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Introduction

In this contribution we address issues that have arisen during the process of collecting and evaluating music and mixed content for the subjective testing portion of the EVS qualification phase.   Based on the current situation, we propose a way forward.
Background

Annex G of the EVS Qualification Phase Test Plan defines the procedure for all PC’s to follow in creating, submitting and reviewing music and mixed content.  While this procedure is detailed and well thought out, we are implementing it for the first time.  As a result, mistakes were made in the execution of this complex process that exposed a scenario that we did not anticipate.  One apparent point of confusion among the proponent companies was whether the required leading/trailing silence was to be inserted by the PC’s themselves, or by the scripts developed for the exercise.
Contribution AH-EVS-194, presented during our last ad-hoc call highlighted a more fundamental issue than that of re-submitting samples after the deadline.  The issue is that of how to handle submissions considered by some as not meeting the objective requirements set forth in Annex G of the test plan.
According to the agreed-upon test plan, for any sample to be rejected, there must be a unanimous decision among all 13 PC’s.  In the case where all 13 PC’s agree that a sample should be rejected, the defined process is clear.  

In the case where there is no comment against a sample, or no unanimous agreement that a sample should be rejected, the sample is retained according to the test plan rules.  

For those music/mixed samples that have received comments, in some cases the comments are in the “objective” category, including the case where the sample in question was not properly processed.  Examples include leading/trailing silence, number of samples, etc. 
While we have not yet discussed all the contributions on this topic, we anticipate that we will have the following conflicted situation for some of the samples that have been submitted:

a) Companies with concerns about the choice of, or processing of some samples (AH-EVS 195, 198, 199, 205, 207, 208, 210).

b) Companies with concerns about correcting samples that have been submitted once the submission deadline has passed (AH-EVS 194), and

c) Companies unwilling to withdraw their samples, and per the agreed-upon rules the samples remain in the pool unless we have a unanimous decision to remove.

While this situation is a result of a process that does not fully define every possible outcome, it is our view that it is more pragmatic to reasonably handle such situations as they arise rather than trying to anticipate and plan for every possible outcome.
Proposed Way Forward

We take into account the following points in proposing a way forward:
-all 13 PC’s have put extensive efforts into creating the mixed/music databases. 

-all 13 databases were submitted on time.
-the process we defined was quickly developed and agreed, and did not consider all the possible outcomes, including one we face now.

-the process we defined is being used for the first time and we can expect mistakes along the way.  Conversely, we are devoting a lot of time and iterations to getting the host lab process right the first time.
-correction of material will not delay the schedule if done in a reasonable amount of time.  Several PC’s have already submitted updates to their material.  
-correction of material without changing its content does not give any PC an advantage in any way.  The same content that was originally submitted can be resubmitted with the proper processing.
-the whole point of the exercise is to have a wide range of material available for testing purposes.  The EVS codec will be more comprehensively tested if a wider range of material is available.
-a collaborative, rather than competitive approach is more likely to maintain the schedule and contribute to the timely success of the overall EVS codec standardization effort.

Given these points, we propose the following process:

1) Identify and accept all samples that have been submitted by the deadline (Sept 14) and have received no comments (per Annex G of the Test Plan).
2) The remaining samples have received some sort of objection.  Of these remaining samples, identify a further subset that is unanimously agreed to be removed (again per Annex G of the Test Plan).  If the removed material is captured mixed content, replace as specified by the Test Plan.  If the proponent of the material proposes to remove, it should be allowed.
3) Per the Test Plan, the remaining material is to be accepted.  Realizing that this could lead to host and/or listening lab problems in some cases, as a way forward with the remaining material we propose that we first identify the subset of the remaining samples that pose a processing problem for the host/listening lab functions if not corrected.  One simple example is the case of files with incorrect filenames that could be easily corrected.  We then propose to allow the submitting PC to correct the sample in question before the deadline of October 5.  In addition, we propose an additional week for review of those corrected samples, with an ultimate deadline of October 12, assuming a weeks’ extension does not impact the critical path of the standardization schedule.  
4) Those samples remaining that have received comments but pose no concern for the host/listening lab functions are then accepted according to the agreed-upon test plan, but could be the subject of further discussion if agreeable.  
As an aid to the discussion pertaining to steps 3 and 4, the following table enumerates the known categories of objections, our assessment of impact to the host and listening lab function and our proposal for a way forward for each of the categories of items.
	Category
	Host/Listening Lab Impact?
	Proposed Way Forward

	1
	Wrong file name
	HL impact
	Correct file name and resubmit

	2
	Wrong number of samples
	No, if small difference
	If within a small margin, correct and resubmit same material

	3
	Too many files submitted
	Yes
	Remove last in sequence

	4
	Leading/trailing silence missing
	Yes
	Correct using the same material

	5
	Coded material
	No
	Retain.  This is a use case example

	6
	Material breaks the reference codec
	LL impact
	Reject sample

	7
	Material saturates
	No
	Reprocess same sample and resubmit

	8
	Overlapping material
	Possibly to LL.
	Keep if not identical.  Reject one if identical.

	9
	Power controlled music
	No
	Update and resubmit

	10
	No silence between speech sentences
	No
	Retain as only example material

	11
	Cultural mismatch
	Possibly to impacted LL.
	

	12
	Music categorized incorrectly
	Yes
	

	13
	Audible impairments (clicks)
	No
	Retain, or resubmit reprocessed sample if processing problem and if not recorded mixed content

	14
	Incomplete musical phrase
	No
	Retain


Conclusion

We have summarized our view of the status of the process of collecting and reviewing music and mixed content for the EVS codec qualification phase of testing.  We have identified an issue with the process and proposed a way forward.  It is our hope that we can work in a collaborative way to resolve this issue in a pragmatic way and to maintain the EVS schedule. 
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