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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG (37 participants) met for about 2 days, all 11 input documents were covered.
The meeting produced the following agreed output documents – the main progress resulting from discussions of input contributions and editing sessions is summarized in the table below:

	P-doc
	Tdoc number
	Main achievement / changes

	EVS-2
	S4-140492 
	Revisions to reflect the actual status at this meeting and to take into account the new Rel-12 Stage 3 freezing date

	EVS-6b
	S4-140480 
	Table 1 and Annex A deleted

	EVS-7b
	S4-140487
	Bug fixes and removal of brackets in existing text

	ESS-8b
	S4-140489
	MNRU values revised, spreadsheet with tested conditions updated to reflect selected comparison to direct, revised Annexes (B,C,G,H,M) 

	EVS-8c
	S4-140490
	Initial version

	EVS-11
	S4-140479
	Revision to better reflect the verification of design constraints

	EVS-12
	S4-140486
	Initial version


In addition, the EVS project overview (EVS-1) was left to be revised in S4-140491 for direct presentation in SA4 plenary.
1 Opening of the session: April 7, 11:15 (local time)
The EVS SWG Chairman, Mr. Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson), opened the meeting.

Minutes were taken by the EVS SWG Secretary, Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange).
2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
The EVS SWG Chairman presented the agenda in S4-140358R1. He explained that S4-140404 was added after the discussion that took place in the SA4 opening plenary. The agenda in S4-140358R1 including S4-140404 was agreed.

The EVS SWG Chairman presented the tentative schedule in S4-140359. The EVS-8b Editor (Mr. Nobuhiko Naka, NTT DOCOMO) explained that he would be available only on April 7, and he requested to take EVS-8b on that day and another Editor would be needed for the rest of the meeting. Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) volunteered to act as an interim EVS-8b Editor for the other days. The EVS SWG Chairman suggested starting the meeting dicussions with A.I. 3.3 (EVS-8b).
The tentative schedule in S4-140359 was noted.

3 Selection phase matters
3.1 Selection Deliverables (EVS-6b)
No input Tdoc initially allocated this A.I.

See editing session in A.I. 5. where a revision of EVS-6 b in TD S4-14080 was agreed.
3.2 Selection Processing Plan (EVS-7b)
Mr. Stefan Doehla presented TD S4-140368 Proposed Corrections to EVS-7b v100, from Editor (Fraunhofer IIS)
It is proposed to agree on the updated version 1.0.1 of EVS-7b and to use the proposed updates for the script development.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Stéphane Ragot (Orange) suggested checking if Appendix I of G.711 does not introduce any delay.
It was noted that some parts are still highlighted in yellow. 

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) noted that some open points were not needed for contracting with v1.0. Possible text revisions were left to be handled in an editing session of EVS-7b.

Conclusion:

Apart from the check of delay for G.711 Appendix I, this document was agreeable.
TD S4-140368 was agreed to be used in the next editing steps of EVS-7b and the delay of G.711 Appendix I was left to be checked offline.
Mr. Harald Pobloth presented TD S4-140311 On Fixed point basic operators, from Ericsson
An electronic attachment of operators is provided. It is suggested that SA4 send this to ITU-T for inclusion in STL.
Comments / questions: 

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that C code is provided with this contribution, he commented that this C code should be crosschecked. He asked how this C code was verified.

Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) clarified that the source code was verified internally and shared among proponent companies that collaborate on EVS. He welcomed some confirmation that the implementation is correct, e.g. from Orange. Mr Stephane Ragot (Orange) indicated that Orange had no time to check the proposal.
The EVS SWG Chairman suggested agreeing to use the proposed operators, but to request some crosscheck and report of any unexpected behavior.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked if the list of operators is exactly the one in the processing plan (EVS-7b) or whether this table would need to be changed.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) clarified that the implementation focused on non-saturating operators, while in EVS-7b both saturating and non-saturating operators were cited. He explained that Ericsson realized that for the EVS purpose non-saturating operators are sufficient.
The EVS SWG Chairman explained that there is no urgent need to update the table of fixed-point operators in the processing plan. He stated that in practice since only routines for operators without saturation are provided, other operators cannot be used, which does not mean they are explicitly disallowed, they might be added on need basis.
The EVS SWG Chairman suggested checking offline who could crosscheck the C code. It was noted that Texas Instruments provided the latest revisions of ITU-T STL basic operators and companies making chipsets may help crosschecking.
Conclusion:
TD S4-140311 was agreed, and a crosscheck of the source code of fixed-point operators was invited.
3.3 Selection Test Plan (EVS-8b)
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka presented TD S4-140314 EVS Permanent Document EVS-8b: Test plans for selection, from Editor (NTT DOCOMO, INC.)
Comments / questions: 

The EVS-8b Editor explained that the only change is in the attached spreadsheet; he suggested to note this document and to use it as a starting point to further edit EVS-8b.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if it was agreeable to note this document but to accept it as editing basis without presentation. Answer: yes.
Conclusion:

TD S4-140314 was noted but it was agreed to use it as a starting point to edit EVS-8b.
Mr. Craig S. Greer presented TD S4-140278 On the Testing of Equivalence to the Direct Condition Allocation: EVS test plan, from Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd, HuaWei Technologies Co., Ltd
The EVS-3 requirement that allows a ToR test to pass if the codec is equivalent to the Direct condition presents additional challenges in the development of the EVS selection phase test plan.  This contribution, based on previous discussions and contributions on the topic, proposes our preferred way forward, and provides, for each experiment, a list of candidate conditions for comparison with the Direct condition.
Comments / questions: 
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented that the terms ‘equivalent to direct’ and ‘not worse than direct’ are not the same and cannot be interchanged (one sided vs to two-sided test). He explained that it is unusual to set ToR and to have more than one way to pass it. He also emphasized that the spreadsheet used for EVS-8b is not a form that any LL or a GAL or even processing lab would use to write scripts; he highlighted that the condition lists in EVS-8b are blank.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) clarified that Fraunhofer can generate condition lists to be copy-pasted in EVS-8b.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) supported switching over from the EVS-8b spreadsheet to the spreadsheet with the list of conditions. He noted that the list of conditions lists would need to be crosschecked.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented that the generation of condition lists is straightforward, but it is impossible to go back to the EVS-8b spreadsheet format from condition lists; he preferred to keep this format for the time being.
Mr. John Tardelli (Dynastat) suggested getting both the lists, he emphasized the condition lists are required to finish scripts by end of the week.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) emphasized the urgency to get condition lists before SA4#79, for the GAL to generate the GAL sheets, randomizations, etc.

The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that it is possible to generate condition lists as the EVS -8b test plan is quite stable; he noted that MNRUs would not change randomizations, therefore it would be possible to provide initial condition lists for scripts.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) emphasized that the spreadsheet attached to EVS-8b should be kept as interdependencies are marked and after the conversion to condition lists one can never go back. He supported providing initial condition lists to the HL and GAL. 
· Condition lists to be grouped with direct:
The EVS SWG checked if the conditions marked in yellow in this document could be grouped together, to be compared in a dependent-group t test.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that the proposed grouping is feasible, but he would not move these conditions round in the condition lists.

Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) clarified that the EVS-8b Editor included in the Ref-ID column the condition with ID for direct, which would give to the GAL the reference codec for that condition. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) explained that some columns in the spreadsheet are needed for the automatic generation of condition lists and randomizations. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) noted that having two references the Ref-ID column lead to a complication as it usually referred to AND but in the comparison to direct it’s an OR.

The EVS SWG Chairman suggesting defining a format that is logical and easy to understand, still allowing to identify conditions to group in testing. He asked if randomizations were tried for the proposed grouping. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that, as long as a group has not more than ¼ of conditions, balance can be achieved in the randomizations.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the grouping suggested in this contribution can be agreed. Answer: yes.

Conclusion:

The spreadsheet attached to EVS-8b is the master version; any changes of conditions should be done in this master version, before deriving corresponding condition lists.
TD S4-140278 was agreed. The formatting to identify conditions to be compared with direct was left to be defined offline.
Mr. Alan Sharpley presented TD S4-140312 Proposed MNRU Conditions for the EVS Selection Tests, from Dynastat, Inc.
On the basis of the results presented in this contribution, the source recommends the values for the MNRU conditions as shown in Table 2.
Comments / questions: 

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked how it is possible to conclude that MNRU values were missing or too high, if they were not part of qualification.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented that Dynastat did not conduct only tests in qualification and the qualification tests deviated with some higher MNRU values that Dynastat has never seen before. He clarified that the proposal is based on extrapolation from scores and it is also consistent with lots of other tests run by Dynastat and other labs.

Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) asked if the same MNRUs can be used for clean channel and noisy channel. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) thought that the same set of MNRUs could suffice. He did not think that 1 or 2 dB would make so much difference for subjects.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) commented on the NB case and stated that he expected clean channel to perform better than noisy channel, so he expected the lowest MNRU to be higher for clean channel than for noisy channel.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that the proposed estimates are based on trend lines, with some extrapolation for clean speech and clean channel. He stated that an important finding is that there is a limit to expecting that subjects can expand their scale to accommodate a set of contexts, when starting at a higher MNRU level; he noted that qualification results showed that subjects can expand their scale to accommodate context but this does not increase their sensitivity.
The EVS SWG Chairman found that the finding is counter-intuitive, as one could expect that with high quality conditions it is better to spread MNRUs in the high quality range, while the proposal is to to start nevertheless with low MNRUs. He asked how to explain that this would not compress the scale or shift to saturation where precision is lost.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that, if no condition is obvious to use the lower end of scale, the test gets more boring, fatiguing, and subjects lose concentration. He emphasized that this has  nothing to do with perception as much as fatigue and other factors that will affect scores.
Mr. John Tardelli (Dynastat) stated that lower MNRUs put expectations down and bring the curve that could be in non-linear range to a linear resolution.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked if the conclusion can apply to selection, which is not related to qualification experiments, with different experiments, including tests in FER only, or clean channel only. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) replied that subjects do not care whether the test is in qualification or selection, and these results are valid for P.800 subjective tests in general.

Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) asked what is the conclusion about lowest MNRUs for different experiments of the same bandwidth. He asked if the proposal is still to use the same levels or not. He commented that VoiceAge’s experience is very different and very consistent, and would support going with higher MNRUs. Nevertheless, within the current proposal, he supported the proposal of Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) to use the same lowest MNRUs for all experiments of the same bandwidth rather than the MNRUs presented in S4-140312. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) emphasized that the proposal is based on a very large analysis (over 4000 ToRs).
The EVS SWG Chairman asked which MNRU values would be used for different bandwidths. After some discussion, Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) suggested the following ranges:
8 to 42 in NB

8 to 44 in WB

10 to 46 in SWB

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that some companies may want to check these ranges with their labs. He stated that the proposal could be formulated as a working assumption until final confirmation.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented that these values could be inserted in EVS-8b to start with this assumption, noting that it would be good to check internal results and this would influence on script development. He added that the proposed MNRUs would allow completing condition lists.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that the primary finding based on results from 13 labs is that starting at level (especially in NB) at 20 dB does not improve sensitivity.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) was not sure the lowest value should be 8 dB for NB. The EVS SWG Chairman suggested agreeing on the working assumption, even if the lowest MNRU value for NB could be 9 dB.

Conclusion:

The following working assumption was assumed for MNRUs: 8 to 42 in NB, 8 to 44 in WB, 10 to 46 in SWB

TD S4-140312 was noted. 
Later, during the EVS-8b editing, the MNRU ranges were slightly adjusted to 8 to 40 dB in NB, 9 to 44 dB in WB, 10 to 46 dB in SWB. See A.I. 5.
3.4 Verification matters
Mr. Jon Gibbs presented TD S4-140356 Proposal for the Verification Phase of the EVS Codec, from Huawei Technologies Co. Ltd.
In this document the sources propose items to be addressed during the Verification Phase of the EVS Codec and the approaches to be adopted.  The sources would like to encourage independent members of SA4 not associated with the codec proponents to consider volunteering for tasks related to the Verification Phase. A draft Software Evaluation Agreement is provided for prospective volunteers to consider as the Verification Phase will be conducted on software prior to completion and approval of the standard.
Comments / questions: 

Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) commented on the timing proposed to start after submission of executables on June 27. He pointed to S4-140402 where the Editor tried to accommodate the proposal on timing. For the NDA, he suggested at SA4#76 to have a software licensing agreement and he encouraged every company to review the text. He stated that companies are asked a legal check on this. On the table, he asked to which extent the verification of design constraints should be detailed in the verification document.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) clarified that the tasks are to be agreed by the group and volunteering organizations, he explained that dates are a broad estimate when things can happen. He emphasized that verification organizations are encouraged to volunteer.

Mr. David Isherwood (Intel) noted that the verification would include crosscheck from organizations outside the PCs, he asked if there would be at least one member of the codec proponents to do the part so that other companies woud crosscheck.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that it’s good that independent organizations perform checks, he emphasized that verification is on voluntary basis and he hoped to get volunteers to get essential verification items. He suggested copying some information from S4-140356 to EVS-11.

Mr. David Isherwood (Intel) asked if the draft version of of software evaluation agreement was expected to be close to the final version so that companies that want to contribute will sign multiparty and he asked with whom Intel’s legal department needs to discuss. He asked whether the draft would live on unchanged. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) clarified that the text is not the final version. Mr. David Isherwoord (Intel) asked about the schedule for the final text.
The EVS SWG Chairman suggested agreeing on some text to send to legal departments.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that he would have to check internally and could provide some feedback for the next SA4 meeting.

Mr. David Isherwood (Intel) clarified that the draft text was introduced to Intel’s legal department. He noted that this is not a multiparty NDA, but a software evaluation agreement, which not signed among all companies unlike a multiparty NDA. He highlighted that this has many practical merits, but all parties have to agree this is the way to go.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) suggested setting up an email list of interested companies and he volunteered to coordinate that. He invited to send contact name to him. Mr. Chris Steck (Audience) and M. David Isherwood (Intel) requested to be included. Mr. Chris Steck (Audience) proposed to ask the same question in SA4 plenary. The EVS SWG Chairman recognized that not all companies to crosscheck may be in the EVS SWG.
The EVS SWG Chairman suggested that a mailing group will be setup and organized by Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) and the software evaluation agreement draft provided in this contribution would be a starting point.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) invited volunteering companies to provide legal contacts. The EVS SWG Chairman state that this will be in the email group coordinated by Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei).
Conclusion:
A mailing group will be setup and organized by Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) and the software evaluation agreement draft provided in this contribution would be a starting point.

TD S4-140356 was noted. 
Mr. Imre Varga presented TD S4-140402 EVS Permanent Document EVS-11: Verification Items v0.2, from Editor (Qualcomm)
This document is the same as in the S4-140023, except for change marks that include a proposal for the required material and timeline.
Comments / questions: 

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if anything could be transferred from S4-140356. He noted that some aspects in S4-140356 are more details and provide more guidance.

Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) suggested merging the two documents in a single document.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if this document (v0.2) can be agreed as the editing version. Answer: yes. 

Conclusion:
TD S4-140402 was agreed as the next editing version of EVS-11 and Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) and Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) were tasked to merge this document with S4-140356.
4 Characterization phase matters
Mr. S. Craig Greer presented TD S4-140279 Discussion on EVS Characterization Phase Testing from Samsung Electronics Ltd. Co., NTT, NTT DOCOMO, INC.
The intent of this document is to initiate a discussion about the content of the characterization phase testing by identifying candidate areas of testing for discussion and prioritization.  While acknowledging competing priorities for our time in the EVS standardization process, there is some concern about our preparation time for the characterization phase.
Comments / questions: 

It was clarified that categories are just proposals for review.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that there are several levels of priorities: things already agreed in EVS-3, and others that are not identified for characterization in EVS-3 and need some discussion.
The EVS SWG Chairman recognized there are priorities, he suggested still concluding that this document would be a basis for further work to specify what to do in characterization.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) committed to check what is required in EVS-3 and what is new. He noted that optional modes are covered in EVS-3, some cases are postponed to characterization if there is no room in selection, etc.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) noted that EVS-3 seemed to be well covered but EVS-3 defines AFR and CADR, not ADR.
The EVS SWG Chairman discussed the Editor assignment for the characterization test plan, this was left to be check offline, but in the interim period he suggested Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) to act as interim Editor of the EVS-8c test plan.

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) suggested putting the proposal in brackets in the first version of EVS-8c.

Conclusion:

The characterization test plan (EVS-8c) will be created based on this document with the proposed text in brackets for the editing session. The Editor assignment was left to be discussed offline.
TD S4-140279 was noted. 
4.1 Characterization Processing Plan (EVS-7c)
No Tdoc in this A.I.
4.2 Characterization Test Plan (EVS-8c)
No Tdocs in this A.I.
See A.I. 5 where a first version of the characterization test plan (EVS-8c) was created. 

5 Joint editing of EVS P-docs
The reporting of the editing sessions is organized below by P-docs for the sake of clarity, even though the different documents under editing were sometimes reviewed in different order:

· EVS-6b

The latest version of EVS-6b (S4-140204) was reviewed and edited, under the moderatorship of Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm).
Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) proposed to change NDA to software evaluation agreement, after some discussion ‘NDA’ was changed to ‘suitable legal framework’.
The status of Annex A was discussed. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the the payload format will be described in one specification and he suggested deleting the Annex. Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony) asked why delete the annex. The EVS SWG Chairman explained that there was no progress over the past meetings on this and the main requirement is given in the design constaint which specifies that there has to be a RTP payload specification which is much more detailed than the check list in Annex A. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the annex is a hang-over from competition, and it is now redundant now that there is collaboration.
The status of Table 1 in EVS-6b was discussed. Eventually it was decided to remove this table.

The editing of EVS-6b resulted in S4-140480, which was agreed.

This Tdoc was initially expected to be forwarded to SA4 plenary to get EVS-6b approved as v1.0. Later, during the meeting, Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) requested to have more time before freezing EVS-6b and he suggested to consider freezing this document in SA4#79. The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that there was one request to perform some verification on EVS-6b and this P-doc would not be frozen at this SA4 meeting.

· EVS-7b

The P-doc in TD S4-140368 was reviewed and edited under the moderatorship of Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer).
Some brackets in Annexes were removed. Regarding the attachment of scripts to EVS-7b, Mr. John Tardelli (Dynastat) clarified that final scripts will be delivered after the crosscheck with CL. The related script structure was left to be provided offline to the acting EVS-7b Editor (Mr. Stefan Doehla).

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked if it is possible to reuse the common corpus. This was left to be check offline.

Mr Stéphane Ragot (Orange) commented on the delay compensation for G.711 App. I and clarified that this tool already includes delay compension. He emphasized that G.711 App. I operates with 10 ms frames and he requested changing the command line for G.711 App. I to double the error patterns that are based on 20 ms frames. Later, Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) provide the modified command line based on the ‘eit-int’ tool.

The editing of EVS-7b resulted in S4-140487, which was agreed.

· EVS-8b

The P-doc in TD S4-140314 was reviewed and edited under the moderatorship of first Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) and then Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung). The following paragraphs summarized the main edits and comments:

MNRUs values were slightly updated based on offline comments.

Some extra information was inserted in the spreadsheet defining experiments, where N is the number of conditions, M is number of conditions to be compared to direct, N/3 and (N-M)/3 are provided for information. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that the NB experiment with 42 conditions does not need to get exact balance and he recommended keeping M=12. He clarified that there would be no exact balance unless the number of conditions (N) is an integral multiple of number of samples.  He explained that in qualification he developed a measure of balance, by calculating the number of times a sample is listened by each panel and he stated that as a rule of thumb the standard deviation should be less than 1.

Each tab in the spreadsheet was reviewed and corrections were made online. The generation of condition lists from the spreadsheet was left to be done offline.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that EVS-8b is still a draft test plan, and he clarified that the GAL will start generating randomizations based on the final test plan. He also stated that the preliminaries will come from the GAL based on the final condition list and the preliminaries will have not CuT condition.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) insisted on defining condition lists in the main body of the test plan.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) recalled that there was an issue with randomizations in qualification and he suggested specifying some crosscheck of randomizations and data delivery sheets prior to testing. The testing schedule was tested accordingly.

The GAL tasks were edited by changing the example table in Annex G of EVS-8b, to take into account the case of multiple references and the additional comparison to direct. It was noted that there are in EVS-3 some cases of double requirements with either ‘OR’ or ‘AND’. 

Later, Mr. Alan Sharley (Dynastat) stated that from qualification tests there is no evidence that a reference can be better than direct. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) suggested making the comparison to direct in one step instead of using a 2-stage process. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that this would be a reasonable and defensible procedure, as opposed to multistage process, which looks like keeping comparing until the condition can pass.
Mr. John Tardelli (Dynastat) stated that it was not obvious to him until SA4#78 that independent scripts (one set in DOS, another in Perl) get developed independently and crosschecked. He suggested capturing this processing the figure N.1. It was noted this figure was attached to the NDA signed for selection testing. Mr. John Tardelli (Dynastat) stated that it is important to record that the HL is not delivering DOS scripts to the CL (which will receive Perl scripts) and he proposed to insert the following text in the meeting minutes:

“During discussion Mr. Tardelli, representing Dynasat, provided his understanding of the script development process. He described the procedure as starting with independent script development by the Host Laboratory (HL) and the Proponent companies (PC). A cross check of these scripts would then take place between the HL and PC using the Common Corpus and a preliminary CuT executable... The HL would retain their scripts and use them for all EVS Selection processing. The PC would deliver their scripts to the Cross Check Laboratory (XC). The XC would use these scripts for all EVS Selection processing. A cross check of processed material between the HL and the XC would then take place for each of the separate experiments. The HL would then deliver the final processed test material to th Listening Laboratories.”

During the editing session, Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) reported that all parties signed the selection NDA and a payment of 30% tranche was made to selection labs.

Overall, the complete EVS-8b document was reviewed and the main changes are summarized below:

· part 1: changes version number, history of changes, 

· part 2: changed Annexes B and C with inputs from Dynastat, modified Annex G.2, edited Annex H

· part 3 to 6: MNRU updates

· part 7: accepted information on objective evaluations

· part 8: unchanged

This editing of EVS-8b resulted in S4-140489, which was agreed.
· EVS-8c

It was noted that objective measurements in terms of AFR and CADR should be verified. Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) highlighted that CADR requires database labeling and the related table in EVS-3 specifies automatic labeling according to a level in brackets.

The EVS SWG Chairman requested inputs for CADR, in particular to remove brackets if this criterion is felt useful.
The editing of EVS-8c resulted in S4-140490, which was agreed.

· EVS-11
The offine merge of documents TD S4-140402 and S4-140356 was presented, under the moderatorship of Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm). Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) proposed that Orange continues the work done for AMR and AMR-WB on the verification of frequency responses, and this commitment was left to be confirmed.
The editing of EVS-11 resulted in S4-140479, which was agreed.
Apart from the above P-docs, two other P-docs were identified as outputs of the EVS SWG work:
· A new P-doc in S4-140486 on incorporating EVS in MTSI (EVS-12) – see A.I. 7

· A revision of EVS-1 to reflect new P-docs, this revision was left to be provided directly in SA4 plenary in S4-140491.
6 EVS schedule
The EVS SWG Chairman projected the latest version of EVS-2 (in S4-140242). Some modifications were discussed: inclusion of new P-docs, freezing date for EVS-6b postponed, exception sheet in June removed. No telco between SA4#78 and SA4#79 was felt needed.
The plan to submit 60% ready specifications in SA4#79 was discussed. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) explained that there is a high chance that not all specifications will be at 60%, but some may be completed and some may be less than 60% ready. He suggested keeping the text in EVS-2, noting that the specifications that are not at 60% will not be presented.

Mr. David Isherwood (Intel) commented on the time left for verification if the source code is available only two weeks prior to the selection meeting.  He emphasized that internal resources would have to be allocated and he suggested writing the exact date of availability of source code for verification to avoid a floating date.

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that, after codec submission, there has to be access to executables and source code, and he suggested providing detailed timing in EVS-11 rather than in EVS-2. Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) supported this view. Mr. Hans Gierlich (Head Acoustics) asked where the list of companies interested in verification would be recorded. It was clarified that this would be covered in EVS-11. Mr. Hans Gierlich (Head Acoustics) stated that Head Acoustics would volunteer, and he was left to provide the relevant details to the EVS-11 Editor. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) requested volunteering organizations to contact him to organize an email list for the necessary NDA.
The date of completion for new P-docs (EVS-11, EVS-12) was discussed, it was commented that these documents do not require formal approval and could be listed in EVS-2 up to SA4#80.
The revised EVS-2 P-doc in S4-140492 was agreed.

7 Contributions to other EVS topics
Mr. Tomas Frankkila presented TD S4-140404 Incorporating EVS into TS 26.114, from Ericsson, Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., Panasonic Corporation
This contribution outlines how the EVS codec could be introduced in TS 26.114. The main features should be included in TS 26.114 in Rel-12 and some features can be left for Rel-13.
Comments / questions: 

Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) noted that some features would go to Rel-13, and he asked if a new WID would be opened for Rel-13 or TEI13 would be used. He recalled that a revised EVS WID included a CR to 26.114 for Rel-12, how will this be dealt for Rel-13.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) commented that it is likely to open a new WI for Rel-13.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) noted that the to-do list was quite huge and he asked when this would be finalized. He asked if the work could be broken in several topics.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) pointed out that deadline for Rel-12 is the same as for the EVS work, he noted that the work is quite substantial for August 2014 meeting, which would be the deadline for Rel-12. He stated that the CR to TS 26.114 would have to be conditionally approved at SA4#80, and really approved in SA4#80-bis. He clarified that a first version of the CR with most basic things would be provided at SA4#79 (codec definitions, etc.) and he emphasized that many things are mainly referencing codec specifications or reusing the same things as AMR or AMR-WB.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that EVS is quite different from past codecs, as it has the functionality to code NB, WB, SWB on top of that IO mode, for system EVS can look like pure a AMR-WB codec or EVS or mixture of that. He noted that how the system would recognize this functionality is complicated. He recalled that this was the main topic that EVS PCs have been struggling with, in particular how to handle AMR-WB IO, whether EVS is a single codec, whether multiple payload types are possible in MTSI to switch seamlessly without session renegotiation, etc.

Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) agreed that several things will have to be described, e.g. how to negotiate session setup, how to use EVS in (e)SRVCC.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) commented that the MTSI work is connected to CT groups to have a complete service and he noted that CT groups should also be captured in the work plan.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) agreed that it is important to inform CT1 (for SDP negotiation) and also CT3 and CT4 (for interworking for both CS interworking and interworking with other IP networks). He felt that this could be done at SA4#79 given the meeting schedule for CT groups.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) noted that SA2 is also of interest for the work, in particular for (e)SRVCC and other general aspects.
The MTSI SWG Chairman commented on the proposal section where SA4 is requested to assess the time plan and allocation, and he noticed that there is also a description column which in some cases sets requirements. He asked to clarify the intent of the description column containing requirements.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) clarified that the description column indicates a preference on how the work should be done, he stated that AVPF is important for fast reaction in case of congestion, he noted that EVS can operate at high rates (up to 128 kbit/s), he stated that these rates are approaching rates similar to what is used for video, and for video there is a clear need for adaptation, especially for higher rates.
The EVS SWG Chairman suggested to agree on Location and Release column. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) suggested checking box by box if Rel-12 or Rel-13 is ok

Mr. Bernard Feiten (Deutsche Telekom) asked if the draft RTP payload format was available and what was the likelihood to finalize it. Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) explained that the RTP payload format is already included in one of the document prepared by the 12 proponent companies. The EVS SWG Chairman clarified that no draft RTP payload was proposed and according to the EVS selection procedure, PCs have to provide a description of the payload format that has to be agreed.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) commented that in the current specification it is allowed to set RTCP bandwidth to 0 for speech only, while GSMA decided that RTCP bandwidth must be set to larger than 0. He stated that these requirements should probably be aligned, to define how to set the bandwidth to use. He explained that in GSMA the bandwidth is set >0 for performance monitoring reasons so it should be low bandwidth. It commented that more discussion is required on the use of RTCP for adaptation and the RTCP bandwidth which can be lower if AVPF is used. He also commented on the work to be done in Rel-12 to ensure there is backward compatibility. He concluded that the numbers to use for RTCP bandwidth will take some time for discussion.
Later, Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ercisson) clarified that it is simple to define the ICM but it is also related to mode adaptation in normal operations and it is related to RTCP bandwidth usage which could be for Rel-13. The EVS SWG Chairman commented that this aspect is related to the characterization TR to see the codec performance for different bit rates. Ms. Takako Sanda (Panasonic) stated that this item is important for EVS service and ICM will be necessary in Rel-12. Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Fraunhofer) stated that ICM could follow the same approach as for AMR and AMR-WB.
The LTE profiles to be include in TS 26.114 were discussed. Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) commented that the LTE profiles used in the SQ SWG group could be brought to TS 26.114.
Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) also commented on the speech material attached to TS 26.114, for AMR and AMR-WB; he stated that the part for AMR-WB could be reused for AMR-WB IO, that would give some way to evaluate AMR-WB performance, but it might also be good to use new RTP files. He noted that one could assume that the JBM for AMR-WB is the same for EVS native modes, so in principle it would be possible to verify the JBM for AMR-WB. The LTE profiles that may be brought for EVS characterization were also discussed.

It was noted that for the EVS codec channel aware modes can be different from partial redundancy.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented that the profiles used in the SQ SWG define packet loss as 0 instead of -1, he suggested aligning conventions. The nature of LTE profiles in the SQ SWG was clarified. The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the profiles in TS 26.114 exercise the JBM more than LTE profiles, as LTE gives less jitter and less packet losses, and he stated that is is good to keep the inclusion of LTE profiles for Rel-13

Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) commented that adaptation should have signaling mechanisms in Rel-12 for compatibility, but the specification of adaptation requires more work and he recommended doing this work in Rel-13.

The modification of front-end handling in TS 26.114 for Rel-12 was discussed. Mr. David Isherwood (Intel) asked if stereo would be likely to be included in TS 26.131, TS 26.132 as stereo is an optional mode of EVS. Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony), as ART_LTE-SUPER Rapporteur, clarified that the current plan is to include stereo and fullband.

Mr. Stéphane Proust (Orange) commented that EVS cannot be deployed without addressing what happens in gateways and he requested the related work to be considered in Rel-12. He also asked if the managements objects are related to OMA DM and whether an LS to this group is required.

Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) commented that the media adaptation object can use OMA DM to configure adaptation, but TS 26.114 defines parameters for any kind of configuration and OMA DM is just one example. He noted that there are other 3GPP specifications show how to use these management objects.
After reviewing the decription column, Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) requested to delete the proposal text and to add in the contribution that the description is just informative and not agreed.
The SWG to manage the document was discussed. It was agreed to create a new EVS P-doc (EVS-12), with Mr. Tomas Frankkila (Ericsson) as Editor.
Conclusion:
TD S4-140404 was revised to S4-140486.
TD S4-140486 was agreed without presentation.
8 Other business
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked if intermediate version of scripts in DOS version would be attached to EVS-7b at this meeting. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) clarified that in the current schedule the crosscheck with the common corpus needs to be accomplished before including scripts in EVS-7b. Mr. John Tardelli (Dynastat) stated that his plan was to provide the scripts at SA4#79 and he did not want to release scripts until the crosscheck took place, he emphasized that the CL is not supposed to have access to DOS scripts before the crosscheck gets completed.
9 Close of the session: April 10, 12:43
The EVS Chairman closed the meeting. 
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