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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG (42 participants) met about for three days. All 22 input documents were covered (including the meeting agenda and schedule). The main objective of the meeting was to progress selection P-docs (EVS-5b, EVS-6b, EVS-7b, EVS-8b). Note that the selection rules (EVS-5b) were already handled in the EVS SWG adhoc meeting#8 (see TD S4-130762 for the report and TD S4-130763 for the agreed revision of EVS-5b). 
The meeting produced 3 agreed output documents which are revised versions of EVS-4 (S4-130775-> S4-130778) and EVS-6b (S4-130779). The revised versions of EVS-7b and EVS-8b P-docs were left to be presented directly to the closing SA4 plenary.
A high-level summary of the meeting outcome is provided below:
· On EVS Design constraints (EVS-4): 

· A previous agreement on IO/non IO switching was incorporated in the EVS-4 P-doc, and an additional revision was made to clarify that bit rate constraints apply in the single frame case. The agreed revisions of EVS-4 can be found in S4-130775-> S4-130778.
· 
· On EVS selection deliverables:

The proposed table in TD S4-130650 was used as a starting point for edits of the RTP payload check list in EVS-6b; this table was agreed for non IO modes, however it was kept in brackets in EVS-6b because of the issue of RTP payload format for IO modes. The EVS-6b Editor was tasked to copy Table 1 of TD S4-130693 (except the note on optional modes) in EVS-6b. The output of the editing sessions of EVS-6b is in S4-130779, and it was to be forward to plenary. 
· On the EVS selection test plan:

· The EVS-8b Editor was tasked to add a note on the fact that the voting period will not be specified and a typical value will be used to calculate the number of conditions

· TD S4-130735 was agreed with the modification that preliminary samples would be provided to verify the test databases.

· The following working assumption was agreed:

The ACR Tests should be kept as 90 minute tests with 48 conditions (7 CuT conditions per test) and the DCR Tests should all be 2 hour tests with 36 conditions (5 CuT conditions per test).

· Good progress was achieved in the allocation of conditions for NB clean and noisy speech experiments. 

· On the EVS selection processing plan:

· It was agreed to test bandwidth switching in characterization, to keep the same audio format for input audio material as in qualification, to keep the command lines and processing steps from qualification under the condition that they do not interfere with open points for the processing plan, and to use the document attached to TD S4-130750 as the initial draft of EVS-7b for editing.

· It was agreed that the same noise databases collected during qualification will be used in the selection subjective tests, with random seeds for noise file and time offset selection.

· The issue of noisy speech processing and SNR values were left to be discussed in a future teleconference, some companies committed to bring input on this topic.

· The proposed fix to the verification tool for rate switching performance in TD S4-130748 was crosschecked; an update was expected for the next teleconference.

· A working assumption was agreed such that the group will adopt for all cases where AMR-WB IO is tested the EVS-8k input filter unless this mask is challenged by some input showing some significant impact of EVS-8k in comparison with P.341.
The assignment of labs (GAL, HL, CL for Global Analysis Lab, Host Lab, CrossCheck Lab) and organization of selection testing were discussed. It was agreed that the working assumption is to assign Dynastat as HL. The three declared listening labs (LLs), Dynastat, Mesaqin, DELTA SenseLab, presented their capabilities and DELTA SenseLab presented additional information on their testing facilities.  It was agreed that the working assumption is to assign Dynastat as GAL. Two labs declared the intent to participate as CL and the decision was left for discussion. The process of scheduling for the HL, LLs and GAL for selection is now expected to start. The cost for the cross-checking lab was discussed and a figure of 500€ per listening experiment was discussed but not agreed.
The planning of teleconferences and an extra adhoc meeting prior to SA#75 were discussed and the EVS Rapporteur (EVS-2 Editor) was tasked to propose dates offline.

Finally, the process of the LoI to be sent to ETSI was clarified: PDF versions shall be a copy of hard copies and shall be sent by July 15, 2013, while the hard copy may be posted after July 15, 2013.

1 Opening of the session: July 8, 11:00 (local time)
The EVS SWG Chairman, Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson), opened the meeting.
Minutes were taken by the EVS SWG Secretary, Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE).
2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
The agenda in S4-130625R1 was already presented and agreed with the Tdoc allocation (see R1 in Annex A) during the EVS SWG adhoc meeting#8. Similarly, S4-130626 was already agreed as the tentative schedule during the EVS SWG adhoc meeting#8.
3 Agreement of adhoc meeting report
Mr. Stéphane Ragot presented TD S4-130762 Draft report from EVS SWG Adhoc meeting#8 (7 July 2013), from EVS SWG Secretary (ORANGE SA) 

Comments / questions: 

None.

Conclusion:

TD S4-130762 was agreed. 
4 Selection phase matters
4.1 Selection Rules (EVS-5b)
See S4-130762 for the report of this A.I. handled by the EVS SWG meeting#8.
4.2 Selection Deliverables (EVS-6b)
Mr. Vivek Rajendran presented TD S4-130650 RTP Payload Format Specification Requirements, from Qualcomm Incorporated
In this contribution the source reiterates the need for a candidate to provide sufficient description in the draft RTP payload format specification to allow for the EVS-SWG to check compliance with the design constraints. In the interest of finalizing the RTP Payload Format Specification Requirements, the source provides a proposal which combines aspects from S4-130442 and AHEVS-261_RTP_DCs for inclusion into the Annex section of the Selection Deliverables permanent document (EVS-6b).
Comments / questions: 

It was clarified that the proposed parts 1 and 2 are limited to the non IO part of EVS.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) commented on the statement that multiple payload types are not appropriate for real-time seamless switching; he stated that it is possible to switch in real-time with multiple payload types.
Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) explained that the PT number is mapped to SDP and in the offer/answer model in SDP, if TS 24.229 is supported, a single codec is required; he emphasized that using two payload types is equivalent to having two different codecs, which is not compliant with TS 24.229.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that TS 24.229 can accommodate EVS in future and he clarified that using PT field is outside the RTP payload format and is not prevented to switch between IO and non IO. 
Mr. Vivek Ranjendran (Qualcomm) stated that updating TS 24.229 for the EVS scenario is complicating the design and one should not think that TS 24.229 can be modified. He added that, bitrate switching is only based on the RTP payload, without using the PT number for signaling bit rate, bandwidth, etc. He summarized that the issue is related to design constraints on bit rate switching and compliance with TS 24.229.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the issue boils down to multiplexing non IO and IO modes in the same stream.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) commented that the complete picture (IO and non IO) is needed before agreeing on the proposal. It was argued that the proposed part 2 is complete for the non IO modes. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) and Mr. Noburo Harada (NTT) confirmed that part 2 of the proposal is agreeable for non IO modes.  Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) suggested taking non IO modes in brackets. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) noted that the IO modes have a specific requirement to be interoperable and he suggested separating IO modes from non IO modes.
The EVS SWG Chairman suggested taking later contributions which address specifically AMR-WB IO and to edit the proposed table to be added in EVS-6b, and then jointly edit the table with the input from conclusion on AMR-WB IO modes.
Conclusion:

The proposed table in TD S4-130650 would be a starting point for edits of the RTP payload check list in EVS-6b but a conclusion is needed on how to deal with AMR-WB IO modes. This table was agreed for non IO modes, however it was kept in brackets in EVS-6b because of the issue of RTP payload format for IO modes (see A.I. 5).
TD S4-130650 was noted. 
Mr. Harald Pobloth presented TD S4-130693 On Selection Deliverables, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA

The current version of the selection deliverables contains an Editor’s note pointing to the fact that the list of draft specifications required to be provided by the winning candidate to the selection meeting has to be defined. In this contribution such a list is proposed.
Comments / questions: 

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked why all specifications except JBM were compacted in row 7 of Table 2. It was clarified that JBM is not a transcoding function and it could be implemented in a different part of the system.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) asked to clarify which specifications (annexes) are to be informative or normative. It was clarified that the proposal just lists what needs to be in selection meeting.
The SA4 Secretary noted that all existing codecs (AMR, AMR-WB) have separate specifications. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) noted that the proposal may imply to revise the EVS WID.

The EVS SWG Chairman noted it may be better to stick with Table 1 and to add this table in EVS-6b.

Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented on the note in row 4 of Table 2 and he stated that the note should be aligned with previous agreements on optional parts.

It was clarified that an optional part refers to an optional specification, which is independent of making the feature mandatory to implement or not. It was recalled that this covers for instance stereo or VBR.
Conclusion:

The EVS-6b Editor was tasked to copy Table 1 of TD S4-130693 (except the note in parenthesis in row 4, to be removed). The group had to address how to deal with optional parts in the editing session of EVS-6b.
TD S4-130693 was noted. 
Ms. Takako Sanda presented TD S4-130717 Switching between EVS non-IO and AMR-WB IO modes, from Panasonic Corporation, Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA, ORANGE SA, HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd

The sources propose SA4 to conclude that the mandatory support of mode switching between EVS non-IO and AMR-WB IO modes according the EVS design constraints shall be possible in the EVS RTP payload format without exchanging SDP offer/answer.
Comments / questions: 

It was clarified that the recommendations of TR 22.813 refer to the part that tandeming should be avoided as much as possible.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked how seamless CS/PS handover is. It was clarified that additional delay can be encountered if SDP renegotiation is needed and that there will be a gap. Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) stated that according to network people delay should be minimized as much as possible.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) pointed to TR 22.813 which recommends to avoid transcoding as much as possible but states that interoperability can be achieved by negotiating a previous 3GPP codec. Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) clarified that TR 22.813 did not consider the eSRVCC case.
The EVS SWG Chairman referred to the design constraint requiring there shall be seamless switching between AMR-WB IO modes and non IO modes, and he asked how seamless switching at RTP level can be provided if SDP mechanisms would not be seamless.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that only a switching test case was agreed, and other use cases are under discussion.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) commented that seamless switching in bitstream level is OK, however there are several questions at the RTP format level (e.g.  what does it mean if AMR-WB IO is to be interoperable with legacy AMR-WB?). He explained that if switching is extended to the RTP payload format there is some contradiction between the existing AMR-WB payload and the creation of a brand new EVS payload.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) commented on the misunderstanding of ‘interoperability’ and he gave the example of G.711.1 which is interoperable with G.711 with a different bitstream format. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that in the G.711.1 RTP payload format it is allowed to signal both G.711 and G.711.1 at once, which is different, because it is allowed to send SDP containing both codecs if interoperability is required. 

Mr. Stéphane Proust (France Telecom) commented on the inclusion of the AMR-WB format in EVS;  he recalled that  when this was agreed, it was clear to SA4 that there are not 2 codecs in EVS but only one codec with one payload type and this was the basic assumption. He stated that France Telecom will never accept to have different payloads for the EVS codec.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) proposed that EVS should have a single RTP payload format specification, but AMR-WB IO is carried by using a full compatible representation of AMR-WB, and these are not two different codecs. He stated that EVS has the AMR-WB IO functionality, and if the concern is to have a single codec or two codecs, one can have single RTP payload format description and the RTP payload format for AMR-WB IO mode is fully compatible with the existing AMR-WB payload.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that one of the fundamental assumptions of the EVS WI is that EVS can switch to the AMR-WB IO mode seamlessly, and the use case given in TD S4-130717 is one important example where seamless switching is not excluded. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that he could support this view if AMR-WB IO can be provided without losing interoperability.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) clarified that the SDP offer can include multiple codecs with different payload types for AMR-WB (bandwidth efficient, octet aligned), and more payload types can be used for EVS, e.g. one for mono coding, another for stereo. He added that there is a requirement in IMS that the answerer will select only one codec. He added that there is another requirement in IMS that if the answerer includes multiple codecs in the SDP answer, e.g. in case the answering client is a non-IMS cient, then the offering client must send a SIP update to remove all codecs but one. There is however an exception for DTMF, redundancy payload formats and other similar payload formats that don’t define any codec. He concluded that this requires a payload format that supports both EVS and AMR-WB IO, otherwise a SIP UPDATE is needed if both AMR-WB and EVS are supported.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that EVS is a single codec, but at same time it provides interoperability with AMR-WB, in that sense an SDP answer can contain both AMR-WB and EVS which does not mean that it contains 2 different codecs. He stated that there can be a common exception to offer both EVS and AMR-WB to avoid introducing another payload format for AMR-WB.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that there is only one EVS codec, and its payload format shall support all modes according to the design constraints.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that, if EVS supports only one payload format, then to communicate with legacy AMR-WB one needs the MGW to translate EVS to AMR-WB. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) confirmed this understanding and added that EVS will in any case require to update MGWs; he recalled that the alternative implementation of AMR-WB is another topic to be considered after EVS standardization.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the existence of EVS with AMR-WB IO modes will require changes in many components.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there is a common understanding that there should be one EVS payload format that can transport any mode without separating IO and non IO modes, and as a separate question, whether it is possible to transport AMR-WB IO specifically using the AMR-WB payload format.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that the payload format for AMR-WB IO mode must be interoperable with the legacy AMR-WB payload format, otherwise it is not interoperable to legacy.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there is an agreement to interpret the EVS design constraints such there must also be the support of AMR-WB payload.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) did not disagree but he stated that this is related to enabling the alternative implementation of AMR-WB.

The EVS SWG Chairman then asked if the group agreed that the full set of codec modes including AMR-WB shall be transported in the EVS payload format.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked, if the AMR-WB IO payload format is fully compatible with the legacy AMR-WB, whether it can still be called EVS payload format. He did not want to mandate a non IO payload format for AMR-WB, and he stated that this decision to have two different payload types is up to proponents. He stated that NTT introducing new payload format different from the legacy AMR-WB payload format is totally a mess.
Mr. Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) stated that introducing a new codec is also a mess, he clarified that introducing an alternative implementation of AMR-WB allows full compatibility at RTP level.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that one needs to transport all modes of EVS, but there should be nothing that precludes transport of AMR-WB IO modes in the AMR-WB payload format. He emphasized that the payload format will be considered by EVS, then MTSI SWG, and then IETF, and it is not to the EVS SWG to tell how the service will work.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the main question is whether anything precludes from transporting AMR-WB IO modes with the existing AMR-WB payload format. 

Conclusion:


TD S4-130717 was noted. 
TD S4-130752 RTP Checklist for EVS, from Fraunhofer IIS was noted  without presentation.
It was clarified that the check list in TD S4-130752 is limited to non IO modes of EVS.

4.3 Selection Test Plans (EVS-8b)
Mr. Craig Greer presented TD S4-130637 On the EVS Selection Phase Experiments, from Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
This contribution takes into account discussions held and agreements made during SA4 #73 and the follow-up ad-hoc calls, and presents proposals for finalizing the allocation of experiments for Selection Phase testing. 
Comments / questions: 

The EVS SWG Chairman suggested producing 2 test plan assumptions based on 4s or 8s test items. Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) emphasized budget limits when considering finalizing the table of experiments.

It was commented that the number of conditions for ACR and DCR will influence the number of experiments. Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) clarified that the proposals assumes 7 conditions for ACR and details can be found in the attached spreadsheet.

The EVS-8b Editor clarified that the spreadsheet attached to S4-130637 was incorporated in the draft revision of EVS-8b for discussion in the editing session. It was clarified that the spreadsheet assumes 4s DCR only for speech and for music there are more conditions from which to choose.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked if Samsung can accept having 2 hour test for mixed content and music testing. Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) proposed to consider cost and fatigue before doing 2 hour testing, but he stated that longer experiments may be more efficient.

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that the cost estimate was assuming 1.5h testing and, if longer experiments are needed, this should be compensated.

Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) clarified that 1.5h testing is proposed in S4-130637, and he noted that with 2h experiments the number of experiments is reduced. He stated that one has to decide on DCR settings before editing any spreadsheet.

Conclusion:

TD S4-130637 was noted. 
Mr. Jon Gibbs presented TD S4-130725 On the Speech Stimuli for EVS Selection DCR Experiments, from HuaWei Technologies Co.,Ltd

Two possible compromises are proposed in this document to address the number of sentence stimuli to be used in the DCR tests.
Comments / questions: 

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented that the quoted statement from P.800 was for ACR, and for DCR P.800 says that sentence pairs should be used.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) commented on statement that shorter stimulis are more reliable, and he stated that the stimuli length cannot be reduced more and more to get more precision and there is a minimum length required. He disagreed with the statement and to looking for an optimal time giving reliable results and is sufficiently short

Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that DCR results are a complex function of quality and it is not straightforward to remember all details of 8s periods. He stated that 4s items can reduce fatigue on listeners.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked if there is any statistical difference on test results using 8s or 4s items, and he requested test result showing that results are the same.
The EVS Chairman stated that the choice is reduce or not the size of stimuli to test more conditions, with the risk of adopting a methodology that is not established.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that he presented summary results in SA4#72 with exactly the same experiments run for 4s and 8s items; he stated that the correlation was almost perfect on scores, and that the results based on 4s samples are actually more reliable, which Dynastat attributed to an improvement over short term memory.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked to detail test conditions (bit rates, codecs, bandwidths, error rates, SNRs, etc.).
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that correlation between test labs was reported to be good in one EVS qualification GAL report, although there were big differences between test results from different labs. He preferred to see evidence with test results based on 4s samples.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that longer samples would imply reducing test coverage but Huawei can accept 8s samples if this is the decision of the group.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) did not want to take the risk to use an unjustified methodology, and he requested real evidence.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the proposal was not agreeable and he suggested following established practice as a working assumption, assuming 8s stimuli, and then making calculations (number of experiments, conditions). He noted that the group may later challenge this assumption if important parts of codec evaluation are missed.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) proposed another compromise: to run tests with 6s samples (as in 3GPP2, for SMV, VMR), still with double sentences. This proposal was further discussed. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that this methodology has to be checked and compared before agreeing with 6s samples. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that nothing in P.800 says 8s, but it describes 2 sentences, therefore there is no methodological issue. The number of conditions with 6s samples was then discussed. 
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the group would follow the standard 8s length with possibly extended test size and cutting down experiments, or it could use shorter items.
Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) asked to clarify that the reduction from 8s to 6s is coming only from the background noise segments, keeping speech utterances. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dyanstat) clarified that with Harvard sentences, some sentences are outliers and would not be used to get 6s samples, and he noted that 6s samples gives about 60% active speech and about 35% noise alone.
Conclusion:

Offline discussions were invited to converge on the length of test samples.
TD S4-130725 was noted. 
Mr. Stéphane Ragot presented TD S4-130734 On EVS selection test experiments, from France Telecom, ORANGE SA

This contribution is a resubmission of AHEVS-259 with some text updates based on the feedback received in the EVS SWG Teleconference #27.
Comments / questions: 

The estimated number of conditions for ACR 1.5h testing was discussed: it was noted that the previous assumption was 48 conditions, while this contribution gives 42 conditions. It was clarified that the assumptions behind TD S4-130734 are slightly different.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) proposed to converge to agreed numbers of conditions to be used as reference numbers. It was noted that an offline group would work on such reference numbers.

Other proposals than number of conditions in the document were considered.

Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) stated that it is premature to agree on 5 samples per category.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked views on how the voting period should be specified. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) agreed that the voting period is up to the listening lab. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) agreed with this, but he requested to have some value to calculate the number of conditions. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) clarified that a 4s voting interval is assumed in S4-130725.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked the EVS-8b Editor to add a note on the fact that the voting period will not be specified and a typical value will be used to calculate the number of conditions.
On the MNRU values, the EVS SWG Chairman invited to all to check agreeable MNRU values
Conclusion:

The EVS-8b Editor was tasked to add a note on the fact that the voting period will not be specified and a typical value will be used to calculate the number of conditions
TD S4-130734 was noted.

Mr. Stéphane Proust presented TD S4-130735 On EVS testing reliability and integrity, from ORANGE SA 

In SA4#73 it was agreed that, by default, the selection testing should be done by non-candidate labs. It was also decided that criteria will be specified for the listening labs to comply with ensuring testing integrity. This contribution makes some proposals to increase such confidence in testing reliability and integrity.
Comments / questions: 

Mr. Jan Holub (Mesaqin) fully supported the proposal, he found some comments highly relevant (e.g. on students), and he was ready to invite people for audit and visit during the tests if there is any interest.
Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) stated that the first items in TD S4-130735 can be easily addressed, he asked if English instructions are required.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) explained that English instructions are normally in Annex of the test plan and test lab would provide to SA4 their instructions for other language and somebody would verify them.

It was clarified that instructions should be provided in written format as in qualification.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) had no issues with the proposed requirements, and he recalled that instructions were harmonized in qualification.
Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) requested to provide additional data on acoustic requirements of test rooms (e.g. hoth noise measurements, schematic of test setup, etc.).

Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) noted that in qualification every test lab made a report and he suggested not to require more than this. He stated that P.800 requires a statement that the lab conforms, and Delta can conform to all those points. He raised that issue, that in some case subjects are university students and the group would have to raise issues if choosing from a university pool of listeners is unacceptable.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) emphasized the need to have representative subjects, as students that often listen to MP3 can also bias results.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that subjects should reflect future 3GPP EVS users, not all students with perfect hearing. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented that for inferential statistics to determine what the codec will be, one wants to infer results to a population of users, and this population of users will not be students only. Mr. Jan Holub (Mesaqin) referred to a Mesaqin publication that identified a difference between younger and average listeners.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) commented on the age distribution in Japan, and expressed concerns that wondered if a restriction to ensure good listening capability or follow a balance of population.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented on the need for all listeners to have an audio graph before the test. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that audio graphs are not done in Dynastat as this would require audiologists and there can be legal issues if hearing issues are found; he stated that an outlier won’t be used and the data can speak for itself.

On the proposal to listen to test samples, Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) clarified that the samples do not need to be exactly the samples used in the test, but they should at least be representative. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) suggested providing the preliminaries.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the proposals in TD S4-130735 can be agreed with modification that preliminary samples would be provided to verify the test databases.  Answer: yes.

Conclusion:

TD S4-130735 was agreed with the modification that preliminary samples would be provided to verify the test databases.

Mr. Jon Gibbs presented TD S4-130834 Proposal on DCR Testing for Selection, from HuaWei Technologies Co. Ltd., Dynastat Inc., DELTA, Audio Research Labs, ORANGE SA., Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., Mesaqin s.r.o. (Ltd.)
The sources had compiled a recommended definition of the DCR tests including number of talkers, stimulus duration, number of CuT conditions per experiment and cost.
Comments / questions: 

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) added that all of the proposed figures are assuming 192 votes per condition, with 6 talkers / categories, which is working assumption to run a more sensitive test for selection.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) noted that the 48 conditions for ACR are somewhat aligned with the settings of qualification, but for a different number of listeners. Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) noted that in qualification the number of conditions for ACR was up to 64 conditions, but with only 4 talkers.

Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) asked if the balance between characterization and selection is maintained in the overall budget.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) noted that HL and GAL are also included in budget that has some margin, but the CL is not included. The cost of CL was discussed, Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) recalled that the figure of 500 € per listening or experiment was assumed.
Mr. Vivek Ranjendran (Qualcomm) asked if the split of experiments into 21 DCR experiments and 9 ACR experiments was agreed or not. Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) clarified that the split comes from what is in brackets in EVS-8b. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) recalled that the allocation of experiment is not agreed, but he emphasized that the text in bold in TD S4-130834 is important.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the text in bold can be agreed. Answer: yes. It was concluded that this agreement is a good starting point to start test plan design.
With this we have a good starting point for starting test plan design
Conclusion:

The following working assumption was agreed:
The ACR Tests should be kept as 90 minute tests with 48 conditions (7 CuT conditions per test) and the DCR Tests should all be 2 hour tests with 36 conditions (5 CuT conditions per test).

TD S4-130834 was noted.

4.4 Selection Processing Plans (EVS-7b)
Mr. Markus Schnell presented TD S4-130750 Proposed initial draft EVS-7b, from Editor (Fraunhofer IIS) 

This document lists several open points that need to be addressed in order to initiate EVS-7b. The document provide a list of issues which can be inherited from EVS-7a, a list of editorial issues which depend on agreements related to other EVS matters as well as a list of open points which needs to be discussed in SA4. A draft version of EVS-7b is attached.
Comments / questions: 

· On cover page: 

Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) could agree on items inherited from EVS-7a, except that it depends on some of the open issues (e.g. masks, calculation of noise…).
The open point of bandwidth switching was discussed. It was noted that testing of bandwidth switching could be part of verification. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) preferred to wait for characterization.  The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group agreed with not testing bandwidth switching in selection. Answer: yes.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) noted that verification is part of selection, and the agreement implicitly brought testing of bandwidth switching in characterization.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group agreed to test bandwidth switching in characterization. Answer: yes.
The testing of EVS resampling was then discussed.  Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) clarified that the resampling in EVS should be tested, but he had no view whether it should be in selection or characterization.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked if the audio material (raw format, 16 bit PCM…) is OK with listening labs. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that there is no reason to change it.
The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that it was agreed to keep the same audio format for input audio material as in qualification.
The command lines and processing steps were then discussed. Similarly, it was agreed to keep the command lines and processing steps from qualification, however this was under the condition that they do not interfere with open points under discussion.
· On attached document

It was clarified that the document is based on EVS-7a.

There was no comment and it was agreed to use this document as the initial draft of EVS-7b for editing.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) noted that there are only 5 items per talker. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) clarified that the number of items per talker is in the list of editorial changes.
Conclusion:

It was agreed to test bandwidth switching in characterization.
It was agreed to keep the same audio format for input audio material as in qualification.
It was agreed to keep the command lines and processing steps from qualification, however this was under the condition that they do not interfere with open points under discussion.

It was agreed to use the document attached to TD S4-130750 as the initial draft of EVS-7b for editing.

TD S4-130750 was noted.

Mr. Vivek Rajendran presented TD S4-130651 Background Noise Types, SNR and Processing in EVS Selection Phase Testing, from Qualcomm Incorporated
In this contribution updated proposals are made for noise types, SNRs and the processing plan for generating speech with background noise inputs for the EVS selection test. 

The updated proposal is based on the principle of testing the codec with inputs that match the real life input signals that the codec will face upon deployment as closely as possible.
Comments / questions: 

Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) agreed with the proposed measurement method of noise level, and compared to a previous input from NTT and NTT DOCOMO, the only difference is the frequency mask used in measurement.  He commented on the SNR levels and stated that 25dB with HP50 is very high, he requested some evidence or justification for SNR.
Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) explained that the SNR values come from consultation from acoustic teams, and Qualcomm already presented some justification.
It was clarified that the HP50 filter is proposed for all bandwidths (NB, WB, SWB).

Mr. Bernhard Feiten (Deutsche Telekom) repeated the request to test the codec with some background, with not too high values of SNR, and cases not limited to only clean speech. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) proposed to postpone low SNR levels to characterization, and he invited to discuss levels for selection.

Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) stated that most operators’ terminal specifications require noise suppression, and the proposed SNR values are supported from realistic data from internal teams
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that noise suppression can affect the frequency characteristics of noise and speech may be impacted, and he invited to think about everything in audio processing.
Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) proposed to select levels based on preprocessing with realistic use cases.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that FER at 3, 6% is tested and background noise will also be tested as one test dimension. Much lower SNRs would occur in reality, which are lower SNR than what is proposed here or what was tested in qualification. .
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that there was no agreement on proposed SNR values but there were positive views on the processing blocks, even if the filter mask is for discussion.
Conclusion:

TD S4-130651 was noted. 
Mr. Harald Pobloth presented TD S4-130694 Noise Processing for EVS Selection, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA 

In this contribution the noise material, processing, and SNR levels for the subjective EVS selection tests are discussed and proposed options are:

1) For the noise processing, derive the scaling factor F such that the nominal SNR specifies the SNR at codec input

2) Adopt the noise levels proposed in [2], i.e., 25 dB SNR for rates <=24.4 kbps and 20 dB SNR for rates > 24.4 kbps

3) Decide on the noise material to be used for EVS selection testing during the ongoing SA4#74 meeting and re-use the accepted noise files from the EVS qualification phase if no additional or alternative files are agreed.

Comments / questions: 

Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) agreed with the proposal to use the actual SNR at the codec input (proposal 1).

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked to clarify why SNR levels would be different according to bit rates; he noted that in this case, if different bit rates are tested, there would be different SNRs in the same test, which would influence listeners that would not grade codecs but background noise, which would influence test results. He added that this would be problematic for rate switching conditions.

It was clarified that the proposal is based on the assumption that there are 2 noisy speech tests split in terms of bit rate. Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) explained that at higher rates there are fewer artefacts and the goal is mainly to maintain fidelity, therefore a higher SNR can be used.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) commented on the table of measurements, and he pointed to, 121042 which reported similar data including car noise and MSIN filtering. He pointed out that, if HP50 is used for car noise at 15 dB, this results in an equivalent SNR in AMR-WB definition about 24 dB. He disagreed with the SNR definition in proposal 1 and stated that the actual SNR of each frequency component would change depending on the frequency characteristics of noise files. He preferred to define the measurement method as proposed by Qualcomm and NTT, NTT DOCOMO.

Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) clarified that preprocessing like noise processing is typically used in UEs and it is not too unrealistic that this preprocessing acts differently depending on the bandwidth.

Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the SNR in option 1 is not defined in an abstract domain; he stated that the 48 kHz processing with a filter which may not be used for a given bandwidth is an abstraction that ignores the fact that there will be preprocessing.
The proposal to use different SNRs for different bit rates was clarified again. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that quality at certain bit rates may depend on candidates and UE manufacturers may want less aggressive noise suppression to maintain fidelity depending on the codec. It was noted that the rate/performance tradeoffs are not known. 

On the proposal to use the same noise databases as in qualification, Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that ideally noise files should be different for selection. Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) was not against using new noise files, but he recalled that the acceptance of noise files in qualification was a long process, and he did not see time to redo this collection for selection.

It was noted that the noise files could be randomly selected even with new files. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) noted that listening labs could provide noise files. It was noted that noise databases would be commercially available, which would have to be accounted for in the exercise.

After further discussions (including offline discussions), the EVS SWG Chairman suggested to agree on the working assumption that unless the group gets new proposals for noise files, the noise files from qualification would be used. It was noted that new noise files would need to be checked and at least excerpts would be required before codec submission to verify objective performance. It was noted that the schedule is tight until codec submission. It was proposed to invite non proponents to submit noise files by July 2013. Eventually, the EVS SWG Chairman asked if there is any strong request in the group to launch such a noise selection process. Answer: no.
Then the EVS SWG Chairman asked if it is acceptable to rely on noise files used in qualification, with random seeds for noise file and time offset selection. Answer: yes.
Conclusion:

It was agreed that the same noise databases collected during qualification will be used in selection, with random seeds for noise file and time offset selection.

TD S4-130694 was noted. 
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka presented TD S4-130723 On noise level definition, from NTT DOCOMO INC., NTT

The sources propose to adopt the noise level definition used in the qualification phase of testing also for selection.  The most important point of this proposal is to obtain the same consistent noise level measurement for all audio bandwidths.  Another point is to make noise levels equivalent to those of the qualification phase for identical SNR values to facilitate the interpretation of the test results. The sources request EVS SWG to agree the proposed noise level definition and make the proposed processing as a part of Selection Processing Plan (EVS-7b).

Comments / questions: 

Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that the document makes the assumption that the potential processing between the microphone and the encoder does not affect the noise. He stated that he expected that for example the effect of a noise suppressor depends on the frequency mask used.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) noted that TD S4-130651and TD S4-130723 do not take into account such preprocessing and he suggested considering the characteristics of the noise suppressor.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) noted that to have a truly realistic scenario, one has to consider additional effects as, e.g., the Lombard effect.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) preferred the approximation of  TD S4-130694 where the SNR is what is observed in a particular bandwidth, while the proposal is disconnected from the real SNR and it ignores the fact that there will be preprocessing.

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) reported that with option 1 of TD S4-130694 car noise at 15 dB is gone.
It was clarified that the contribution is only on noisy speech processing. Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) agreed on the processing chain, but not with the MSIN filter. Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) noted that when HP50 is used a systematic reduction of SNR for WB and SWB is avoided. He also noted that the usage of the HP50 filter coincides with option 2 in TD S4-130694.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that the filter really determines the noticeable level of car noise, and he stated that the SNR level would have to be adjusted. He emphasized the processing and SNR levels are coupled.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) recalled that a similar discussion took place for qualification, and he proposed to list SNRs for both MSIN and HP50. Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) proposed to keep the filter open and to discuss figures for HP50 and MSIN.

There were different views on the processing chain and filter mask to use. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that is hard to agree on any SNR value before listening to noisy speech files for a given processing.

It was concluded that the processing could not be agreed, and as a consequence the SNR values could not be agreed. 
Conclusion:

The issue of noisy speech processing and SNR values were left to be discussed in a future teleconference, some companies committed to bring input on this topic.
TD S4-130723 was noted. 
Mr. Markus Schnell presented TD S4-130748 Proposed fix for verification of rate switching performance, from Fraunhofer IIS

The source presents a fix for objective AFR tool in order to enable testing of rate-switching conditions. The source kindly asks for verification of the fix and further, to adapt this fixed tool to EVS-7b and the objective testing scripts.
Comments / questions: 

Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) explained that Qualcomm crosschecked the fix to the tool originally provided by Qualcomm, and he stated that the crosscheck concluded that the revised tool is performing as expected. He had two cosmetic changes: the banner had to be changed, it would be good to save the output to a file to analyze results in case of mismatch.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if other parties wanted to crosscheck fix. Answer: no.

It was concluded the group could rely on the crosscheck done by Qualcomm.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) suggested Qualcomm to send a list for Fraunhofer to provide an update for a future teleconference.
Conclusion:

The proposed fix to the verification tool for rate switching performance in TD S4-130748 was crosschecked by Qualcomm, an update was expected from Fraunhofer based on comments from Qualcomm.
TD S4-130748 was noted.

Mr. Markus Schnell presented TD S4-130751 Proposed input mask for EVS WB IO operation, from Fraunhofer IIS 

This document discusses appropriate masks for the EVS AMR-WB IO operations and proposes to use the following setup for testing:

Case A) EVS AMR-WB IO encoder w/ EVS input mask – legacy AMR-WB decoder

Case B) legacy AMR-WB encoder w/ P.341 input mask - EVS AMR-WB IO decoder
Comments / questions: 

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) explained that it may make sense to consider the EVS-8k mask even for case B: the AMR-WB algorithm works with resampling to 12.8 kHz, for all rates below 23.5 kbit/s the mask has no significant influence and even at 23.85 kbit/s the gain calculation is done with a 6-7 kHz bandpass filter.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) clarified that the contribution considered a use case perspective, with a legacy call using a legacy mask.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) explained that from a testing point view, it may be beneficial to consider harmonizing the masks for case A and case B, so that the direct condition gets the same; this would avoid splitting case A and case B testing and potentially allow mixing AMR-WB IO conditions with WB non IO experiments. He also explained that actual wideband terminals do not necessarily follow the P.341 response specified in ITU-T STL and he recalled that for the Rel11 work item on background noise performance the DIRECT condition in P.835 databases used a 50Hz-7.8 kHz mask with a filter provided by ORANGE.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked the operator view on this, and he stated that the NTT group has not AMR-WB deployed yet.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that the sending mask is more in the hands of UE vendors. 

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that the group may assume that the group may assume a mask larger than P.341.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) proposed to harmonize frequency masks for cases A and B.

Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) was not against this proposal, before making this decision, he wanted to verify the difference of test results between P.341 and HP 50/EVS-8k. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) supported letting companies to check that there is no significant differences provided the codec inputs are well-synchronized.
It was noted that the proposal for case A would allow to include case A in some EVS WB experiments, to have some flexibility.

The EVS SWG Chairman expected to receive some inputs to one of the interim EVS teleconferences. To make some progress he proposed to agree on a working assumption that could be challenged depending on inputs. He proposed to agree on the working assumption that the group will adopt for all cases where AMR-WB IO is tested the EVS-8k input filter unless this mask is challenged by some input showing some significant impact of EVS-8k in comparison with P.341. He asked if this working assumption is agreeable. Answer: yes.
Conclusion:

A working assumption was agreed such that the group will adopt for all cases where AMR-WB IO is tested the EVS-8k input filter unless this mask is challenged by some input showing some significant impact of EVS-8k in comparison with P.341.
TD S4-130751 was noted.

5 Joint editing of EVS P-docs
The version of EVS-5b in TD S4-130763 was already agreed in meeting#8 and was not presented again.
The EVS-6b Editor, Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm), projected the draft version of EVS-6b based on TD S4-130605. The agreed changes to EVS-6b reported in A.I. 4.2 were included in draft EVS-6b; moreover, the RTP payload format check list was debated and there was disagreement on the check list to be defined and the draft check list was left in brackets. The agreed output of the editing sessions of EVS-6b is in S4-130779. 

The EVS-4 Editor, Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson), presented an updated version of EVS-4 where the bit rate switching section was modified to reflect the past agreement on supporting switching between IO and non IO modes.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the EVS SWG is still discussing whether switching between IO and non-IO modes is necessary for the RTP payload format, and he wanted to check whether the change in the bit rate switching box would propagate to the RTP payload format.
It was recalled that switching between IO and non IO was already agreed and at EVS meeting#8 is was agreed to reflect this into EVS-4.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) supported having the switching functionality at the bitstream level, and he wanted to clarify that the rate switching box is at the bitstream level. He stated that the change introduces an ambiguity at the RTP payload format.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) suggested agreeing that the change is agreed for the bit rate switching box and the RTP payload format is still under discussion.
The EVS SWG Chairman suggested to minute that the group still has to agree on how the change in the bit rate switching box propagates to the RTP payload format. Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) requested, before agreeing to this change, to clarify if bandwidth switching is included with AMR-WB IO.

The changes in the bit rate switching box were further edited. The agreed revision of EVS-4 can be found in S4-130775, noting that the question for the RTP payload format (IO/non IO) is still open.
While discussing the draft RTP payload check list in Annex of EVS-6b, a further revision of EVS-4 was suggested to include ‘in the non-bundled case’ which was later changed to ‘in the single frame case’. The revision of EVS-4 was projected by the EVS-6b Editor, and this revised version in S4-130778 was agreed without presentation.
The EVS-8b P-doc was not available during the EVS SWG meeting, and the revision of this P-doc was left to be presented directly to the closing SA4 plenary.
The EVS-7b P-doc was not available during the EVS SWG meeting, and the revision of this P-doc was left to be presented directly to the closing SA4 plenary.

6 EVS schedule review

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that part of the schedule review is the assignment of labs. He stated that labs will determine how long testing will take, which will have an impact on the selection phase. He noted that proposals should be collected for GAL, HL, LLs.
Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) stated that labs are confident that they have sufficient throughput to accomodate the selection listening tasks, but they are quite concerned about the total schedule, that could fall over holiday periods when it may be difficult to do testing in certain languages. He added that labs have a level of confidence that is quite high but they have no good feeling that milestones will be met.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that the 3 declared labs have a lot of confidence on the number of tests. He noted that the group would have to give an estimate as for when final executables would be ready, when the money would be in house, so that ETSI can start initiating contracts, when is the projected date of the selection meeting, so as to start working backwards, putting time for HL and LL to get their work done and get data to GAL, and to organize the crosscheck procedure. He emphasized the group needs starting setting those dates, and the group has no schedule, but the understanding is that the most critical thing is the bandwidth of listening labs.

He stated that Dynastat could possibly come to some kind of working assumption according to the load among labs that would be balanced, around 1/3 of listening effort. He added that Dynastat has put some investment and expects a level of return on investment, which is just a business model. He recalled that Dynastat started working on GAL, test plans, which is part of this investment, and he expected to see some premium on top of that.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that it is the SQ SWG that has the power to assign labs and languages.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that, depending on the efficiency of host labs, to deliver samples to LLs, depending on the allocation of experiments by languages, Dynastat could perform 5 tests per week, hence 1/3 of the total amount of experiments in 4 weeks, provided that the material is available. He noted that this is the absolute limit, and did not think any lab could do more than 5 tests a week. He added that 4 weeks would be the minimum, and probably this could be doubled to get everything done with proper pipelining, which gives a minimum of 8 weeks.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) stated that codec submission is end of Nov. 2013, selection is in April 2014, he suggested that contracted labs brought in a more detailed schedule.

Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) suggested assigning the Host Lab present in the meeting room based on qualification and he suggested Dynastat.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that it is good to have such a proposal.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that Dynastat is willing, and is a candidate to be host lab.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there were other candidates to be HL. Answer: no.

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the working assumption is to assign Dynastat as Host Lab.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) noted that the EVS SWG had not yet found the right statistical method for selection and he asked if Dynastat would be able to perform any statistical method that the group can come up with. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) confirmed this.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that HL and LL tasks are independent, the HL and the LL do not have any overlap, the only time constraint is a LL cannot get started until they have material from the HL. He recalled that in qualification Dynastat was LL for 3 candidates and did about 1/4 of the total testing with 36 experiments, but still Dynastat ran HL and GAL, which went smoothly.

It was suggested to apply the same pipelining as in qualification, starting with NB experiments. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) supported using the phased approach, he noted that in selection there would be 30 to 37 different experiments in 2 labs, which is a reduction of processing compared to qualification.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if more specific information is required on the estimated processing time for selection. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that Dynastat would come with some plan and in this case this information would be covered.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group can adopt the working assumption that the HL for selection is Dynastat. Asnwer: yes.

Then the discussion went to LLs.
Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) stated that SenseLab have their facility in Denmark and they identified Audio Research Labs’s facility together with labs in the UK and Finland, which can all run in parallel. He stated that one test per day can be performed with a total of 20 tests per month.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that this throughput is very similar to Dynastat.

Mr. Jan Holub (Mesaqin) stated that Mesaqin is using their own lab in Prague, and technically they can run 4 panels per day. He highlighted that for some languages, listeners need to be collected sequentially which depends on languages. It was clarified that the availability of listeners can be too sparse, which requires to extend listening time to get all listeners. 
Then the discussion went to the GAL.

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the EVS SWG has made good experience with Dynastat, and he noted that one should ask if Dynastat would be available for selection and also if others would like to take the GAL task.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that Dynastat is available, that would be his personal responsibility if selected as GAL.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if other labs would be willing to take over the GAL task. Answer: No.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) noted that the EVS SWG had not yet found the right statistical method for selection and he asked if Dynastat would be able to perform any statistical method that the group can come up with. 
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group can adopt as a working assumption to assign Dynastat as GAL. Answer: yes.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that selection experiments are duplicated. He invited labs to make a proposal on the LL task organization. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) supported this proposal and he commented that the SQ SWG will find the right balance.
Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) stated that a proposal could be provided in the next  EVS SWG teleconference. The EVS SWG Chairman stated that with such a proposal, the EVS SWG will have an understanding for the time for the actual listening.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that the process of a projected schedule for the HL, LL and GAL can start.

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) noted that the crosscheck lab task was included in the selection process. He asked if the group was expected any entity.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there is any volunteer for CL.
Mr. Schuyler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) stated that Audio Research Labs would be happy to do the crosscheck, he recalled that Audio Research Labs did a more difficult CL in AMR-WB+ / e-AAC+ standardization, with an independent development of scripts from specifications.
Mr. Jan Holub (Mesaqin) stated that Mesaqin has done such things from time to time, if beneficial Mesaqin would be happy to contribute.
It was clarified that the CL does not involve any script development and the task is just to run scripts developed by SA4 and to process input material and provide checksums.

Mr. Schuyler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) stated that he was in the San Diego meeting, where budget for the CL per  listening tests was discussed, and as Dynastat said, people expect to be compensated to hit return.
The EVS SWG Chairman recalled that the estimate for CL is 500 € per test, which would give a total of 2x 30 times 500 € (30 k€).
Mr. Schuyler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) stated that Audio Research Labs is an ETSI and 3GPP member and this participation included travel to SA4 meeting. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the pricing is low compared to the HL task, which is a similar task with however more interaction. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) emphasized that the CL cost is about 3% of the total cost.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group agrees to assign Audio Research Labs as CL for selection testing.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) requested more time before deciding.

Then, the planning of conference calls was discussed. The EVS Rapporteur, suggested having one adhoc meeting in Sept. prior to SA4#75 and some teleconferences in the interim period. He suggested to discuss dates offline.

The number of days (one or two) for the adhoc meeting was discussed.
The SA4 Secretary emphasized that, apart the test plan, the GAL lab needs to prepare a GAL plan to explain how the analysis will be done, otherwise the schedule would slip. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) noted that there were diverging proposals for the analysis, one based on ToRs as in qualification, another one based on head to head performance comparisons; he noted that there was no agreement, and until the group decides he could go forward with a GAL based on what was done in qualification but a performance based FoM he would require the group to decide.
The planning of the next adhoc meeting (including host/cost) and teleconferences was left for offline discussion.
Finally, the SA4 Secretary clarified the process of the LoI to be sent to ETSI. His proposal was that a hard copy should be sent to the ETSI Director General, but a PDF version can be sent on Monday July 15, 2013 to email addresses that will be provided in the SA4#74 report. He also clarified that there is no need to indicate the respective company coordinates for sending the invoice if the contact point did not change compared to the qualification..

Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) asked to clarify the deadline for hard copies of the LoI.
The SA4 Secretary stated that PDF versions shall be a copy of hard copies and shall be sent by July 15, 2013, while the hard copy may be posted after July 15, 2013.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized the proponents should send paper copies asap.
7 Contributions to other EVS topics

No Tdoc in this A.I.

8 Other business
Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush presented TD S4-130627 Listening Test Capabilities, from DELTA SenseLab
Comments / questions: 

Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) asked how this contribution fits with TD S4-130832.
Mr. Schuyler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) explained that Audio Research Labs is in the same team as DELTA SenseLab, giving the same service. He explained that  TD S4-130832 can address some of the concerns that were expressed at the meeting.

Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) commented on the compliance to acoustics, he stated that 3GPP SA4 has no experience with DELTA SenseLab, and it is good to see actual noise measurements to show requirement compliance with P.800. He asked if it is possible to supply with more data in terms of actual measurements.
Mr. Schuyler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) asked if he would have to show NR curves and measured Hoth noise at each listening position. He stated that there would be variability.
Mr. Vivek Rajendran (Qualcomm) stated that the main concern is ambient noise. 

Mr. Schuyler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) committed to bring data.
Conclusion:

TD S4-130627 was noted.

Mr. Nick Zacharov presented TD S4-130832 DELTA SenseLab, from DELTA SenseLab

A number of good questions have been raised regarding DELTA SenseLabs and its partner capabilities (Ref: S4-130735 On EVS testing reliability and integrity). Many of the points have been addressed in the document S4-130627 DELTA SenseLab listening test capabilities. Additions are made here to address recent concerns. 

Comments / questions: 

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked about the French or German languages that were declared but do not appear in this presentation of the lab.

Mr. Nick Zacharov (DELTA SenseLab) explained that there were discussions with a partner lab for French or German, and he was confident that they can fulfill requirements but they are moving away from the ESN network, and DELTA SenseLab is trying to identify other labs that have sufficient performance, acoustic performance, and capabilities.
Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) clarified that languages should be taken as stated in TD S4-130832 and not as stated previously. 

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked to clarify which languages will be eventually provided and he asked the status of potential labs, like for Japanese.

Mr. Nick Zacharov (DELTA SenseLab) clarified that depending on what language are missing, some labs can be easily integrated, as long as their facilities are suitable.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked to clarify, besides the practical setup, the background of testing with P.800. He stated that ORANGE is familiar with Danish lab (in the context of ITU-R) but there was less background information on satellite labs. 

Mr. Nick Zacharov (DELTA SenseLab) clarified that DELTA SenseLab is taking staff on site, to make sure calibration is appropriate, and in each case they send a daily check list, while a lot is handled in SenseLab online in terms of protocol to run the test. He proposed to demonstrate the test.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) commented on languages other than native language in local labs and he asked how it is ensured that the panel is representative and how many tests were run in these languages and whether they were compared to other labs.
Mr. Nick Zacharov (DELTA SenseLab) stated that in many labs have more than a student population, and this can be made a requirement. He was happy to entertain a panel definition that is not just a student population, which is a matter of time and effort and cost.

Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) stated that testing in Denmark, Finland, UK, can easily satisfy target demographics, and there are student populations in Spanish, Chinese.  

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked to clarify how databases are constructed and whether new material would be collected for EVS testing.

Mr. Nick Zacharov (DELTA SenseLab) stated that not all languages are prepared, some are being built, and if there are particular requirements, some examples can be provided to hear sample items. He expected that for the Danish lab recordings were professional and this would not deviate for other languages.

Mr. Jari Haqgvist (Nokia) asked to give a short recap on online tool, he asked whether it is used during listening or downloaded to a PC.
Mr. Nick Zacharov (DELTA SenseLab) explained that the tool is a robust tool with no streaming. Samples are downloaded locally, cached in the local machine. A lot of checks are done in the system to ensure glitch-free playback, and the software is extensively robust and tested. He clarified that most data is collected through SenseLab, all assessors are registered and logged, the user interface is standardized in a uniform manner. He clarified that the central database is encrypted.
Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) explained that the test is run in a browser, with silverlight extensions; he added that, when running a test, the partner environment never sees the speech coded items, and never sees a score.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked to clarify how postscreening is done.

Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (Audio Research Labs) clarified that potscreening would be done in Denmark.
Conclusion:

TD S4-130832 was noted.

At the end of the meeting, the EVS-8b Editor clarified that EVS-8b had major progress and the draft EVS-8b main body would be presented with the Excel sheet to SA4 plenary.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that he was drafting an LS to ITU-T SG16, and a draft version was circulated offline. The SA4 Secretary invited to provide comments to this draft asap. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that this LS should not just address topics relevant to EVS, but also cover tools used in the SQ SWG, including a bandpass filter developed by ORANGE for P.835 testing in the scope of a Rel-11 WI.
9 Close of the session: July 10, 21:00
The EVS Chairman closed the meeting. 
Annex A: Meeting Agenda 

Source:
SA4 EVS SWG Chairman

Title:
Proposed Agenda for 
EVS SWG ad-hoc Meeting #8, 7 July 2013, 
EVS/Joint EVS/SQ SWG Meeting at SA4#74, 8 - 12 July 2013, rev. 2

Document for:
Approval

Agenda Item:
6

A1/6.1
Opening of the session

A2/6.2
Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
625R1, 626
A3
Agreement of EVS SWG Conference Call minutes


738
6.3
Agreement of adhoc meeting report


762
A4/6.4
Selection phase matters



A4.1/6.4.1 Selection Rules (EVS-5b)


722, 740, 749
A4.2/6.4.2 Selection Deliverables (EVS-6b)


650, 693, 717, 752
A4.3/6.4.3 Selection Test Plan (EVS-8b) 


637, 725, 734, 735, 834


A4.4/6.4.4 Selection Processing Plan (EVS-7b)


651, 694, 723, 748, 
 



750 (EVS-7b), 751
A5/6.5
Joint editing of EVS P-docs



763, 775->778, 779
6.6
EVS schedule review

6.7
Contributions to other EVS topics







6.8
Other business
 


627, 832


6.9 
Close of the session

Ad-hoc meeting agenda items: A1…A5

EVS SWG meeting agenda items: 6.1…6.9

Joint EVS/SQ meeting agenda items: 6.4.3, 6.4.4, 6.5

Color code:
completed, partly completed, multiple allocation, allocation by chairman
Annex B: List of documents

B.1 Agreed documents (presented to SA4 plenary)

	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	SWG A.I.
	Replaced by
	SWG Status
	SA4 A.I. for Tdocs presented at SA4 plenary

	S4-130762
	Draft report from EVS SWG Adhoc meeting#8 (7 July 2013)
	EVS SWG Secretary (ORANGE SA)
	3
	
	Agreed
	4.2

	S4-130775
	EVS Permanent Document #4 (EVS-4): EVS design constraints, Version 1.1
	Editor (Telefon AB LM Ericsson)
	5
	S4-130778
	Agreed
	14.1.1

	S4-130778
	EVS Permanent Document #4 (EVS-4): EVS design constraints, Version 1.2
	Editor (Telefon AB LM Ericsson)
	5
	
	Agreed
	14.1.1

	S4-130779
	EVS Permanent Document EVS-6b: Selection Deliverables, Version 0.4
	Editor (Qualcomm)
	5
	
	Agreed
	14.1.1


B.2 Agreed documents (not presented to SA4 plenary)

	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	SWG A.I.
	Replaced by
	SWG Status
	SA4 A.I. for Tdocs presented at SA4 plenary

	S4-130625
	Proposed Agenda for EVS SWG ad-hoc Meeting #8, 7 July 2013, EVS/Joint EVS/SQ SWG Meeting at SA4#74, 8 - 12 July 2013
	SA4 EVS SWG Chairman
	A2
	
	Agreed
	

	S4-130626
	Proposed Meeting Schedule for EVS SWG Ad-hoc meeting #8 and EVS SWG meeting at TSG-SA4#74 meeting (for information)
	SA4 EVS SWG Chairman
	A2
	
	Agreed
	

	S4-130735
	On EVS testing reliability and integrity
	ORANGE SA
	A4.3,6
	
	Agreed (with preliminaries as example samples)
	


B.3 Documents with status other than agreed (not presented to SA4 plenary)

	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	SWG A.I.
	Replaced by
	SWG Status
	SA4 A.I. for Tdocs presented at SA4 plenary

	S4-130627
	DELTA SenseLab Listening Test Capabilities
	Audio Research Labs
	6
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130650
	RTP Payload Format Specification Requirements
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	A4.2,6
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130651
	Background Noise Types, SNR and Processing in EVS Selection Phase Testing
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	A4.4,6
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130693
	On Selection Deliverables
	Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
	A4.2, 6.4.2
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130694
	Noise Processing for EVS Selection
	Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
	A4.4, 6.4.4
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130717
	Switching between EVS non-IO and AMR-WB IO modes
	Panasonic Corporation, Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA, ORANGE SA, HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd
	A4.2,6.4
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130722
	Proposal for Selection Rules
	NTT DOCOMO INC., NTT
	A4.1, 6.4.1
	
	Noted (handled at adhoc meeting#8)
	

	S4-130723
	On noise level definition
	NTT DOCOMO INC., NTT
	A4.4, 6.4.4
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130725
	On the Speech Stimuli for EVS Selection DCR Experiments
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd
	A4.3,6
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130734
	On EVS selection test experiments
	France Telecom, ORANGE SA
	A4.3,6
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130740
	Draft proposed EVS Permanent Document EVS-5b: Selection Rules for Selection Phase
	Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
	A4.1, 6.4.1
	
	Noted (handled at adhoc meeting#8)
	

	S4-130748
	Proposed fix for verification of rate switching performance
	Fraunhofer IIS
	A4.4, 6.4.4
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130749
	Update on proposed sets table including AMR-WB IO
	Fraunhofer IIS
	A4.1, 6.4.1
	
	Noted (handled at adhoc meeting#8)
	

	S4-130750
	Proposed initial draft EVS-7b
	Editor (Fraunhofer IIS)
	A4.4, 6.4.4
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130751
	Proposed input mask for EVS WB IO operation
	Fraunhofer IIS
	A4.4, 6.4.4
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130752
	RTP Checklist for EVS
	Fraunhofer IIS
	A4.2, 6.4.2
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130834
	Proposal on DCR Testing for Selection
	HuaWei Technologies Co. Ltd., Dynastat Inc., DELTA, Audio Research Labs, ORANGE SA., Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., Mesaqin s.r.o. (Ltd.)
	A4.3,6
	
	Noted
	


B.4 Documents forwarded to SA4 plenary (not seen in EVS SWG)

	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	SWG A.I.
	Replaced by
	SWG Status
	SA4 A.I. for Tdocs presented at SA4 plenary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Annex C: List of participants
Alan Sharpley, Dynasta Inc.; Aleksas Mamkaitis, Centrity Ltd.; Andre Schevciw, Qualcomm, Inc.; Andrea Borgato, Dolby Europé Ltd.; Bernhard Feiten, Deutsche Telekom AG; Chris Steck, Audience; David Isherwood, Intel; Eunmi Oh, Samsung Electronics; Gary Spittle, Dolby Labs.; Harald Pobloth, Nanjing Panda Ericsson; Hiroyuki Ehara, Panasonic Corporation; Hosang Sung, SAMSUNG Electronics; Imre Varga, QUALCOMM CDMA Technologies; Isabelle Scott, Audience Inc.; Jan Holub, Mesaqin; Jari Hagqvist, Nokia Corporation; Jon Gibbs, Huawei Technologies; Kyunghun Jung, Samsung; Laurent Laporte, Sprint; Lei Miao, HiSilicon Technologies Co., Lt; Markus Schnell, Fraunhofer IIS; Milan Jelinek, VoiceAge Corporation; Minjie Xie, ZTE Corporation; Nick Zacharov, Delta; Noboru Harada, NTT; Nobuhiko Naka, NTT DOCOMO INC.; Paolo Usai, ETSI; Peter Isberg, Sony Europé; Peter Sterly, Rohde&Schwarz; Redwan Salami, VoiceAge Corporation; Schuyler Quackenbush, Audio Research Labs; Shankara Raghuraman, Broadcom; Stefan Bruhn, Telefon AB LM Ericsson; Stefan Döhla, Fraunhofer IIS; Stephane Proust, France Telecom; Stephane Ragot, ORANGE SA; Steven Craig Greer, Samsung Telecommunications; Takako Sanda, PANASONIC R&D Center Germany; Tomas Frankkila, Ericsson Inc.; Vesa Ruoppila, NTT DOCOMO; Vivek Rajendran, Qualcomm Japan Inc; Zhe Wang, Huawei

� Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE SA). Email: � HYPERLINK "mailto:stephane.ragot@orange.com" ��stephane.ragot@orange.com�


�	Stefan Bruhn	Email: � HYPERLINK "mailto:Stefan.bruhn@ericsson.com" ��Stefan.bruhn@ericsson.com�; Tel: +46730244850





1 (28)

