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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #12 took place on June 4, 2012, 14:00 CEST for 2 hours with a bridge provided by Nokia. There were 6 input documents (including the agenda) and 27 participants. All input documents but one (TD AHEVS-148) were covered.
The meeting outcome is summarized below:
· The following points on objective evaluation were agreed:

1. The objective evaluation procedure is only valid for qualification
2. Every proponent conducts objective evaluation of the own candidate in-house, is responsible for providing the results of objective performance requirement evaluation, reports on fulfilment of the objective requirement as part of the qualification deliverables, and also reports on compliant processing as part of the qualification deliverables (see EVS-6a)
3. The executables to generate those results are identical copies of executables being used for the qualification test

4. Processing is done in a comparable manner by each proponent, i.e. identical processing scripts will be used

5. The source material database for objective evaluation is common and used by all proponent companies
Furthermore, the list of things to be evaluated (not exclusive) was agreed as: AFR for DTX, gain check, maximum allowed attenuation during inactivity, JBM parameters. It was agreed that this list of items is non-exclusive, and it was recalled that the maximum allowed attenuation during inactivity will be included subject to the agreement on the allowed level.
· It was clarified that the objective evaluation should be part of processing plan and collection of processing scripts.
· Background noise collection was discussed with no conclusion; this issue will be revisited in EVS SWG teleconference #13; all parties were invited to check what kind of noise they would be able to provide (including the length of noise files).
1 Opening of the session: June 4, 14:01 CEST
The EVS SWG Chairman, Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson), opened the EVS SWG teleconference call. Minutes were taken by the EVS SWG Secretary, Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE).
A hand raising tool (http://tohru.trace.wisc.edu/) was used to list participants, but it did not work to organize discussions.
2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
The agenda AHEVS-143R1 with an allocation of Tdocs was agreed (see Annex 1 of the present report).
All input documents were late documents and the EVS SWG Chairman requested all participants to try to respect the document submission deadline. 
3 Test Plan matters
3.1 Qualification schedule
The EVS SWG Chairman explained that this A.I. was inserted in the agenda after a request by NTT DOCOMO.

It was noted that the EVS project plan in TD S4-120878 was agreed by correspondence by June 3, 2012 (23:59 CEST).

Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) commented that TD S4-120878 was not reviewed nor agreed during SA4#69, and he invited Dynastat to present the detailed schedule attached to S4-120873.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) clarified that the schedule in S4-120873 is a working document; it was updated to give enough time for the host lab to do some cross-checking. As a result the test portion is pushed forward; the delivery of preliminary material, noise material, mixed and music material is proposed to take place between SA4#69 and SA4#70, for the host lab to get initial time working with preliminary CuTs and ensure a smooth cross-check period.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) commented on script development which should start in 28 May.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) stated that scripts should be developed based on conditions defined in SA4#69 with few exceptions; he acknowledged problems with the processing plan and stated that the samples provided by Dynastat at SA4#68 could be used first and later replaced by other material. He stated that scripts can be developed in parallel to the processing plan and they can help the processing plan development.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) noted that in S4-120873 the mixed content and music collection is scheduled in 2 different dates (May 28 and Sep. 14).  Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) clarified that the first date should be removed.

The EVS SWG Secretary noted that the above discussion was mixing the agreed EVS-2 schedule (TD S4-120878) and the detailed qualification schedule (S4-120873) which is a working document. He invited to discuss the working document attached to S4-120873 in EVS SWG teleconference # 13 based on the progress done in the teleconference # 12.
3.2 Background noise collection and selection
Mr Stefan Doehla presented TD AHEVS-145 Objective Evaluation, from Fraunhofer IIS
Offline discussions took place on a working draft on objective evaluation, this document requests approval for few major bullet points.
Comments / questions: 

· Discussion on possible agreements 

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) commented on the 3rd bullet, and asked if it is necessary to say 'identical', which makes it much clearer about what executables are to be used. Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) confirmed this was OK.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) commented on the 4th bullet, and asked if the same processing will be used. Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) clarified that a common set of scripts will be used for qualification, and the same applies for objective evaluation.  It was commented that one could say ' identical processing scripts will be used for the entire processing'.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the 3rd bullet will be modified to state that executables are are identical copies of executables used for qualification. There were no comments on this formulation.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the 4th bullet will be modified to state that identical processing scripts will be used and he asked if it was agreeable to remove the part 'for candidate solutions'. Answer: Yes.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the 5 bullets can be agreed (with the above modifications). Answer: Yes.
· Discussion on open questions
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented on concerns expressed in SA4#68 on the gain check tool, with some values that were different between Qualcomm and Fraunhofer. He invited to contact VoiceAge to clarify this discrepancy.

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that in the 1st bullet noise suppression should be changed to the check of maximum allowed attenuation during inactivity. He noted that if material is available before submission, a suitable long time period has to be defined. He commented on the fact that background noise to be decided, and this is connected to material for objective evaluation.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) commented on the 3rd bullet and asked if the objective evaluation is part of processing plan (EVS-7a) and whether common scripts will be provided.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if anybody thought that the objective evaluation is not part of processing plan and collection of processing scripts. Answer: No.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that most bullets raise more questions and more inputs would be needed to make stable decisions on them, and the only decision the group could make at this meeting was about processing tools that should be part of processing plan. He asked if the group can agree on the list of things to be evaluated (not exclusive): AFR for DTX, gain check, max allowed attenuation during inactivity, JBM parameters. Answer: Yes.

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) reminded that the maximum allowed attenuation level in EVS-3 has not been agree on, and he stated that it is not helpful to include that parameter in the list of objective metrics to be evaluated unless it gets agreed.
Conclusion:
The following points were agreed regarding objective evaluation:

1. The objective evaluation procedure is only valid for qualification
2. Every proponent conducts objective evaluation of the own candidate in-house, is responsible for providing the results of objective performance requirement evaluation, reports on fulfilment of the objective requirement as part of the qualification deliverables, and also reports on compliant processing as part of the qualification deliverables (see EVS-6a)
3. The executables to generate those results are identical copies of executables being used for the qualification test

4. Processing is done in a comparable manner by each proponent, i.e. identical processing scripts will be used

5. The source material database for objective evaluation is common and used by all proponent companies
Furthermore, the list of things to be evaluated (not exclusive) was agreed as: AFR for DTX, gain check, maximum allowed attenuation during inactivity, JBM parameters. It was agreed that this list of items is non exclusive, and recalled that the maximum allowed attenuation during inactivity will be included subject to the agreement on the allowed level.
It was also clarified that the objective evaluation should be part of processing plan and collection of processing scripts.

TD AHEVS-145 was noted.
Mr Noboru Harada presented TD AHEVS-146 On noise database collection, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO Inc.
This document makes a proposal for a common noise database, based on what has been proposed by and discussed with VoiceAge.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) preferred option A, and stated that option B is too complicated for qualification. He commented that 13x3 types of noise may require some time. In Option A, he could accept that files are not blinded, and stated that VoiceAge could pay for an external entity to provide databases.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) supported option A. He emphasized the connection between background noise collection and mixed content and music material collection. He stated that the group should be prepared that none of PCs have seen material beforehand, and he could accept to pay extra money to collect material. He invited to find better procedure to collect payment in less than 6 months.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) reminded that noise is also needed for objective evaluation, the noise sequences need to have sufficient length, and they should not just fit for the listening test exercise.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked whether the noise databases would be available before or after codec submission, and he stated that he would prefer that the database for testing is known after codec submission.
Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) asked how the host lab can perfom its duties if the noise is known only after codec submission.

Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) felt that an availability of noise after codec submission would be an issue, for the extensive cross-check period and related to the controversy on how to measure SNR. He stated that at least noise characteristics should be known in advance. 

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that one can use different portions or subsets of the noise sequence for crosschecking or to check the processing itself. He added that some excerpts and statistic information could be provided beforehand. He commented that NTT can check if NTT-AT can provide some noise sequences, and was open to Dynastat providing noise sequences as well.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) emphasized the possibility to use unblinded noise material.
It was noted that the the issue of noise material availability is similar to the problem of speech material availability. Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) felt that it is impossible to do the processing in 2 weeks if the noise sequences are not know before codec submission.
The EVS SWG Chairman clarified that the host lab could have access to the noise material beforehand but candidates would not see the material. 
The EVS SWG Chairman asked how realistic is option A, given that some independent entity need to provide noise files, and additional funds are required in short period.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) felt that it is possible to get money in a faster way than done for qualification. Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) recommended to start with prospecting for all proponents to pay, to find other ways if this cannot be done.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) noted that with option C one might find a way to get noise files for free, by volunteers, and the only issue on how much proponents could trust the noise files.

Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) could accept option C under the conditions that:

· if only one company wants to provide a noise file, and if the database is unblinded for one proponent, it should be unblinded for all proponents
· if the noise files are known before submission
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked how many noise types are needed for option A (with random assignment for each bandwidth).
The EVS SWG Chairman recalled that there will different types of noise depending on bandwidth.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked if there would be only one noise file, or whether the choice among noise files would be randomly.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that the part of recording not used for evaluation will be made available to assess frequency characteristics.
Mr Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson) stated that the noise files should be sufficient long for objective criteria evaluation, and he preferred Option C; he felt that all proponents would have incentives to provide noise files, otherwise there would be a risk that noise be provided by a competitor. He suggested that Dynatstat (as host lab) randomly selects noise files and extract a random segment to be used for the test. He stated that the noise excerpts would be known to all companies beforehand, and training to a specific noise file would be avoided.
Ms Takako Sanda (Panasonic) preferred option C, where not all PCs are mandated to submit noise files, and stated that option A is not preferable because getting additional funds could be problematic. 
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) stated that option A assumed an independent generation of background noise, and that an independent music selection is more difficult than background noise. He felt that skipping option A because of funding issues would be a serious mistake.
Mr Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson) was not against option A, but funds are needed. He commented that the multiparty NDA is in place, and sharing of noise could be done under NDA, while still remaining non public.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked what is the preferred option from the source.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) had no strong opinion, and stated that option C might be a possibility, and that NTT can ask if NTT-AT can provide noise files though this may require some extra money.

Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) stated that for option C, enough candidates need to provide noise files. 

The EVS SWG Chairman asked who of the parties present (candidate proponents or other companies) could provide material for option C.
Mr Bernhard Feiten (Deutsche Telekom) explained that in offline discussions he announced that Deutsche Telekom could have some databases available, and stated that he had to withdraw this proposal.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if any company could provide noise files for option C or option A.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ercisson) stated that Ericsson could provide 2 noise types, for option C.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that Fraunhofer can provide noise files. It was clarified that in this case the noise files would fall under Option C as Fraunhofer is a candidate.

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that ORANGE may provide some noise types as done in previous ITU-T exercises, e.g. office noise.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that NTT can also provide noise database for option C (possibly with a new recording).
Mr Jari Haqvist (Nokia) stated that Nokia could consider providing some noise data.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that VoiceAge might be able to provide street noise and car noise if necessary.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that there would be already 6 proponent companies which can provide noise files, and invited those who have not indicated their position yet to check until the EVS SWG teleconference #13.

Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that, if the group goes for option C, there is still the problem of knowing a sample of the actual noise to define SNR, especially for car noise where SNR can have a very different meaning. He recommended to collect as soon as possible noise files for option C, and that an independent entity selects the actual tested noise soon and provide to set SNR.

The EVS SWG invited to find an SNR independent of characteristics of noise.
Conclusion:
The issue of background noise collection will be revisited in EVS SWG teleconference #13.

All parties were invited to check what kind of noise they would be able to provide and the length of this noise file.

TD AHEVS-146 was noted.
3.3 Mixed and music material collection and selection
Mr Markus Schnell presented TD AHEVS-144 On music item selection, from Fraunhofer IIS, Deutsche Telekom AG, Sony Europe Limited
This document is a proposal for using a common music and mixed content database for qualification testing of the EVS codec. Specific item sets shall be derived from the common database by a neutral selection panel. As a result, the process is simplified while balanced item sets are assured.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) proposed to discuss at high level the idea of a common database before entering details (if's and when's).
It was clarified that Ericsson proposed the use a common database in the past, but this was not agreed.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) stated that in most exercises in ITU-T, music items are selected provided by LLs, in the same way as speech, and there is no distinction between music and speech. He commented on the good reasons why listening labs should provide music items, e.g. cultural aspects. He stated that using the same material in all labs is a waste of time and money. On the single database, he emphasized that the selection of material should be independent and cover generic music types, and classification is well documented. Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) supported this view.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) recalled that ORANGE requested in SA4#68 to take into account the option to have LLs to select their material. He recalled that qualification will be run twice, with in-house and cross-check tests which allows each LL to select their test items.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) confirmed that in all previous exercises the individual LLs provided the music & mixed content items across labs.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) reminded that for the 3GPP audio codec exercise there was a common test set, and there were other exercises with a selection panel. He felt that this approach is better than LLs selecting items, which can be done in selection. He emphasized that the only problem is for qualification, where one wants to draw conclusions across listening labs to enable comparisons.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that in the 3GPP audio codec characterization / selection, the methodology was MUSHRA which used expert or very experienced subjects, while in EVS qualification naive listeners are considered. He did not think that the proposal is as appropriate for P.800 test as for MUSHRA.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) was unsure how the independent selection panel will pick items. He asked to clarify which criteria would be used and how the database will represent the material from different parts of the world.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that the selection panel would comprise audio experts that would work freely and ensure that the test set is balanced.

Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) asked to explain the difference between speech and music. He emphasized that there are variations in a given language, particular talker dependency.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that usually for speech sentence pairs are phonetically balanced, to make sure that all sounds are inside, while for music it can vary from transient, tonal, complex with orchestra, single instrument, singing voice. He was not sure how to guarantee such variety.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) stated that the characteristics on music are prescribed by tests in ITU-T, and LLs are experts and can choose the material to have culturally relevant music. He recalled that there will be 2 experiments, and felt that the expert panel may not add anything by prescribing the same music across cultural naive listeners with duplicated data.
Mr Bernhard Feiten (Deutsche Telekom) explained that the common database is a way to exclude one factor of having different content in overall test results.

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) wondered, for the GAL analysis, whether to statistically treat data for music & mixed content differently from speech. He stated that using common items yields to different comparison, across listening labs. He emphasized that data would be combined differently, and this would have to be taken into account in the GAL analysis.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) was not against a central selection entity, but he commented that with common data, the group would miss an opportunity to get independent results on slightly wider music database.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that different opinions were expressed and recalled that time is limited until qualification and the group cannot afford a complicated procedure. He invited to clarify how to do selection of material in fast and pragmatic way to meet all deadlines.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) commented on the cultural mismatch if listeners grade samples quite low, and asked if there is any way to recognize this issue of low scores related to cultural mismatch (e.g. using the score of DIRECT). Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that this cannot be detected as the difference could be due to the material, language, subject panel, reliability of lab in general, and there are too many confounding factors. Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) explained that such detection would not be part of the GAL. He added that the GAL is to run ToRs and report metrics according to rules, and it has nothing to look at cultural differences or reliabilities.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that if totally different material is used among labs, if there are different scores, one can't say whether this material was critical or a matter of naive listeners. He preferred to use exactly same material, and if a CuT has weak points they may get low scores.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) asked why not use the same material in speech and felt there is not enough argument.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-144 was noted.
Mr Noboru Harada presented TD AHEVS-147 On mixed content and music materials, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO Inc.
The sources proposed to use a common mixed content and music database for the Qualification phase.
Comments / questions: 

Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked if the number of items includes items for preliminaries.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that preliminary items don't need to be different, and one can go as suggested as for the number of items per category.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the question remains on whether the group agrees on a common database for NB, WB, or SWB, or databases selected according to certain criteria by LLs.
Conclusion:
Different views were expressed on the use (or not) of a common database. There was no conclusion on this issue.
TD AHEVS-147 was noted.
3.4 Other urgent test plan matters

No contribution in this A.I.

4 Processing Plan matters
TD AHEVS-148 Noisy speech preprocessing for qualification, from NTT DOCOMO, INC., NTT was not presented by lack of time, and was therefore postponed.
The EVS SWG chairman invited to exchange views on TD AHEVS-148 by email.
6.1 Section-by-section agreement of stable proc. plan parts
No contribution in this A.I.

6.2 NB filter mask
No contribution in this A.I.

6.3 Filter masks for noisy WB and SWB speech
No contribution in this A.I.

6.4 Other urgent processing plan matters

No contribution in this A.I.

5 Other business
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) invited everyone to go back and see the email he sent on May 31 about Experiments A and B (in NB) – this email proposed to add test conditions. He explained that, after offline discussions during the last ITU-T Q.7/12 meeting, Experiment B (impaired channel in NB) needs some extra test conditions and Experiment A needs 4 extra conditions to balance the test. He pointed to the specific email for details explaining why the balance is needed.
6 Close of the call: June 4, 16:07 CEST
The EVS SWG Chairman closed the meeting. 
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