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1. Summary
This contribution describes a proposal for a blinding procedure in which the Cross-Check of executables and processing of materials for the Listening tests does not require blinding between Proponent Companies and the Host Lab. However, the exchange of raw voting data from the listening test is blinded to the Global Analysis Lab. 
2. Discussion
The following abbreviations will be used throughout this document to indicate the various entities involved in the EVS Qualification test.

HL
Host Lab - Dynastat

BL
Blinding Lab - TBD

LL
Listening Lab 
PC
Proponent Companies 

GAL
Global Analysis Lab - TBD

This submission covers proposed cross-check and blinding methods. The proposed blinding method is a simplification of the double blind proposal. It blinds the identity of the final results of each Codec under Test (CuT) for each experiment by each LL. There is a single de-blind by the BL that can be verified by audit logs kept by the BL. The HL and GAL have no way of unfolding the blind. Each PC and selected LL will be able to identify their CuT results and could conceivably identify the results of those other CuTs tested by them. However, they would not know the PC identity of those CuTs.

2.1
PRELIMINARY

a. Each PC provides, for each Experiment, the Languages that will be used by their LL.

b. The HL uses a secure ftp site to establish 13 “XCHECK” folders, one folder for each of the 13 PCs.

c. Each PC has access to only their “XCHECK” folder.

d. The HL has access to all of the “XCHECK” folders. 

e. Each PC-selected LL submits source materials for each experiment to HL through their PC using the “XCHECK” folder. See Figure 1.

f. The HL is not responsible for checking the validity or appropriateness of the Speech or Audio databases. That job is the responsibility of the LLs selected by the PCs.
g. Processing Scripts are independently developed and verified across Reference and Calibration conditions. This development process is outside the scope of this document. It is required to have been completed before the start of the cross-check process.
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Figure 1 – Source File Delivery to HL

2.2
CROSS-CHECK MATERIAL

a. For a given PC, only the source material from their selected LL will be used in the cross-check.

b. The materials for cross-check will be the entire speech or audio database, depending on the Experiment, that will be used in the listening test. 

c. For each experiment, cross-check Processing will consist of the PC’s own CuT along with the Reference and Calibration conditions, i.e., the other CuT in the experiment will not be cross-checked.

Reasons not to include 2nd CuT in the cross-check?

The inclusion of the second CuT in the cross check procedure would require:

· The release of all of the LLs’ source files to all PCs requiring an expanded NDA to allow for this release

· Could possibly require the release of CuT executables to other PCs

· Would de-blind the PCs unless all source material from each LL for each experiment was processed through all CuTs. This processing would result in:

· The processing of CuT-by-source for cases that will not be subjectively evaluated

· An order-of- magnitude increase in the HL processing for cross-check

IT IS STRONGLY RECOMMENDED THAT THIS IS NOT DONE!

2.3
CROSS-CHECK

a. Cross-check is accomplished with concatenated source files (either speech or audio).

b. Transfer of cross-check files between the HL and the individual PCs will be accomplished using the XCHECK folders. 

c. Cross-check is verified using a measure of bit-exactness (e.g., CRC). A tool designed to compare two 16-bit audio files is required. The tool should find samples with a difference greater than +/-1. It should report the sample number and the two corresponding values (ranging from -32768 to 32767). The number of mismatching samples as well as the total number of samples examined should also be reported.

d. The cross-check only looks at bit exactness between the HL and the PC. It does not consider the degree of success or failure of the speech or audio coding.

e. For each PC, HL & PC run cross-checks for all of the PCs experiments.

f. HL works directly with individual PCs until both HL and PC agree that cross-check is achieved. 

g. On agreement of the cross-check, the PC will certify that the HL is using the PC’s final executable. 
IS REPLACEMENT OF A PCs EXECUTABLE ALLOWED?
2.4
PROCESSING

a. To allow for maximum processing and testing time, the experiments will be performed in a phased manner. The four experiments for each of the NB, WB and SWB operating modes will define a phase. See Figure 2.

b. For each PC and for each experiment, HL processes the appropriate source materials through two executables, one for the PC and one for another PC, as determined by an experiment allocation table, See TABLE 1. 
c. The HL also processes all Reference and Calibration conditions for each experiment.

d. HL uses the XCHECK folders to provide the processed materials for each experiment to each PC. 

e. This is accomplished in the phased manner shown in Fig. 2 and the Proposed Qualification Test Schedule (Tdoc AHEVS-121).
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Figure 2 – Processing and Testing Phase Structure for each PCs Experiments

2.5
TESTING

a. PC downloads the processed materials for each experiment from their XCHECK folder and transfers it to their selected LL.

b. Each LL presents materials to the listening panels, conducting the experiments in a phased manner

c. The GAL provides standardized data-delivery Excel files to be used by the PCs and their selected LLs for the transfer of raw voting data. For each experiment there should be two spreadsheets, one for each of the two CuTs involved in the experiment. Each spreadsheet will also contain the raw voting data for the Reference and Calibration conditions.  

Why TWO raw-data spreadsheets for each experiment?

While this process eliminates direct CuT comparisons within an experiment, it maintains the GAL blind. For the GAL to be totally blind, it cannot know what pairs of CuTs have been tested together. Since the Global Analysis will involve differences between the CuT and the appropriate Reference codec(s), the CuT and Reference codec data must be available in the same spreadsheet.
d. On completion of an experiment the LL enters raw voting data into the GAL-provided Excel data- delivery file.

e. The LL provides the data-delivery files to the PC for delivery to the BL.

f. This is done in a phased manner as illustrated in Fig.2.
2.6
BLINDING PROCESS 

This section describes, in general, the process and functions of the BL. The actual implementation of the process is up to the BL subject to approval of the EVS committee. 

a. The BL establishes a secure one-way file-transfer method/facility from the PCs to the BL. 

b. The PCs transfer the raw data-delivery Excel files to the BL. The BL knows the identity of the PCs.

c. The BL develops a randomized Blinding-key to ensure that the data delivered to the GAL cannot be associated with any particular PC. The BL places the Blinding-key in a sealed envelope and stores it in a secure secondary location.
d. The BL copies the raw data-delivery files into a new folder, relabeling them according to the Blinding-key. The copying/renaming scripts must be logged to ensure a blinding audit trail.

e. The BL securely transfers the renamed and blinded raw data-delivery files to the GAL. 

f. Only the BL has knowledge of which raw data-deliver files are associated with each PC. The GAL has no way of unfolding the blind.

2.7
GLOBAL ANALYSIS

a. The GAL receives the blinded raw data-delivery files from the BL and conducts the Global Analyses, as defined in the GAL plan. 

b. GAL prepares a GAL report to be presented in qualification meeting.

Cross-checking of the GAL?
There is no way to cross-check the GAL before the Selection meeting while keeping the results blinded unless two independent GAL’s are appointed to process and analyze the raw data and cross-check the results. Furthermore, the blinding is compromised if the LL Reports are submitted before the GAL report is presented. The GAL report could be verified and cross-checked after the blinding is unfolded.

2.8
SA4 QUALIFICATION MEETING

a. SA4 reviews GAL report and selects up to 5 PCs (blinded) that will advance to the Selection Test.

b. BL reveals the Blinding and identifies the PCs. 

Table 1. Example PC Allocation Table for Experiments 
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For each experiment, each PC includes processed materials for two PC’s – its own and another as indicated in the table. For example, PC-A runs Exp.1 with PC-A and PC-B, Exp.2 with PC-A and PC-C, Exp.3 with PC-A and PC-D, etc.. 
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_1392087765.xls
Experiments & costs

		EVS Budget Estimates																Exp 1 - Clean speech & Error conditions		1a		ACR		NB (50-4kHz)

		As of 9 November 2011																		1b		ACR		WB (50-8kHz)

																				1c		ACR		SWB (50-16kHz)

		Assumptions:																Exp 2 - Noisy speech		2a		DCR		Car noise

																				2b		DCR		Street noise

		Test Method		# talkers		# condtions		# Trials		# listeners		Panels								2c		DCR		Babble noise

		ACR		4		48-60		196-240		24		3 x 8						Exp 3 - Mixed content		3a		?		Speech over Music

		DCR		4		24-30		96-120		24		3 x 8								3b		?		Speech between Music

																		Exp 4 - Music		4a		?

		Budget Estimate (USD)

		Priced in USD since will be dealing directly with the individual proponents

		$13,500 USD per test				(approx $10k Euro)						13500

		If a proponent does all 12 tests with Dynastat then

		$ 12,750 USD per test				(approx $9.5k Euro)





Allocation

		EVS Testing

		Version 1

		Exp.		Proponent

				A+		B+		C+		D+		E+		F+		G+		H+		I+		J+		K+		L+		M+

		1		B		C		D		E		F		G		H		I		J		K		L		M		A

		2		C		D		E		F		G		H		I		J		K		L		M		A		B

		3		D		E		F		G		H		I		J		K		L		M		A		B		C

		4		E		F		G		H		I		J		K		L		M		A		B		C		D

		5		F		G		H		I		J		K		L		M		A		B		C		D		E

		6		G		H		I		J		K		L		M		A		B		C		D		E		F

		7		H		I		J		K		L		M		A		B		C		D		E		F		G

		8		I		J		K		L		M		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		H

		9		J		K		L		M		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		H		I

		10		K		L		M		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		H		I		J

		11		L		M		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		H		I		J		K

		12		M		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		H		I		J		K		L

		156 experiments

						ACR								DCR

						#conds		64						#conds		36

						#tlkrs		4						#tlkrs		4

						#trials		256						#trials		144

						sec/trl		10.5						sec/trl		18.5

						Dur (min)		44.8						Dur (min)		44.4





Schedules

		SA4 - Meeting		Date		Week		EVS Qualification Test

		SA4#67 (Edinburgh)		30-Jan		-4				HL		LL		GAL

				6-Feb		-3

				13-Feb		-2

				20-Feb		-1

				29-Feb		T0		Binding letter of intent

				5-Mar		1

				12-Mar		2

				19-Mar		3

				26-Mar		4

				2-Apr		5

				9-Apr		6

		SA4#68 (Kyoto)		16-Apr		7

				23-Apr		8

				30-Apr		9

				7-May		10

				14-May		11

		SA4#69 (Erlangen)		21-May		12

				28-May		13		Funds avail. at ETSI

				4-Jun		14		Submit executable		HL-1

				11-Jun		15				HL-2

				18-Jun		16		HL delivers NB Tests		HL-3		LL-1

				25-Jun		17		HL delivers WB Tests		HL-4		LL-2

				2-Jul		18		HL delivers SWB Tests		HL-5		LL-3

				9-Jul		19						LL-4

				16-Jul		20						LL-5

				23-Jul		21						LL-6

				30-Jul		22						LL-7

				6-Aug		23						LL-8

		SA4#70 (Cabo San Lucas)		13-Aug		24						LL-9

				20-Aug		25						LL-10

				27-Aug		26						LL-11

				3-Sep		27						LL-12

				10-Sep		28						LL-13

				17-Sep		29						LL-14

				24-Sep		30						LL-15

				1-Oct		31						LL-16

				8-Oct		32								GAL-1

				15-Oct		33								GAL-1

				22-Oct		34								GAL-2

				29-Oct		35		Qual. Deliverables						GAL-4

		SA4#71 (Bratislava)		5-Nov		36		Qual. meeting

				12-Nov		37





Contacts

		#		Company		Contact		Email address		Country		LoI

		1		VoiceAge		Redwan Salami		redwan.salami@voiceage.com		Canada		Yes

		2		Huawei		Anisse Taleb		Anisse.Taleb@huawei.com		China		Yes

						Miao Lei		lei.miao@huawei.com

		3		ZTE		Dong Wang		wang.dong@zte.com.cn		China		Yes

		4		Nokia		Jari Hagqvist		jari.hagqvist@nokia.com		Finland		Yes

		5		Orange		Stephane Proust		stephane.proust@orange.com		France		Yes

						Stéphane Ragot		stephane.ragot@orange.com

		6		Fraunhofer		Markus Schnell		markus.schnell@iis.fraunhofer.de		Germany		Yes

		7		NTT		Noboru Harada		harada.noboru@lab.ntt.co.jp		Japan		Yes

						Yusuke Hiwasaki		hiwasaki.yusuke@lab.ntt.co.jp

		8		NTT DoCoMo		Nobuhiko Naka		nobuhiko.naka@nttdocomo.co.jp		Japan		Yes

		9		Panasonic		Takako Sanda		sanda.takako@jp.panasonic.com		Japan		Yes

		10		Samsung		Eunmi Oh		sait@samsung.com		Korea		Yes

		11		Ericsson		Stefan Bruhn		stefan.bruhn@ericsson.com		Sweden		Yes

		12		Motorola		Jim Ashley		jim.ashley@motorola.com		USA		Yes

		13		Qualcomm		Imre Varga		ivarga@qualcomm.com		USA		Yes

		HL		Dynastat		Alan Sharpley		asharpley@dynastat.com		USA		NA

		Mgmt		ETSI		Paolo Usai		Paolo.Usai@etsi.org		France		NA

				LG Electronics		Hyejeong Jeon		hyejeong.jeon@lge.com		Korea

				ETRI		MiSuk Lee		lms@etri.re.kr		Korea






