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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #27 took place on June 18, 2013, 14:00 CEST for 2 hours with a bridge provided by Ericsson. There were 26 participants and 5 documents (including the agenda); all input documents were covered.
Three topics were discussed based on input documents: the RTP payload format for AMR-WB IO modes, the design constraint evaluation for RTP payload format specification, and EVS selection tests. The main progress was on the second topic: it was agreed to add a check list on the RTP payload format as an optional deliverable in the EVS-6b P-doc.
1 Opening of the session: June 18, 14:00 CEST
The EVS SWG Chairman, Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson), opened the EVS SWG teleconference call. Minutes were taken by the EVS SWG Secretary, Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE).
2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
There was no comment on the agenda with document allocation in AHEVS-257R1, and this agenda was agreed (see Annex A of the present report). 
3 Agreement of EVS conference call #25 report
Mr. Stéphane Ragot presented TD AHEVS-258 Draft report from SA4 EVS SWG Teleconference #26 (28th May 2013), from EVS SWG Secretary (ORANGE SA) 
Comments / questions:

None.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-258 was agreed. 
4 Selection phase matters
4.1 Selection Deliverables (EVS-6b)
Mr. Noboru Harada presented TD AHEVS-260 Issues on RTP payload format for AMR-WB IO, from NTT and NTT DOCOMO, INC
The sources request to include proposed sentences into selection deliverables document (EVS-6b).

There may be several other parts, such as the potential compliance check list, need to be clarified in order to finalize the draft RTP payload format deliverables.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) commented on the principle of not defining yet another payload format for AMR-WB. He pointed to GSM EFR which is supported in RFC 3551 and also as part of RFC 4867 (AMR). He also gave another example with the payload format of G.711.1 (RFC5391) which can be viewed as defining another payload format for G.711. He was puzzled by the proposals that completely reopened agreed points from the EVS study phase and the EVS WID. He stated that the proposal is asking to define AMR-WB IO as an optional part of EVS, because the payload support is the same as the codec support in actual deployments. He stated that this is not acceptable for ORANGE. He commented that the use case discussion in the EVS SWG conference call#26 was a repetition of discussions held during the EVS study phase, and that the eSRVCC is not the only use case motivating the conclusions from the study phase. He emphasized that the proposals reopen the roots of the agreements from the SI and WI phase and that this does not seems productive at this stage of the standardization.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked if Orange agreed with bullet 1 in TD AHEVS-260, i.e. that legacy AMR-WB payload should be supported.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that based on the agreed design constraints on AMR-WB IO, one can agree that the legacy AMR-WB format shall be support together with other formats (e.g. IF1).
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked the view on the bullet 2 in TD AHEVS-260.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that the AMR-WB IO modes are an integral part of EVS and shall be supported in the EVS payload format.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) noted that by combining bullets 1 and 2 all functionalities of EVS will be supported which is a complete proposal.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) commented that, if the payload format is separate for non IO and IO parts, this makes 2 codecs, if this is the case, there is not a single EVS codec.  He emphasized that EVS is a combination of non IO and IO modes, while the proposal is assuming that the AMR-WB IO part of EVS is an alternative implementation of AMR-WB, which is another discussion and will be discussed in a later standardization stage.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that in NTT’s view EVS should support both AMR-WB and EVS payloads, and the fact that the RTP payload for the EVS codec should support both IO and non IO bitstreams does not mean that AMR-WB has a brand new payload format. He pointed to the EVS design constraint that requires EVS to be interoperable, which means full compatibility with legacy AMR-WB, otherwise it’s not interoperable. He proposed to consider both bullets 1 and 2.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) commented that the meaning of ‘interoperable’ may be misinterpreted, and he pointed to G.711.1 which is interoperable with G.711 but not identical to G.711.
The EVS SWG Chairman invited other views on the topic.

Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) commented on the switching between IO and non IO parts; she noted that performance requirements are defined in EVS-3 for this case, with 5 Hz switching frequency. She had doubts that the legacy AMR-WB payload format and SDP negotiation would make it possible to fulfill this requirement.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that this is the reason why the proposal is as in TD AHEVS-260. He commented that if it’s impossible to switch IO and non IO modes seamlessly, one can refer to bullet 5 which says that the scenario cannot be supported; hence bullet 5 opens the door for this possibility.

Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) commented that the EVS payload format cannot be done in two steps, where the payload format has to be changed after selection. He also commented on bullet 3 about SDP renegotiation, he was not sure that this was a codec requirement and this seemed to be a requirement on the client. He also commented on bullet 5, which seems to require the SA4 EVS SWG to guarantee that it will not propose something in future; he stated that it is difficult to require something in the future and he was not sure that one can give the best guarantee.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) clarified that the RTP payload definition should be done in 2 steps, because the proposed RTP payload solution has to be accepted by IETF, and anyhow the proposal has to be brought again in IETF, as SA4 or 3GPP is not the group which will finalize the specification of RTP payload format. He emphasized that the RTP payload deliverable is just a proposal to be discussed in MTSI and then in IETF. He clarified that SDP renegotiation is required in bullet 3, but bullet 4 can be modified to accommodate some comments, and he stated that the main point is that it shall be possible to switch IO and non IO parts using SDP.  He also clarified that for bullet 5 the point is that, if the client implements SDP renegotiation, the codec shall be able to be switched, and that for NTT and NTT DOCOMO it is natural to ask the best possible interoperability. He commented that, some proponents believe that supporting the AMR-WB IO bitstream in the EVS payload format is the best solution, while other proponents believe that there are alternative solutions without that solution required. He wanted to see all solutions and keep the best solutions, as the payload format needs to be updated in IETF. He agreed that supporting bitstream switching at codec level is required, but stated that the RTP payload design is an example where one may improve that solution.
Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) asked to clarify the 2 step process for the payload format definition. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that NTT will contribute in the discussions on the draft RFC in IETF.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented on duplicated RFCs and stated that new versions that are bit stream identical should make the old version obsolete, which is a bug fix approach for RTP payload formats to keep compatibility. He gave the example of MPEG-4 where RFC 3016 was obsoleted by RFC 6416 (RFC 3640), with two non-bitstream-identical versions, which causes confusion. He invited to do one RFC and learn from this example. He also commented on the performance requirements in case of IO/non IO switching, and stated that it was acknowledged that these requirements do not evaluate a use case but reflect a testing matter, and therefore they should not impact the payload format.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that it is important to have one payload format for EVS, and that this EVS payload includes AMR-WB IO. He added that this payload format should be interoperable with legacy, and allow seamless switching for certain use cases like eSRVCC. He noted that if session negotiation is necessary, seamless switching cannot be achieved, which is one of the reasons to have all modes of AMR-WB in EVS. He also pointed to the EVS design constraints stating that the RTP payload shall support the full set of features, and in this sense he did not agree to bullets 4 and 5. 
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that seamless switching is impossible by combining legacy for AMR-WB IO and EVS for non IO, but there is nothing contradictory with the EVS design constraints if there is a switching solution. He stated that the example provided by Panasonic is not seamless, because there should be some gap in switching the radio network. He did not see a strong need to have seamless switching in that case, as the radio has to insert some gap. He did not see any contradiction between keeping the legacy AMR-WB payload format and defining a brand new EVS payload format.

Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) noted that NTT seems to have one solution, and there might be other candidates with a different solution.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that NTT is not preventing others to propose other more sophisticated solutions.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) commented on bullet 5; he stated that a payload format description does not say what features are mandatory for a certain service, it only describes how to do it if there is a feature and there can be several variants. He explained that the AMR-WB payload format has 3 variants and the MTSI SWG decided not to use one of them (the storage format). He emphasized that the payload format is a superset of all features, and it is up to the service specification to decide if a feature is mandatory or not. He stated that the payload format describes how things are done and the EVS SWG may later request certain features to be included, but features cannot be prevented in the payload format. He supported Qualcomm’s view that it is not possible to guarantee that no one else will add features.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented on the current AMR-WB payload format and he stated that this is an excellent example why not have two payload formats for the same codec. He invited to unify things and not add divergence. He also clarified that the specification language in a payload format follows the IETF guidelines on how to write RFCs and there is language to prevent features if needed.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that some diverging views were expressed, and TD AHEVS-260 cannot be agreed. He invited to check carefully the EVS design constraints, WID and TR to align views.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that in TD AHEVS-260 nothing prevents others to make other solutions based on their point of view.
Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) was not in favor of requiring all candidates to implement one solution that prevents clean switching between IO and non IO mode. He wanted to avoid candidates to make assumptions and design choices that do not serve the use of EVS in applications listed by some companies. He suggested making sure that understanding of features to support is the same within the EVS SWG.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that the current situation is that AMR-WB IO is an integral part of EVS and there is a design constraint requiring to support all features in the payload format, while the proposal in TD AHEVS-260 is turning around the real situation and trying to reopen agreements.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) proposed to rephrase the first bullet in in TD AHEVS-260, and stated that the EVS payload format will be interoperable with the legacy AMR-WB payload format. He felt that ORANGE’s concern could be solved with this approach, and believed that AMR-WB IO should be interoperable.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) pointed to G.711.1 which is interoperable with G.711 but with a different payload format. He emphasized that it is clear that the legacy AMR-WB payload format shall be supported by EVS based on EVS design constraints, but he noted that the discussion is here about the payload format for EVS.
Conclusion:
TD AHEVS-260 was noted. Offline discussions on the RTP payload format for AMR-WB IO payload format were invited. 
Mr. Stefan Doehla presented TD AHEVS-261 Design Constraint Evaluation of the RTP Payload Format, from Fraunhofer IIS
This contribution reiterates the proposed checklist from AHEVS-247, which is reformatted for potential inclusion into the EVS-6b document and is stripped down to items that the Source thinks are relevant for a payload format specification draft.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) did not support replacing the description of RTP payload format by a set of questions. He also stated that the answers should not be provided by the candidates but by the MTSI SWG. He also emphasized that it is important that the codec can be used in the envisioned environment, when checking how all functionalities in design constraints were supported (e.g. bit rate switching for entire range using SDP renegotiation or PT number or within RTP payload itself in header or bitstream). He added that the check list could be used but in addition to the RTP payload format description.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented that, regarding the check list, the RTP section in EVS-6 seemed to become enormous and the check list is a rather simple short cut to move forward. He felt that it may be sufficient to only provide the check list, instead of a full description with many pages. He did not want to preclude any option or solution before seeing the EVS deliverables and contributions.

Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented on the second item from the end of the check list, and stated that bit rate switching as specified in EVS design constraints is such that it is not limited to non IO modes, but it also includes AMR-WB IO modes.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) asked to clarify what is meant by the 6th requirement in the check list. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) clarified that the MTSI speech services are based on RFC 4867, and the other end needs to use the same payload to be compatible. Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) asked if repacketization would be allowed or not. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that in an end to end conversation repacketization is not an option.
Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) commented on the limitation for rate switching for AMR-WB modes. She noted that in EVS performance requirements, IO and non IO mode switching is allowed and the requirement is the same as inside the IO mode. She felt that this supports switching between IO and non IO.
The EVS SWG Chairman pointed to the discussion on TD AHEVS-260 and noted that the second last point in TD AHEVS-261 is not agreeable. He suggested discussed at a higher level, to check whether the concept of providing a check list can be agreed.

Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) supported having a check list, but in addition to the basic RTP payload format specification. He added that the answers have to be provided by the SWG based on the RTP payload format.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that the proposed check list could be useful for people developing the payload format description. He envisioned that candidates who submit the list will answer yes in any case. He proposed to make the check list an optional deliverable.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group could agree that proponents may optionally provide such a check list in addition to the RTP payload format specification. It was clarified that this question is on the general concept of check list in general, before discussing the items to be listed, and that the check list would be optional.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that such a check list is valuable, as it gives a guideline that can be used later. Regarding answers to be provided, he stated that candidates could provide answers and then these answers would be verified in any case.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that there was no opposition against the possibility to have such optional check list, and he also noted that it may be helpful for candidates to provide answers to the different points. He recalled that there was no agreement yet on the items in the check list, but noted comments expressed on specific items. He suggested taking the proposed list as a guideline for the items that did not get any comment.

Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) commented that many of the proposed items are related to non IO modes, and he asked what would apply to IO modes. He suggested removing non IO and using the wording ‘all modes’.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) proposed to put the list in brackets and use it as starting point for editing.
Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) proposed to add the list as an annex of EVS-6b, then to edit the draft in the list of deliverables for the payload format.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) repeated that such a check list should be one possibility to short cut the discussions. Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) repeated that having a check list alone would not be sufficient to verify answers and the RTP payload format specification is needed; he did not want to replace requirements by such a shortcut where the proponent can answer yes.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) suggested that the check list would be used by proponents in order to check their RTP payload design, while the specification would be still required in deliverables. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the check list would be helpful to the provider of the specification, when submitting the full specification; he stated that the payload format is not the codec, and SA4 wants to select the codec not the payload format.
Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that the allocation of bits in the RTP payload should ensure that the codec is compliant with design constraints. He commented that there would be two annexes in EVS-6b: Annex A for all candidates and Annex  B to be provided by the winning candidate. He suggested adding the check list as Annex C, and repeated that a check list with yes/no answers would not be sufficient and more description than a binary answer is required.

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that there is a risk of over-specifying things regulated by design constraints. He summarized the proposal to provide an optional possibility for candidates to provide such a list in addition, and suggested discussing and concluding on such a list in some offline sessions. He noted that the check list did not contain anything on AMR-WB IO modes and stated that this would have to be covered.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) distinguished two aspects: functionalities supported by the codec, functionalities supported by the payload format. He stated that seamless switching is required, according to requirements in EVS-3, and it should be supported by the codec. He stated that this does not mean that RTP payload should do everything. On the design constraint requiring to support all functionalities in the RTP payload, he stated that, if it is not realistic or not fully useful, this constraint should be discussed further, to see which level of functionality or design of payload format should be supported. He stated that switching between 2 modes with SDP renegotiation does not prevent seamless switching if the implementation is properly restricted, and it does not harm seamless switching at the bitstream level. He suggested discussing further this aspect.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that there is a list of design constraints for the codec that requires certain functionalities, and there is a list of requirements on RTP payload format. He stated that, if the RTP payload format specification is limiting such that not all functionalities of the codec are supported, then at least there should be an explicit conclusion by the group why a given functionality would not be supported by the RTP payload format. He invited to discuss further this issue and make it a clear decision by the group what kind of functionality would not be supported by the payload format to prevent arguments in the codec selection.
Conclusion:
It was agreed to add a check list on the RTP payload format as an optional deliverable in EVS-6b.
TD AHEVS-261 was noted. 
4.2 Selection Test Plan (EVS-8b)
Mr. Stéphane Ragot presented TD AHEVS-259 On EVS selection test experiments, from France Telecom, ORANGE SA
This contribution focuses on two fundamental issues related to the EVS-8b P-doc: the number of conditions per experiment, and pricing and duration assumptions for experiments. The Source believes that these issues should be addressed before entering into further detailed discussions on the actual allocation of experiments. It is also proposed to revisit MNRU dBQ values used in qualification.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) agreed with using 5 samples per category, with 4 groups of listeners, which would imply using 4 randomizations. He disagreed with the statement that going from 1.5 h to 2h testing is only 5-10% increase, and stated that this may apply for in-house testing but would not apply for independent testing labs; he had no objection to assuming that the voting period in between 2.5 to 5s while in Dynastat’s testing lab the value is closer to 2.5s. He commented on the estimate for the maximum number of conditions, and stated that the rule of thumb in SQ is that actual testing takes about 50% of the total test time, and estimates depend on the trial length based on sample duration with the voting interval. He stated that numbers are somewhat smaller than previously indicated by Dynastat. He also commented on the pricing in section 3 and recalled that the initial estimate was based on the assumptions provided by the EVS group. 
Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) commented on some figures on maximum number of conditions which exceed some values of the ITU--T handbook, he stated that it is not the same thing for a listener to  listen to 90 or 42 conditions, and some figures are exceeding recommendations. He noted that in ACR, usually 4 samples are used, and 200 conditions is the maximum number, and here some figures are exceeding this limit and seem unrealistic.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung)  asked to clarify the maximum number of conditions provided in section 3, and he commented that the initial estimates assumed 48 conditions for ACR and 36 for DCR while the figures in TD AHEVS-259 are different (e.g. the number for ACR a situation is lower). Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that he would double check how the figures were calculated, but the explained the discrepancy with initial estimated by the difference in voting period (2.5s vs 5s).
Mr. Ira Panzer (Dynastat) stated that the EVS exercise has a fixed budget, and that there will be a mix of 2h or 1.5h experiments. He added that it is up to the group to decide how many 1.5 and 2h experiments there will be depending on sample length and matters of total budget.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that a 2h experiment is 33% increase in lab time for a test, and, while there are some costs savings, the cost increase is somewhat between 10% and 33%. He also commented on the 4s sample duration for DCR and stated that Dynastat will present some results with perfect correlation and increase in sensitivity and decrease in rmse; he clarified that Dynastat has results but the tests were run by companies other than Dynastat, and he encouraged anyone to bring forward results.

The EVS SWG Chairman invited contributions to provide the evidence that shows that reliable results are possible with 4s samples. Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) invited to present to SQ some discussion on the effect of fatigue on listeners, to check the reliability of experiments.
The EVS SWG Chairman recalled that the EVS SWG got an initial price estimate, and he stated that it is important to have such price estimate to have the possibility to basically to count how many experiments are possible. He strongly suggested no to reopen this estimate, and suggested keeping the cost by experiment despites some experiments will last longer or shorter than 1.5h, so that labs average out the issue. He stated that, if pricing is reopened, this would be a step back.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) commented that the default approach is to follow the ITU-T handbook, with 6 talkers, 32 listeners, which is the default setup for ACR and DCR; he stated that to change something one needs evidence. The EVS SWG Chairman noted that this question is to be discussed in SQ, to decide what is correct for the test, and to see what fits into the budget. He invited to be open in SQ to propose new parameters allowing for example getting more conditions tested for the same money.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) explained that the first edition of the ITU-T handbook was entitled ‘practical procedures’. He stated that, if there is evidence that 4s DCR is just as reliable then that information could be brought, if agreed by Q.7/12 then the handbook could be changed based on practical examples, which an evolution.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) clarified that Orange’s view is that the usage of subjects is more optimal with 2h listening than with 1.5h listening.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that one needs to check the 4s DCR procedure, and a work item should be open in ITU-T for this, and one needs to wait that evidence is brought somewhere. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented that the work should be done in Q.7/12 and/or SQ under SA4; he noted that Q.7/12 does not meet until December 2013 and an answer is needed before.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked to Dynastat if all conditions were tested for 4s DCR testing (clean, noisy, impaired, DTX on/off, mixed/music) and for which conditions Dynastat has results. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that results were under clean speech conditions, and there was no result for noisy speech. He added that no difference was found under clean speech and that tests were run in music and mixed content with sample length reduced from 10s to 6s with again no difference. He stated that for DCR in music and mixed content a 6s maximum duration gave no difference, but one cannot get down to 4s to get a meaningful passage.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked what conclusion was expected for this contribution. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) explained that the objective was only to trigger some further discussion to have good progress in SA4#74.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-259 was noted. 
5 Other business
5.1 Next conference call

The EVS SWG Chairman suggested not to have an extra conference call, given time was short until SA4#74 and that an adhoc meeting was to take place just before SA4#74.
Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) explained that no WLAN will be provided by ETSI MCC for the EVS SWG adhoc meeting before SA4#74. He invited to provide input document by the SA4 deadline.

6 Close of the call: June 18, 16:03 CEST

The EVS SWG chairman closed the meeting. 

Annex A: Meeting Agenda
Source:
SA4 EVS SWG Chairman

Title:
Proposed Agenda for EVS SWG Conference Call#27, 18 June 2013 (14:00 - 16:00 CEST), rev. 2
Document for:
Approval

1 Opening of the session

2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents

257
3 Agreement of EVS conference call #26 report



258
4 Selection phase matters

4.1 Selection Deliverables (EVS-6b)





260, 261
4.2 Selection Test Plan (EVS-8b) 





259


5 Other business
5.1 Next conference call

6 Close of the call
Color code: completed, partly completed
Annex B: List of documents
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	SWG A.I.
	Comment
	SWG Status

	AHEVS-257
	Proposed Agenda for EVS SWG Conference Call#27, 18 June 2013
	SA4 EVS SWG Chairman
	2
	
	Agreed

	AHEVS-258
	EVS conference call #26 report
	SA4 EVS SWG Secretary
	3
	
	Agreed

	AHEVS-259
	On EVS selection test experiments 
	France Telecom, ORANGE SA
	4.2
	
	Noted

	AHEVS-260
	Issues on RTP payload format for AMR-WB IO 
	NTT and NTT DOCOMO, INC
	4.1
	
	Noted

	AHEVS-261
	Design Constraint Evaluation of the RTP Payload Format
	Fraunhofer IIS

	4.1
	
	Noted


Annex C: List of participants 
Takako Sanda (Panasonic)

Hiroyuki Ehara (Panasonic)

Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson)

Alan Sharpley (Dynastat)

Minjie Xie (ZTE)

Noboru Harada (NTT)

Ira Panzer (Dynastat)

Jari Hagqvist (Nokia)

Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer IIS)

Schuyler Quackenbush (ARL)

Imre Varga (Qualcomm)

Lei Miao (Huawei)

Harald Pobloth (Ericsson)

Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer IIS)

Vesa Ruoppila (NTT DOCOMO)

Stephane Ragot (ORANGE)

Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson)

Paolo Usai (ETSI)

Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge)

Craig Greer (Samsung)

Stephane Proust (Orange)

John Tardelli (Dynastat)

Kihyun Choo(Samsung)

Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm)

Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm)
Lasse Laaksonen (Nokia)
� Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE SA). Email: � HYPERLINK "mailto:stephane.ragot@orange.com" �stephane.ragot@orange.com�


�	Stefan Bruhn	Tel: +46730244850





10 (12)

