-3, and this was to be checked offline.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) invited companies providing reference executables to provide some documentation (version, link to software…).

· Sampling rates

It was requested to clarify whether PCM would be in little endian format.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if

- the group can agree on little endian. Answer: yes.
- SHQ2 and SHQ3 can be agreed. Answer: yes. 

- the 48 kHz output can be agreed. Answer: yes.
· Frequency masks 

The EVS SWG Chairman recalled from TD S4-120695 that post masks would not be for qualification.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) explained that there is still the NB issue and MSIN.

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that there is no decision on MSIN. He asked if the group can agree on using processing steps as suggested with HP50 and resampling with corresponding SHQ filters. Answer: Yes

· Processing 

It was clarified that low pass references can be skipped as no ITU-R methodology is used.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if reverberation can be removed from the processing. Answer: yes.

The different normalization options were discussed. It was clarified that for clean speech there is no mixed bandwidth testing.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if option B can be agreed for clean speech. Answer: yes.

It was noted that the processing for noisy speech was still under discussion. The EVS SWG Chairman stated that depending on the discussion on noisy speech processing, the clean speech processing may have to be revisited.

The EVS-8a noted that in the latest processing plan street noise is explicitly mentioned, but he assumed the same processing applies for all background noise types. The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there was any disagreement on applying the same processing for all background noise types. Answer: no.
· Command line
It was noted that PCM to WAV conversion is needed for AMR-WB+.

Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked to confirm that 13 or 14 bit rounding is not needed.
The EVS SWG Chairman explained the such rounding is needed and included in AMR and AMR-WB.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if it is agreeable for EVS to have no truncation. Answer: yes

Conclusion:
The EVS-7a Editor was to reflect the above agreements in an new version of EVS-7a.
TD S4-120724 was noted.
Mr Markus Schnell presented TD S4-120725 EVS Permanent Document EVS-7a: Processing Test plans for qualification phase v0.0.4, from Editor

The full document was reviewed online by section.
Comments / questions: 
It was clarified that some parts in Sec. 4.2 come from a recent ITU processing for stereo conditions.
In Sec. 4.4.1.2 the wording 'concatenated speech/music files' was noted.
On the delay compensation it was commented that only the encoder side is needed for FER while the decoder side is convenient for aligned presentation and make it easier to cut signals
It was proposed to have a rate changing tool that is delay free.
The resampling of the G.719 output was questioned.
A receive filter in Fig. 9 was spotted to be removed.
· Processing modules
HQ filters were noted to be updatd to SHQ filters. The block  length of 20 ms was also discussed.
· Processing modules
Companies were invited to provide a bitstream conversion or EID tool for AMR.

It was noted that there is no packet loss concealment for G.711, so the G.192 format is not needed for G.711, while for G.718, the noise gate is disabled and low delay mode.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) noted some possible confusion with the notes about algorithmic delay for G.718 which is time aligned. It was proposed to list algorithmic delay compensations for all processing cases, in a table.

Companies were invited to check the command line for AMR-WB+.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) preferred to have the bw indication as an option (consistent with EVS-4). He preferred that EVS candidates perform delay compensation inside the executables, as in G.718. It was noted that this might require some extra buffer.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if it can be agreed to include the delay compensation inside EVS candidates (for the non JBM case). Asnwer: Yes

It was clarified that in this case delay would be compensated by candidates (encoder and decoder), so scripts will be the same for all candidates.
Conclusion:
The EVS-7a was to produce an update of TD S4-120725 with everything in brackets, with the agreements made during the presentation.

TD S4-120725 was noted.
6.3 Joint editing of EVS P-docs EVS-7a / EVS-8a
The EVS-8a presented the Excel spreadsheet from S4-120735, which served as a basis for further editing. Parts in green are agreed, parts in yellow are under discussion.
Major progress on the definition of conditions in each experiments was done during the editing session of EVS-8a.

The agreed outcome of the editing of the Excel spreadsheet can be found in S4-120867.
There was no editing session for EVS-7a.

7 Joint editing of EVS P-docs EVS-3 / EVS-5a
The EVS SWG Chairman projected a document from offline discussions on bit rate switching:
The discussion resulted in the following table:

	Condition
	Bandwidth
	Bitrate (kbit/s)
	Requirements
	Priority
	Notes

	Switching between different bit rates
(clean speech, noisy speech, mixed and music)

(DTX On/off, FER 0%, 3%, 6%)
	NB
	7.2, 8.0, 9.6, 13.2


	NWT EVS-REQ @ 7.2 NB
	
	Random switching with frequency of 5Hz. 



	
	WB
	All rates in the range from R1 to R2
	NWT EVS-REQ @ R1 WB;
	
	

	
	SWB
	All rates in the from R3 to R4
	NWT EVS-REQ @ R3 SWB;

	
	

	
	WB EVS / AMR-WB IO
	[ All AMR-WB rates in range Rm-Rn to all WB EVS rates in the range Rk - Rl ]


	[ NWT EVS-REQ @ Rk == AMR-WB @ Rm ]


	
	Random switching with frequency 5Hz. 


Some notes to clarify the switching were left to be finalized offline. 
The EVS SWG Chairman invited conclusion on other discussions to be directly presented in plenary (including the question of evaluation of objective performance requirements).

8 Contributions to other EVS topics
No document allocated to this A.I.
9 EVS schedule review
Mr Liu Zongxian presented TD S4-120671 Definition of qualification testing starting date, from Panasonic

This document initiates discussion on the start date of qualification testing
Comments / questions: 
The SA4 Secretary recalled that in the LoI there is a clear date (end of July) by when money is given back and he stated that there must be a sentence in the report that qualification has started.
The EVS SWG Chairman explained that SA4 needs to find a milestone.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that T0 could be to finalize EVS-3 for qualification.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) explained that the agreed on text of NDA will get signatures before the date of LoI and this could be the milestone. Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) stated that the problem would be solved with the agreement that once NDA is signed that qualification will be deemed started. 
The EVS SWG Chairman explained that this has to be decided in SA4 plenary.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stressed that the fact that qualification has started does not have effect on proposed schedule of testing, and recalled that contracts are not signed until the test plan, processing plan, GAL plan, etc. are approved. He stated that the November qualification meeting is jeopardized, and there is a risk to declare starting of qualification based on legal paper, not technical progress, which is not a big achievement.
Conclusion:
TD S4-120725 was noted.
Later during the meeting, it was recalled that the contracting process for host lab and GAL requires some P-docs to be finalized which will not be done at this meeting. It was proposed to schedule adhoc meetings to start the process.

The SA4 Secretary explained that in that past ETSI always requested the TSG approval, but for the EVS exercise ETSI is happy with WG level. He emphasized that it is essential to also agree on dates for partial payments when milestones will be met, and it is essential that SA4 approves the work done.
The EVS SWG chairman projected the last version of the schedule. Some brainstorming on the schedule took place. The key comments are captured below:

· Several companies felt that November qualification meeting is out of reach.

· It was noted that the schedule for host lab, testing and GAL requires 22 weeks which cannot be compressed. Some time is needed to validate scripts.

Based on this discussion, the EVS SWG Chairman proposed to agree on qualification in Jan. 2013 and updated the schedule backwards. It was noted that some work can be done in the interim period until August 2012.
Conclusion: the EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the new working assumption is that the qualification meeting will be January 2013 meeting.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) recalled that it was agreed that proponents will develop the scripts, and he stated that Dynastat will do the scripts (which they already started).
Som discussion took place about the GAL plan and Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that the most appropriate document for the GAL plan is EVS-5a. The EVS-8a Editor recalled that the GAL plan was assumed to be in EVS-8a. Eventually, it was agreed that the GAL plan will be in EVS-5a and it will be removed from EVS-8a.
The possibility of an adhoc meeting before SA4#70 was discussed.

The remaining high priority topics for P-doc approval were discussed: stereo and AMR-WB IO requirements are needed for EVS-3 but do not block the qualification process – the SNR values are bit rate switching requirements were under discussion at this meeting. The EVS SWG Chairman asked the EVS-7a and EVS-8a Editors to provide a list of open points.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) commented that to properly check scripts, an independent development of scripts is needed. Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that ORANGE will help to cross-check the scripts. Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) explained that he failed to compile the SWB MNRU source code, because some headers were missing. Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) requested a P.50 MNRU not only running on-MS Windows. He explained support for other platform is possible if full source code is available. The related discussion concluded that volunteers are to provide a portable source code for SWB MNRU and if not available the executable of P.50 MNRU will be used.
Some discussion on a potential adhoc meeting before SA4#70 took place, however it was highlighted that dates and location were missing. Several companies expressed the will to host a meeting (Ericsson, Fraunhofer, NTT DOCOMO). It was noted that such an adhoc, if confirmed, should be a joint EVS/SQ meeting.
10 Other business
During the meeting, the SA4 Secretary stated that all payments from EVS candidates have been made.
11 Close of the session: May 24, 10:30
The EVS Chairman closed the meeting. 
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