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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG (35 participants) met for one day prior to SA4#75. Overall 14 input documents (including the meeting agenda and schedule) were covered. The meeting objective was to work towards the finalization of EVS selection P-docs. 
The meeting covered the following P-docs and reached the following outcome:
· Selection Rules (EVS-5b): It was agreed to make the editorial updates in step 3 (as proposed in TD S4-130985) in Section 4 of EVS-5b.A ranking method and FoMs were proposed and discussed with no agreement. 
· Selection Deliverables (EVS-6b): The RTP payload format for AMR-WB IO was discussed with no progress.
· Procesing Plan (EVS-7b): Noisy speech processing and SNR levels were discussed; two proposed formulations on SNR levels assuming noise suppression were minuted. The NB mask was also discussed, it was agreed to use MSIN for speech cases, and music and mixed content was left open.

1 Opening of the session: September 22, 9:05 (local time)
The EVS SWG Chairman, Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson), opened the meeting which was hosted by Ericsson. He explained the meeting logistics.

Minutes were taken by the EVS SWG Secretary, Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE).
2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
The agenda in S4-130899R1 was presented and agreed with the Tdoc allocation (see R1 in Annex A).
The EVS SWG Chairman recalled that this adhoc meeting is an EVS SWG meeting (without SQ SWG), and he proposed to let SQ topics for SA4#75.He acknowledged that a complete review of all inputs might conflict with not having all SQ SWG delegates present.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) suggested checking what the goal is for the week and how close the group is in finalizing each P-doc; he noted that some P-docs might be omitted for contracting labs. The EVS SWG Chairman clarified that the goal is to finalize all P-docs that rule the selection phase. He recalled that for qualification it was impossible to finalize P-docs in time. He noted that all –Pdocs are critical and he recommended starting with the P-docs which are not related to SQ.  S4-130900 was then agreed as the tentative schedule for the meeting.
3 Agreement of EVS SWG Conference Call minutes

Mr. Stéphane Ragot presented TD S4-131026 Draft report from SA4 EVS SWG Teleconference #30 (11th September 2013), from EVS SWG Secretary (ORANGE SA) 

Comments / questions: 

None.
Conclusion:

TD S4-131026 was agreed. 
4 Selection phase matters
4.1 Selection Rules (EVS-5b)
Mr. Harald Pobloth presented TD S4-130985 Suggested updates to EVS Permanent Document EVS-5b: Selection Rules for Selection Phase, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson
This contribution proposes the following update of the EVS codec selection rules: Updated rule 4, Additional information to be an additional criterion. 

Comments / questions: 

· On the proposed Rule 4
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked whether all information for the objective evaluation is known before to PCs, he emphasized that there are still many open issues in this area. Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) clarified that the objective evaluation part is not ready yet, but he felt it was agreed that PCs will have sufficient time in advance to make sure their codec pass, as was the case for qualification.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) noted that there will be objective requirements and PCs need to know the evaluation setup in advance, he supported the proposal in TD S4-130985. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) pointed out that an elimination rule is proposed and he requested to specify extremely precisely this elimination rule. Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) noted that objective requirements and the related processing are defined in other P-docs, and he agreed that they need to be precise. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) suggested postponing this discussion until the group can see what is required and what is the CuT submission deadline. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) commented that 6 weeks were assumed for qualification to let PCs verify objective requirement, he asked whether this is still valid. Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) agreed that several weeks should be reserved. The EVS SWG Chairman proposed to assume that the amount of time to verify objective objective requirements prior to CuT submission would be the same as in qualification.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) commented the elimination rule would be based on the failure of performance requirements, which are not design constraints.  Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) preferred to avoid elimination rules and to choose the best codec rather than eliminating the worst codec. Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that the proposal is just a measure to make sure all codecs meet objective requirements, and he did not expect that a single codec would be eliminated based on these requirements; he still supported to relax the proposal as in qualification, in case of issues in the processing.

Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that, with the other alternative, each objective criterion has to be mapped to some subjective criteria, and it would make no sense to check objective requirements with no subjective counterpart. He did not think that any candidate would violate requirements, since they can be verified in advance and failing would be on purpose. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) supported having an elimination rule in this specific case.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) emphasized that PCs are getting every opportunity to meet objective performance requirements before submission, he stated that subjective test results would be suspect if these requirements are failed, and he found it reasonable that subjective test results would be disqualified in this case.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) requested to specify precise requirements and requested that all scripts be available. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) suggested clarified the proposed text with ‘as specified in EVS-8b and implemented in EVS-7b’, as these cross-references would make it precise. Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) supported this additional text.

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) did not want last minute objective requirements to be fulfilled. Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that requirements need to be agreed and all PCs need to agree on any change.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that the text proposal is sufficient, as EVS-5b is defining rules which are split in different documents. 
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that the proposed elimination rule is based on a failure of performance requirements, and performance requirements are not design constraints. He preferred to check objective performance requirements with related subjective counterparts and added that some failures on some parts may be less harmful.

Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) emphasized that the consequences of failures need to be agreed in advance for objective requirements, otherwise the group will come to different viewpoints about each of the objective tests, which would make it difficult to converge.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) explained that some performance requirements in EVS-3 may be seen as design constraints, especially requirements in the attenuation in inactive period; he recalled that EVS-4 was regarded as frozen and therefore such constraints were inserted in EVS-3. 
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the group needs well defined set of rules in case some objective rules are not met, as the potential impact on subjective quality can give different views and a selection on this basis would be troublesome.

Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) insisted that multiple codecs will be tested in same listening, and if a violation like background noise level is allowed, it will affect other codecs, he requested that such performance requirements from objective metric be addressed.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) noted that the active frame ratio will vary based on the database. He stated that the AFR reference is not stable. He felt that it is sufficient if all LLs can check the AFR of codecs, if AFR does not fit the subjective conditions can be failed. He stated that applying an elimination rule might be dangerous.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that if everything is clear and the objective evaluation is done as in qualification then the proposal is fine.

The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that if PCs have sufficient time to verify objective requirements the principle was not unacceptable.

Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) stated that objective tests should be looked at with the idea to keep an elimination rule.
· On the proposed modifications in Section 4

Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) asked whether it is clear that the items 3 and 5 in Section 4 refer to the same thing and he suggested to keep the text in brackets in item 5. Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) clarified that the text in brackets in item 5 could be kept.

Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that additional information is proposed as a further criterion, he asked how to measure the additional information as a criterion
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) explained that it is not known if there will be any information from candidates, and he added that any additional info may be used to reach consensus. 
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked what kind of criteria can revert the ranking based on FoMs, he felt that it is otherwise dangerous to have such additional information.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) clarified that the change in step 3 is not introducing anything new and that the additional information was already mentioned in step 5 referencing to step 3.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the sentence in step 5 addresses the pragmatic way SA4 does selection, as there was always additional information taken into account (e.g. for EFR selection).
Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) explained that the selection criterion is consensus.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that subjective quality criteria should dominate the selection decision. 

Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that one cannot foresee what additional information may be provided, and such information might apply to only one codec as in the EFR example. He emphasized that nothing new is proposed as additional information is mentioned in selection deliverables, and such additional information has been used in the past.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) wanted to prioritize subjective quality as the first criterion to select the codec. He requested to write down what kind of guideline on additional information is expected to state the same rule for all candidates.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) requested to spell out what are the rules.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) pointed out that the proposal is just stating that SA4 will use all information at its disposal to make the selection decision, which is a pragmatic statement.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that the rule is what was agreed, he recalled that  EVS-6b says the additional information is optional. He stated that it is not possible to set a stricter rule.
Mr. David Singer (Apple) noted that SA4 will select the codec by consensus using the information available, which is a truism.

Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) proposed to agree on the changes in Section 4 but keeping brackets.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the additional information will be an additional criterion, which is the point of discussion. Mr. Harald Polboth (Ericsson) stated that the issue is not in Section 4 but with the note in Rule 4.
The EVS SWG Secretary asked if the proposed changes in Section 4 are agreed or not, given that this seemed to be editorial. After some discussion the following wording was proposed:

‘Optional additional codec related information will be presented in this step, if available’

and it was noted that step 5 would not be changed.

Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) suggested to change step 5 to say ‘optional additional information’. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) noted that it should be understood that step 5 is not optional. It was noted that the wording ‘any’ already conveys the idea of ‘optional’ in step 5.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that taking this optional information is an optional step depending on whether subjective quality results shows differences among codecs, he added that there are already FoMs and the group may easily get consensus based on FoMs.
The EVS-6b Editor pointed to item 7 in EVS-6b which that that candidates may provide additional information and he stated that what is proposed in step 3 is correct.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that the FoM based on subjective quality can be used to select the best codec and additional information is not needed if consensus can be reached only based on the codec performance. The SA4 Secretary clarified that the GAL reports will be presented during the selection meeting and results are always discussed; Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) supported this view and stated that decisions are based on all information available. Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) recalled that there were 3 FoMs in qualification and that even with FoMs. SA4 would discuss results.

The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the proposal from NTT and NTT DOCOMO to set the discussion of additional information as optional was deviating from the assumed procedure so far.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked what the selection decision is based on (subjective performance or additional information) and whether the performance ranking be compensated by other information. The SA4 Secretary clarified that the decision is based on consensus.

Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that in the selection meeting, if there is important additional information, this one is so important, then we have to discuss again, we don’t know now, if a codec crashed after 3 hours of operation, this is important, depending on consensus, how can we know this upfront, the text is quite clear

Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) recalled that it was already agreed in EVS-6b that optional information can be provided, and he stated that TD S4-130985 proposes that the optional info is provided in step 3, while optional information is not new. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that NTT has a contribution on FoMs which might affect this discussion.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the proposed text in step 3 would be agreeable. Answer: yes.
· On Suggested weights

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) commented on the test set table that there were 2 proposed columns and it is not valid to remove brackets.

Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) indicated that another contribution is related to this topic and he recommended discussing the table after this document.

Conclusion:

It was agreed to make the editorial updates in step 3 (as proposed in TD S4-130985) in Section 4 of EVS-5b. Other parts of the proposal were noted.
TD S4-130985 was noted. 
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka presented TD S4-131005 On Selection Rules, from NTT DOCOMO INC., Deutsche Telekom AG, NTT
The sources recommend that as the selection criterion at least 50% of the weight should be assigned to SWB conditions. The sources further recommend 5% weight for AMR-WB IO. The sources strongly believe that selection should be based on the subjective test results comparing candidate codecs directly to each other and request EVS SWG to reflect this principle in the selection procedure of EVS-5b.
Comments / questions: 

· On test set weights

Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented the proposal seems to rewrite the WI after many years of discussion; he invited to honor the past agreement on the WID and set the same weight on WID objectives.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that the proposal is not discussing the importance of WID objectives.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) recalled that from the beginning of EVS, there were varying views what this codec is to be (for low bit rate high bit rate, interoperability, bandwidths, …) and there was no agreement and therefore the codec was required to do several things with 5 major objectives that are by default weighted equally.

Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) noted that in the proposal SWB is 10 times more important than AMR-WB IO, he recalled that the EVS SWG spent a long time to decide on AMR-WB IO performance requirements and providing 10 time more weight for SWB is not realistic.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) commented on the equal distribution of weights of test sets, he noted that in qualification there was not an equal distribution, and he asked why such proposal is made for selection.
Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that there were some technical issues with the WID objectives that were overlapping, so the definition of weights was not without ambiguity, with the exception of the AMR-WB IO WID objective. He stated that in qualification weights were distributed in a way as balanced as possible between the 4 remaining WID objectives. 

Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) clarified that the reason for 0% for AMR-WB IO was that it was not tested in qualification, but it was agreed to test this in selection. He stated that the next step is to carry over qualification weights  to get 20% when factoring the WID objective equally. 

Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) was not against the importance of WID objectives, and he stated that AMR-WB IO is a functional requirement and from that point of view the proposal is in line with WID objectives and it seems reasonable.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that as an operator NTT wants interoperability for AMR-WB IO, which was the reason for requesting interoperability for the RTP payload format, he preferred to put less priority on AMR-WB even if he agreed that AMR-WB IO is important. On weights in the test set table, he stated that AMR-WB IO is slightly less important in terms of subjective quality, as SWB is brand new and there is no codec supporting SWB in 3GPP. He recalled that in qualification the EVS SWG picked up the 5th candidate based on SWB.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the factor of 10 to 1 is not slightly less, but makes a huge difference.
Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) disagreed that AMR-WB IO is just a functionality requirement, he emphasized that the EVS WID specifies that, if AMR-WB IO shows significant improvements, it can become an alternative implementation and the EVS WID specifies that improvements are desirable. Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) supported this view and he stated that performance requirements are what how the codec should perform, and the judgment of different candidates has to be connected to performance requirements and not relative performance of different codecs.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that for operators that deploy AMR-WB, AMR-WB IO is important, and 5% is not enough.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) suggested selecting separately the best AMR-WB IO codec.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) recalled that in qualification there were not just one dimension to qualify codecs, but 3 FoMs.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that with about 30 experiments, and 5 to 7 ToRs per test, there will be around 300 ToR tests for decision which is a lot of information.
· On proposal to compare head to head

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that head to head comparison does not exclude a comparison against references, and he commented that if most performance requirements are fulfilled, one can also have a head to head comparison to figure out which codec performs best.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) stated that is important to test against performance requirements, as the group spent time setting them up, he noted that the high number of conditions will make it possible to separate codecs and head to head comparison is of secondary importance

Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) pointed to TD S4-131007, which is on this topic. 
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that one aspect is to select the best codec based on subjective quality, and another aspect is to select the best codec based on head to head comparison. 
Mr. David Singer (Apple) stated that AMR-WB IO is a backward looking and it is good to make comparisons with a forward looking SWB, he supported NTT’s view.

Conclusion:

TD S4-131005 was noted. 
Mr. Noboru Harada presented TD S4-131007 Proposal for the Ranking Rule of EVS-5b Selection Rules, from NTT DOCOMO INC., NTT

The sources propose a selection rule for the EVS codec. This proposed rule includes four Figures of Merit that are all based on the comparison of the candidate codecs relative to each other in similar spirit to those used in the selection procedure of 3GPP AMR and AMR-WB. The proposal includes a ranking metric.  The sources request EVS SWG to agree this proposal and to include it as a part of the permanent document EVS-5b Selection Rules. 
Comments / questions: 

Mr. Jari Hagqvist (Nokia) referred to AMR and AMR-WB documents and he commented on the rules used to select these codecs. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) acknowledged that DeltaMOS and delta dBQ were used, and he clarified that such methods are not proposed instead it is proposed to count BT and WT. Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that neither delta dBQ nor delta MOS work well, for this reason another metric is proposed for head to head comparison.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that it is not established that EVS performance requirements were not well defined; he added that these requirements were the assessment of what is technically possible and what is required from a service point of view, even if some points are more challenging. He disagreed not to consider performance requirements.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) pointed to TD S4-131006 and he explained that TD S4-131007 is proposed a way to calculate FoMs after checking pass/fail on requirements. He was open to accommodate pass/fail compared to performance requirements.

Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the intrinsic flaw of the proposal is to ignore performance requirements and to assume that relative differences have the same importance. He commented that the relative difference is less important when both codecs pass with a large margin the performance requirements. He emphasized that the performance requirements are the design criteria. He disagreed on the assumption that codec differences can be treated as if they are the same.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that if some references were wrongly chosen, these references could result in a potential failure by chance, where only small differences can have an impact in the counted pass/fail metrics. He commented that counting differences head to head may show more significant differences in some areas. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the same chance on passing or not BT criteria applies, and the problem is to assume all BT’s are equal.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) noted that the proposed metric is not in numerical weight, but he stated that it is the first proposal that works and takes the BT into account, and the alternative to have nothing and rely on a few very challenging conditions. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that, if there are codecs which are better than references, one should seek out for the best codecs, not just the one trying to meet the performance requirements.

Some details on the values of matrix scores were clarified: if one candidate gets WT, it gets -1, if it is BT it gets +1, in case of equivalence it gets 0.
Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that the proposal does not take into account to what extent the codec is BT or not with respect to ToRs, and he noted that the decision is binary between CuTs without taking account the relative numerical difference. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) proposed to add some penalty count on performance requirements, to factor some penalty on failure on performance requirements and to aggregate all conditions.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that the proposal is that only way on the table to rank codecs and he asked to consider this proposal.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that a binary decision is needed to get the full score and the proposal is working, e.g. if there is one codec that is better than all others it gets the full score for a condition and the score will be less if it is only better than some of the other codecs. Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented that the test results may be more fuzzy and one can have a codec better in one area and in another area just significantly better (border line) due to the number of subjects; he emphasized that the proposal does not take into account this issue.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) noted that SA4 will have a discussion and he wondered why the proposal is proposing this already agreed procedure by machinery.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) referred to table 2 which is similar to what was used in qualification, and he clarified that there would be different dimensions to compare, which is not mechanical. He clarified that the motivation for the proposal is to avoid introducing delta MOS or delta dBQ and to take into account the fact that some performance requirements are difficult and others are easy.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) pointed to EVS-5b in S4-130763 where rule 3 contains some text requesting inputs on FoMs.
The SA4 Secretary noted that the topic is mainly a matter for the SQ SWG; he invited labs to define statistics. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated the statistical method should be based on ANOVA and post hoc methods. He clarified that this can be done but this is up to the group to come to a decision.

Conclusion:

TD S4-131007 was noted. 
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka presented TD S4-131006 Proposal for the Elimination Rule of EVS-5b Selection Rules, from NTT DOCOMO INC., NTT
The sources propose introducing an elimination rule for EVS-5b Selection Rules for use as part of the selection procedure.  The sources request EVS SWG to agree on this proposal.
Comments / questions: 

Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) asked about the likelihood low to get a candidate that fails systematically conditions and would still be the best codec.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented on the use of material new to candidate codecs, he emphasized that this was not agreed.

Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) noted that the proposal would increase the likelihood to be eliminated in some areas and he preferred not to have an elimination rule. He commented that qualification test results did not show any candidate skewed in performance or compensating performance in some areas.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the proposed elimination rule will be difficult to use and will have no value; he noted that the ToRs would not be used at all to make the selection decision. He suggested to concentrate on selection rather on elimination, and he did not support the proposal.

Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) did not want mechanisms to eliminate one codec based on marginal differences. He stated that performance requirements should be accounted for but not in an elimination rule.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) recalled issues from qualification about applying an elimination rule and setting thresholds. He noted that the proposal is to set thresholds that are not on percentage but absolute numbers while tests sets have different numbers of conditions. He stated that every test set would have a different percentage, which is problematic.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) clarified that the proposal is focusing on an elimination rule based on pass/fail of ToRs, and then a selection of the best candidate based on head to head comparisons. He clarified that the proposal is to avoid selecting a candidate that has a better performance in NB or WB but has many failures in SWB. He stated that performance requirements should be taken into account, but he preferred ranking based on head to head comparison. 
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) suggested to include reference among the five CuTs in the proposal of S-131007, to have six codecs. It was noted that this is not related to the elimination rule. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that he did not see any reason for an elimination rule.
The SA4 Secretary stated that the magic number of 4 seems arbitrary. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) clarified that the number of failures is open for discussion.
Conclusion:

TD S4-131006 was noted. 
Mr. John Tardelii (Dynastat) recommended to wait before taking TD S4-131008 until the discussion of the processing plan for S4-131008.
TD S4-131008 Scrambling the Identities of EVS Candidate Codecs, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO INC. was not discussed in this A.I. 
4.2 Selection Deliverables (EVS-6b)
Mr. Imre Varga presented TD S4-130906 EVS-6b: Selection Deliverables, Version 0.5, from Qualcomm Incorporated (Editor)
This document is identical to AHEVS-284. An Editor’s note is added below Annex A.
Comments / questions: 

None.
Conclusion:

TD S4-130906 was agreed as the starting version for the editing.
TD S4-131008 Scrambling the Identities of EVS Candidate Codecs, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO INC. was not discussed in this A.I.
Mr. Noboru Harada presented TD S4-131009 On RTP payload for AMR-WB IO, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO INC.
The sources request to include proposed sentences for non IO and AMR-WB IO modes into the selection deliverables document (EVS-6b).
Comments / questions: 

It was clarified that the proposal is to avoid a strict elimination rule in not supporting non interoperable IO payload.
Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) asked to clarify why the legacy AMR-WB payload format is requested to be explicitly supported in codec proposals, when the legacy format already exists and the possibility to use it is obvious. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that interoperability is an important part of IO and one should not prevent using IO compatible payload. He clarified that the intention was to provide a minimal check list to be used as an elimination rule capturing all proposals from PCs.
Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) made three comments. First, she stated that AMR-WB IO bitstream carried by legacy AMR-WB PF is not enough for interoperability, as the supported AMR-WB IO mode needs to pretend to be AMR-WB in the first negotiation level; she commented that the sentence in yellow is redundant. Second, she stated that AMR-WB IO is part of EVS, and she wondered know why the Sources want to distinguish the payload format for IO and non-IO modes. Finally, she referred to the concern of using ’1 bit ’ and commented that if the decoder distinguishes IO and non IO by 1 bit in the bitstream, then it is not IO mode any more. It was clarified that 1 bit may be in the bitstream or the payload.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that it cannot be guaranteed that PT switching works; he stated that AMR-WB IO should be able to be transported with legacy, but in addition all mandatory modes should be transported in the EVS PF according to design constraints.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked if CMR has to be transported. Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that this depends on the design for each PC. It was noted that this question would be for the MTSI SWG. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that he wanted to know what functionality to provide, because finally PCs will be eliminated if they don’t provide the functionality. 
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that AMR-WB is a legacy format that is not broken then doesn’t need to be fixed.
Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) suggested not to include in-band CMR in the elimination rule, and she noted that CMR is not in the design constraints.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that proposed payload formats have to be sent to MTSI or IETF and it is not necessary to eliminate any candidate based on the RTP payload format. He  added that there is room for interpretation in the EVS design constraints. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that the EVS design constraints are clear. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) referred to the EVS WID where AMR-WB IO is included in EVS for backward compatibility and he stated that this conflicts with the EVS design constraints.

Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) pointed out that RTP PF requirements are related to design constraints and therefore cannot be postponed after selection, he suggested to specify requirements before selection to avoid having later two different views on what should be or not supported.  
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that the RTP PF discussion should not be postponed as there can be impact with the number of bits to allocate for PF; he recalled that SA4 always selected speech codec together with channel codec and similarly the issue must be solved;

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that there is no need to steal bits from non IO to support IO, which would penalize the performance of the non IO modes. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that when trying to design a codec with several functionalities, one cannot cherry pick requirements for a specific service (e.g. music playout).
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) noted that if EVS is introduced into the network, the network has to be introduced to EVS payload format, independent of the legacy AMR-WB IO payload format.
Conclusion:

TD S4-131009 was noted. 
Mr. Tomas Frankkila presented TD S4-130986 Suggested update to EVS Permanent Document EVS-6b: Selection Deliverables, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, Panasonic Corporation
The direct consequence of the source’s position that the EVS codec RTP payload format shall support the direct signalling of all mandatory modes and rates including AMR-WB-IO is that the table with the specific criteria on the RTP payload format description in EVS-6b should not only address the EVS non-IO modes but be extended to cover the AMR-WB-IO modes as well. The source suggests updating the table in Annex A as shown below. The correspondingly updated P-doc EVS-6b is attached.
Comments / questions: 

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked how interoperability is ensured with AMR-WB in HD voice services.

Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) clarified that at session setup there can be two PTs one for EVS, another for AMR-WB, hence AMR-WB IO can be transported with the legacy PF to solve interoperability at session setup. He added that, to support SRVCC efficiently, there is no session re-negotiation  between the MGW and the UE.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) suggested to capture that the RTP PF negotiation for EVS should list both EVS and AMR-WB to be compatible; Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) stated that AMR-WB PF already exists and  it’s not a requirement on EVS.

Mr. Stephane Proust (Ericsson) recalled that it was approved to have an EVS PF that shall support all features.
Mr. David Singer (Apple) stated that one possible approach is to have an RTP PF for EVS including all modes, another approach is to setup RTP with two PTs, one for non IO and one for IO and to switch in a session can switch, which seemed identical to him.

Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) explained that TS 24.229 mandates the answerer to provide only one codec in the answer, either EVS or AMR-WB, which is an IMS rule. He added that one can do the same in non IMS, where it is allowed to use both but it happen that an implementation can choose one PT and then cannot switch PTs. It was clarified that in TS 24.229 multiple codecs are avoided as they would need to allocate multiples resources in MGWs and it takes some time to switch from one codec to another.
Mr. David Singer (Apple) was concerned to make it more complicated when there is a PF for the IO modes.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that EVS can switch IO and non IO frame by frame without any extra resource in the device, then a device can safely list both EVS and AMR-WB at same time.

Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) agreed with this interpretation for end points, but he recalled that there are network equipments that can filter SDP and remove things, therefore with two Rel-12 UEs in a Rel-10 network anything can happen.
Mr. Stéphane Proust (France Telecom) stated that any CuT not complying with design constraints will be eliminated, and there is one design constraint to support all mandatory modes in the EVS PF.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that there is no restriction to provide 2 PTs or a single PF specification. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) emphasized the need to differentiate the RTP PF and RTP session.
Conclusion:

TD S4-130986 was noted. 
4.3 Selection Test Plans (EVS-8b)
This A.I. was not discussed.

4.4 Selection Processing Plans (EVS-7b)
Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan presented TD S4-130905 Background Noise Types, SNR and Processing in EVS Selection Phase Testing, from Qualcomm Incorporated 
In this contribution updated proposals are provided for noise types, SNRs and the processing plan for generating speech with background noise inputs for the EVS selection test.  The 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) asked if the proposed SNR values at encoder input assuming some noise suppression. Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) justified the proposal is motivated by the fact that operators require to use noise suppression in mobile terminals.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) agreed to test codecs in realistic scenarios, and he stated that A weighted SNR is right for car noise, but the proposed SNR is not correct. 
The SA4 Secretary asked if someone checked values for SNRs used in ITU-T.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that to be realistic with noise suppression one needs to include some characteristics of noise suppression like frequency response; he emphasized that taking only SNR values does not reflect actual real life. Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that noise suppression is not standardized; he clarified that 13 dB noise suppression was assumed while typically operators require higher gains.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) commented that in experiments implementing the proposed SNR car noise is gone and almost inaudible.

Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that car noise is reduced at the input of the encoder, taking noise away at low frequency, and the car noise is still audible with the proposal. The Lombard effect was discussed.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) pointed to TD S4-131018 that analyzes proposals; he recalled SNR levels used for car noise in AMR-WB standardization.
Mr. David Singer (Apple) stated that the codec should be tested for typical situations and it is worth to test against previous codecs in the same conditions. Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) proposed to do that in characterization and to limit selection testing to typical use case scenarios. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) explained that reference codecs will be presented with the same signals as CuT.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) preferred to test EVS in the same way as in AMR-WB standardization. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that terminal front-ends are not the same 
as in AMR-WB standardization; he also emphasized the limitation in number of experiments in selection.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) preferred to be conservative for the robustness against background noise, as there were some complaints on the sound of background noise; he stated that a 25 dB SNR is optimistic.
Conclusion:

TD S4-130905 was noted. 
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka presented TD S4-131012 Report on Noise Levels, from NTT DOCOMO INC., NTT was revised to TD S4-131044.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka presented TD S4-131044 Report on Noise Levels, from NTT DOCOMO INC., NTT 

This document provides scale factors, noise levels and SNR values at encoder input of each noise files used in qualification measured by using MSIN and HP50 input mask, respectively, for the sake of further discussion and agreement of SNR definition in the selection phase of testing. 

Comments / questions: 

It was noted that SNR values should be positive (which is a mistake in the contribution).
Conclusion:

TD S4-131044 was noted. 
Mr. Markus Schnell presented TD S4-131018 Considerations on SNR levels, from Fraunhofer IIS

This document presents a summary of the proposed SNR values and the related definitions. It further analyses the various definitions of the SNR.
Comments / questions: 

The SA4 Secretary stated that the choice of filtering typically depends on BW (MSIN for NB, P.341 for WB…) and the expected type of microphone.

Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) requested to take into account that noise suppression will be used to reduce noise, in particular a big amount of car noise.

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) commented on what was done in the AMR-WB exercise. Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) preferred to refer to deployments and he noted that music was not tested in the AMR-WB exercise and with such an argument EVS should not be tested with music.

Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that testing should be close to the task at end and supported the values proposed by Qualcomm.

Mr. John Tardelli (Dynastat) suggested to check what is perceived at the coder, and he stated that the Qualcomm input in TD S4-130905 reflects that effect.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that a SNR close to 40 dB and even 30 dB is clean speech, and this would result in double clean speech conditions. He commented that AMR-WB became a competitive codec because 3GPP tested it under noisy conditions, and putting the codec in stressed conditions to be tested is one of the most important things to pick up the best candidate.
Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) commented that there would be residual car noise that is not clean speech. Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that noise suppression technology evolved a lot since AMR-WB selection.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) preferred to test in realistic conditions.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) repeated that test noisy speech with very good SNR is almost like testing clean speech twice; he stated that noise suppression may affect the clean speech part as well. He commented that if a codec is working well on low SNR conditions, perhaps one could use less aggressive noise suppression to retain speech quality and reproduce noise, when aggressive noise suppression may result in non-realistic conditions.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that noise suppression can have an impact on speech and he preferred to design selection testing that can discriminate on more than clean speech.

Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that the processing path and measuring path should be the same, and commented that noise suppression is not motivated by coding artifacts but because the noise is annoying. He emphasized that with transform coding, noise is usually well rendered, however speech has artifacts. These artifacts may be masked by the background noise and some listeners are then more biased toward rendering of noise.
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that the Qualcomm input was presented at least 4 times, and one resolution if there is no agreement is to have no noise testing, he invited everyone to reach a consensus.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) commented on the question to focus testing on realistic or stressed conditions, he stated that the selection phase can focus on realistic conditions and characterization can explore boundaries; he added that noise suppression has evolved in more than 10 years. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) had the opposite view that the codecs should be tested under stressed conditions in selection to find the best codec. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the codec would be selected for an edge condition and there are not enough budget to test this.
Mr. David Singer (Apple) stated that one needs to find out where are the edges in selection.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) could accept assuming noise suppression, however he didn’t agree with the SNR value and the processing as processed by Qualcomm.
Mr. David Singer (Apple) stated that one test would be wasted if background noise is reduced to clean speech.
The discussion then went to try defining SNR conditions using noise suppression.

After some offline editing, Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) presented the two proposed formulations reflecting the discussion status as follows:

For EVS selection testing in noisy speech, the SNR values will be set assuming a scenario with typical level of noise suppression. The processing will not use any noise suppression, but  will use a simplistic mixing model (clean speech  + [scaled , attenuated] noise).

For EVS selection testing in noisy speech, the SNR values will be set according to EVS qualification processing and additionally compensating for the typical level of noise suppression. The processing will not use any noise suppression, but will use a simplistic mixing model (clean speech  + [scaled , attenuated] noise) .
These two positions were left to be minuted and further offline discussions were invited to conclude.
Conclusion:

TD S4-131018 was noted. 
Mr. Markus Schnell presented TD S4-131013 Summary NB masks, from Fraunhofer IIS

The source proposes to use the “full” EVS-NB mask for music and mixed content, because the acoustical send characteristics of NB terminals are not relevant for the related dominant use case, where content is often professionally created and stored on servers. As mixed content also contains speech, maybe even the landline use case can be roughly addressed within this proposal.  

For the NB speech experiments, the source supports using the MSIN mask as in qualification for simulating the 3GPP NB terminals.
Comments / questions: 

Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the assumption that music server would not respect MSIN is unrealistic. 
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) proposed to agree on the speech part, and he explained that some phones going too low in frequency in sending side can result in saturations in receiving side.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group can agree to use MSIN for speech cases. Answer: yes.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that, for mixed and music, FLAT filtering was felt unrealistic and MSIN could provide a proper frequency balance.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) and Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) supported the EVS NB mask for music and mixed content in selection. Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) did not support this proposal.
The NB bandwidth implied from design constraints and TS 26.131 was discussed.

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked why music would come from the acoustic front-end.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) emphasized that the sound must be spectrally balanced.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the content in a music server would likely be just downsampled without MSIN filtering. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that NB music would be codec in G.711 format and it would be coded prior to conversion.
Conclusion:

TD S4-131013 was noted. 
Other Tdocs allocated to this A.I. were not discussed.
5 Joint editing of EVS P-docs
None.
6 EVS schedule review
No Tdoc in this A.I.
7 Contributions to other EVS topics
No Tdoc in this A.I.

8 Other business
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked if Nokia, Samsung, ZTE, DOCOMO can say if their noise files can be used in selection.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that another declaration may be needed for the music database.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) pointed out that a draft LS text to ITU-T was under preparation and he invited to send him comments offline.

9 Close of the session: 22 September, 19:15
The EVS Chairman closed the meeting. 
Annex A: Meeting Agenda 

Source:
SA4 EVS SWG Chairman

Title:
Proposed Agenda for 
EVS SWG ad-hoc Meeting #9, 22 September 2013, 
EVS/Joint EVS/SQ SWG Meeting at SA4#75, 23 – 27 September 2013, rev. 1

Document for:
Approval

Agenda Item:
7

A1/7.1
Opening of the session

A2/7.2
Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
899, 900

A3
Agreement of EVS SWG Conference Call minutes


1026

7.3
Agreement of adhoc meeting report




A4/7.4
Selection phase matters



A4.1/7.4.1 Selection Rules (EVS-5b)


985, 1005, 1006, 1007, 1008,

A4.2/7.4.2 Selection Deliverables (EVS-6b)


906 (PD), 986, 1008, 1009

A4.3/7.4.3 Selection Test Plan (EVS-8b) 


937, 938, 998, 999, 1004 (PD),
 



1010, 1011, 1012, 1014, 1015,
 



1017, 1023, xxx (Delta)


A4.4/7.4.4 Selection Processing Plan (EVS-7b)



905, 1008, 1012, 1013, (1016),
 


1018, 1019(PD), 1020





A5/7.5
Joint editing of EVS P-docs




7.6
EVS schedule review

7.7
Contributions to other EVS topics







7.8
Other business
 





7.9 
Close of the session

Ad-hoc meeting agenda items: A1…A5

EVS SWG meeting agenda items: 7.1…7.9

Joint EVS/SQ meeting agenda items: 7.4.3, 7.4.4, 7.5

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

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

	S4-130899
	Proposed Agenda for EVS SWG ad-hoc Meeting #9, 22 September 2013, EVS/Joint EVS/SQ SWG Meeting at SA4#75, 23 - 27 September 2013
	SA4 EVS SWG Chairman
	7
	
	Agreed
	

	S4-130900
	Proposed Meeting Schedule for EVS SWG Ad-hoc meeting #9 and EVS SWG meeting at TSG-SA4#75 meeting (for information)
	SA4 EVS SWG Chairman
	7
	
	Agreed
	

	S4-130905
	Background Noise Types, SNR and Processing in EVS Selection Phase Testing
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	7
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130906
	EVS-6b: Selection Deliverables, Version 0.5
	Qualcomm Incorporated (Editor)
	7
	
	Agreed as  version for editing
	

	S4-130937
	Proposed Test Conditions and Selection Test Plan (EVS-8b)
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd
	7
	
	Not presented
	

	S4-130938
	Proposal to Reduce the Number of EVS Selection Experiments
	HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd
	7
	
	Not presented
	

	S4-130985
	Suggested updates to EVS Permanent Document EVS-5b: Selection Rules for Selection Phase
	Telefon AB LM Ericsson
	A4.1, 7.4.1
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130986
	Suggested update to EVS Permanent Document EVS-6b: Selection Deliverables
	Telefon AB LM Ericsson
	A4.2, 7.4.2
	
	Noted
	

	S4-130998
	Design of the Music and Mixed-Content Listening Tests for the EVS Selection Phase
	Dynastat Inc.
	7.4.3
	
	Not presented
	

	S4-130999
	Requirements and Tasks for the Listening Labs in the EVS Selection Phase
	DELTA, Mesaqin s.r.o. (Ltd.), Dynastat Inc.
	7.4.3
	
	Not presented
	

	S4-131004
	EVS Permanent Document EVS-8b: Test plans for selection phase including host lab specification v.0.1.3
	Editor (NTT DOCOMO, INC.)
	A4.3, 7.4.3
	
	Not presented
	

	S4-131005
	On Selection Rules
	NTT DOCOMO INC., Deutsche Telekom AG, NTT
	A4.1, 7.4.1
	
	Noted
	

	S4-131006
	Proposal for the Elimination Rule of EVS-5b Selection Rules
	NTT DOCOMO INC., NTT
	A4.1, 7.4.1
	
	Noted
	

	S4-131007
	Proposal for the Ranking Rule of EVS-5b Selection Rules
	NTT DOCOMO INC., NTT
	A4.1, 7.4.1
	
	Noted
	

	S4-131008
	Scrambling the Identities of EVS Candidate Codecs
	NTT, NTT DOCOMO INC.
	A4.1, 7.4.1, , A4.2, 7.4.2, A4.4, 7.4.4
	
	Not presented
	

	S4-131009
	On RTP payload for AMR-WB IO
	NTT, NTT DOCOMO INC.
	A4.2, 7.4.2
	
	Noted
	

	S4-131010
	Cost Estimation of Selection Phase of Testing
	NTT DOCOMO INC., NTT
	A4.3, 7.4.3
	
	Not presented
	

	S4-131011
	Proposed Milestones of the EVS Selection Phase of Testing
	NTT DOCOMO INC., NTT
	A4.3, 7.4.3
	
	Not presented
	

	S4-131012
	Report on Noise Levels
	NTT DOCOMO INC., NTT
	A4.3, 7.4.3, A4.4, 7.4.4
	S4-131044
	Noted
	

	S4-131013
	Summary NB masks
	Fraunhofer IIS
	A4.4, 7.4.4
	
	Noted
	

	S4-131014
	Mapping Music and Mixed Content to P.800 Talkers
	Fraunhofer IIS
	A4.3, 7.4.3
	
	Not presented
	

	S4-131015
	Listening Lab Responsibilities on Material Selection for the EVS Selection Testing
	Fraunhofer IIS
	A4.3, 7.4.3
	
	Not presented
	

	S4-131016
	Usage permission of EVS Qualification Material for EVS Selection MISSING
	Fraunhofer IIS
	A4, 7.4
	
	Not available
	

	S4-131017
	Guidelines for EVS Material Selection
	Fraunhofer IIS
	A4.3, 7.4.3
	
	Not presented
	

	S4-131018
	Considerations on SNR levels
	Fraunhofer IIS
	A4.4, 7.4.4
	
	Noted
	

	S4-131019
	Proposed EVS-7b EVS Permanent Document EVS-7b: Processing functions for selection phase v002
	Editor (Fraunhofer IIS)
	A4.4, 7.4.4
	
	Not presented
	

	S4-131020
	Proposed fixes to bit rate measurement tool
	Fraunhofer IIS
	A4.4, 7.4.4
	
	Not presented
	

	S4-131023
	Proposed Annex of EVS-8b on EVS testing reliability and integrity
	ORANGE SA
	7
	
	Not presented
	

	S4-131043
	Music and Mixed Content Categories
	DELTA, Dynastat Inc., Mesaqin s.r.o. (Ltd.)
	7.4.3
	
	Not presented
	

	S4-131044
	Report on Noise Levels (update of S4-131012)
	NTT DOCOMO INC., NTT
	A4.3, 7.4.3, A4.4, 7.4.4
	
	Noted
	


Annex C: List of participants (provided by SA4 Secretary)

Member of 3GPP (ARIB)

Dr. Jonathan Gibbs
HUAWEI Technologies Japan K.K.
3GPPMEMBER (ARIB)
GB
+44 15394426650
jonathanagibbs@gmail.com
YES
Mr. Vesa Ruoppila
NTT DOCOMO INC.
3GPPMEMBER (ARIB)
DE
+49 151 22307631
vesa.ruoppila@ieee.org
YES
Ms. Takako Sanda
Panasonic Corporation
3GPPMEMBER (ARIB)
JP
+81-459383056
sanda.takako@jp.panasonic.com
YES
Mr. Hosang Sung
SAMSUNG Electronics Co., Ltd.
3GPPMEMBER (ARIB)
KR
+82-31-280-1725
hosang.sung@samsung.com
YES

Member of 3GPP (ATIS)

Mr. Tomas Frankkila
Ericsson Inc.
3GPPMEMBER (ATIS)
SE
+46 10 714 3020
Tomas.Frankkila@ericsson.com
YES
Dr. Steven Craig Greer
Samsung Telecommunications
3GPPMEMBER (ATIS)
US
+1 972 757 9391
craig.greer@samsung.com
YES
Miss Luisa Marchetto
AT&T
3GPPMEMBER (ATIS)
US
+1 425 580 6840
luisa.marchetto@att.com
NO
Mr. Edward O'Leary
Rogers Wireless Inc.
3GPPMEMBER (ATIS)
US
+1 647 747 4277
ed.oleary@rci.rogers.com
YES

Member of 3GPP (CCSA)

Mr. Weizhong Chen
HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd
3GPPMEMBER (CCSA)
CN
+8675528787897
chenweizhong@huawei.com
YES
Mr. Lei Miao
HiSilicon Technologies Co., Lt
3GPPMEMBER (CCSA)
CN
+86-10-82882759
lei.miao@huawei.com
YES
Mr. Harald Pobloth
Nanjing Ericsson Panda Com Ltd
3GPPMEMBER (CCSA)
SE
+46 107 130 241
harald.pobloth@ericsson.com
YES
Mr. Minjie Xie
ZTE Corporation
3GPPMEMBER (CCSA)
US
+1 617 678 8896
Minjie.Xie@zte.com.cn
YES
Member of 3GPP (ETSI)

Dr. Stefan Bruhn
Telefon AB LM Ericsson
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
SE
+46 730244850
stefan.bruhn@ericsson.com
YES
Mr. Stefan Doehla
Fraunhofer IIS
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
DE
+49 9131 776 6042
stefan.doehla@iis.fraunhofer.de
YES
Dr. Hiroyuki Ehara
Panasonic (PMCDE)
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
JP
+81-459383056
ehara.hiroyuki @jp.panasonic.com
YES
Mr. Bernhard Grill
Fraunhofer IIS
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
DE
+49 9131 776 6001
ame-sekretariat@iis.fraunhofer.de
NO
Mr. Jari Hagqvist
NOKIA UK Ltd
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
FI
+358 50 4835459
jari.hagqvist@nokia.com
YES
Mr. Kari Järvinen
NOKIA Corporation
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
FI
+358 50 555 0999
kari.ju.jarvinen@nokia.com
YES
Dr. Milan Jelinek
VoiceAge Corporation
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
CA
+1819821 8000/3893
Milan.Jelinek@USherbrooke.ca
YES
Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan
QUALCOMM UK Ltd
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
US
+18586517081
vkrishna@qti.qualcomm.com
YES
Mr. Emiliano Mazza
TELECOM ITALIA S.p.A.
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
IT
+393316004448
emiliano.mazza@telecomitalia.it
YES
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka
DOCOMO Communications Lab.
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
JP
+81 468 40 3515
nobuhiko.naka@nttdocomo.co.jp
YES
Mr. Stephane Proust
France Telecom
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
FR
+33 2 96 05 17 42
stephane.proust@orange.com
YES
Mr. Schuyler Quackenbush
Audio Research Labs
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
US
+1 908 490 0700
srq@audioresearchlabs.com
YES
Mr. Stephane Ragot
ORANGE SA
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
FR
+33 2 96 05 07 51
stephane.ragot@orange.com
YES
Mr. Redwan Salami
VoiceAge Corporation
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
CA
+1 514 737 4940
redwan.salami@voiceage.com
YES
Mr. Markus Schnell
Fraunhofer IIS
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
DE
+49 9131 7766198
snl@iis.fraunhofer.de
YES
Mr. Alan Sharpley
Dynasta Inc.
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
US
+1 512 476 4797
asharpley@dynastat.com
YES
Mr. David Singer
Apple (UK) Limited
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
US
+1 408 974 3162
singer@apple.com
YES
Mr. Chris Steck
Audience Inc.
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
US
+1 650 254 2800
csteck@audience.com
NO
Mr. John Tardelli
Dynastat Inc.
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
US
+1 781 933 0069
jtardelli@gmail.com
YES
Mr. Imre Varga
QUALCOMM CDMA Technologies
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
DE
+49 89 614 694 0015
ivarga@qti.qualcomm.com
YES
Mr. Zhe Wang
HUAWEI TECHNOLOGIES Co. Ltd.
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)
CN
+861059728301
zhe.wang@huawei.com
NO

Member of 3GPP (TTC)

Mr. Noboru Harada
NTT
3GPPMEMBER (TTC)
JP
+81 46 240 3676
harada.noboru@lab.ntt.co.jp
YES

Organisation partner representative (ETSI)

Mr. Paolo Usai
Mobile Competence Centre
FR
+33 4 92 94 42 36
paolo.usai@etsi.org
YES
YES  =  the delegate attended the meeting and signed the participants' list

NO = registered but did not sign the participants' list

NO = registered but did not attend the meeting

� 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





11 (11)

