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4.1.1
Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #11 took place on May 11, 2012, 14:00 CEST for 2 hours and a half with a bridge provided by Nokia. There were 10 input documents (including the agenda) and 29 participants.
The outcome is summarized below:
· The issue of noise file submission should be added to the list of open issues for qualification testing.

· EVS-8a v0.0.7 in TD AHEVS-139 reflecting changes after SA4#68 plenary was agreed; this version will be further updated to include (in brackets) the Excel sheet in TD AHEVS-138 in annex of H of EVS-8a.
· Based on TD AHEVS-137, the following points were agreed:
· The common scripts are included to EVS-7a as attachment to the zip file.

· The executables are included in the common scripts, e.g. reference codecs and STL tools ( compiled for WIN32)

· The AFsp from McGill University A will be used as the pcm to wav converter. 

· The speech and audio material is provided at a sampling rate of 48kHz. This sampling rate is used to start processing for NB, WB and SWB experiments

· The speech material is provided in mono and in [pcm or wav] format.

· This material is the same for all experiments, i.e. NB, WB and SWB. This means that no 8kHz NB only material is accepted

· The material shall be coded at the native sample rate of the given bandwidth mode. This means no codec resampling is activated. 

· The output sample rate for presentation is [32 or 48] kHz. All experiments are resampled to this sampling rate for presentation.
· The EVS SWG chairman invited volunteers to compile the executables and provide processing scripts.
The multiparty NDA was also discussed.
1 Opening of the session: May 11, 14:03 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 facilitate discussions during the call.
2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
The agenda AHEVS-135R1 including an allocation of documents was approved (see Annex 1 of the present report) was agreed.
The EVS SWG Chairman proposed to take the multiparty NDA topic (A.I. 7.1) first, right after the approval of the agenda, which was agreed. 
3 Review and Agreement of EVS SWG Conference Call#10 minutes 
Mr Stéphane Ragot presented TD AHEVS-136 Comments on EVS-6a, from Fraunhofer IIS
Comments / questions: 
None.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-136 was agreed.
4 Qualification rules
4.1 Elimination rules 2a and 2b
Mr Imre Varga presented TD AHEVS-141 On EVS Qualification Rules, from Qualcomm Incorporated
The aim of this document is to provide a text for EVS-5a, based on metrics counting the number of pass/fails and agreed test sets. In Rule 2a, the threshold is lowered to 35% compared to AMR-WB, in Rule 2b the threshold of 10% in S4-120562 (that could be problematic when there are few conditions) is increased to 20%. Furthermore, severe failures are defined.
Comments / questions:  
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) noted that numbers in brackets in S4-120562 are changed; he commented on the relationship with the number of conditions, and stated that for some test sets a candidate could be eliminated based on only 2 failed conditions. On Rule 2b, he stated that it may be hard to count severe failures while maintaining the blinding, as labs can figure out which candidate is tested, when a failure is highlighted.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) clarified the motivation to increase the threshold from 10 to 20% in Rule 2b was to remove brackets to progress and keep the timeline of project; he was open to discuss the proposed threshold values.
Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) stated that there are only 5 slots for 13 candidates, and any FOM will read out the weaker candidates; he added that elimination rules apply on candidates that excel in some areas and not in others, and for some reason the FoM does not catch that. He propose to set thresholds in conjunction to the FOM calculation and the size of test sets.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) recalled that test sets are meant to verify that a candidate performs consistently in each part, not just according to an overall figure. He noted that the  FOM is under assumption that the agreed metric is pass/fail count, and clarified that the proposal is based on same philosophy as for Rule 3 in Rule 2 a and 2b, and if a different metric is defined for the FoM , Rules 2a and 2b could be adapted.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that in Rule 2b from AMR-WB standardization severe failures are defined when CuT is around 1.0 MOS away from reference, and stated that the proposal is a new definition. He stated that a candidate can fail with a very small degradation, and if this happens in 2 labs this would be a severe failure, which is different from former exercises.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that a tool is needed and the proposal is feasible, and some proposal is needed to progress and finalize EVS-5a.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) clarified that conditions are compared with a statistical t-test for pass/fail based on 95% confidence level.
Mr Bernhard Grill (Fraunhofer) stated that a t-test is to be handled with care, as it is too sensitive; he noted that one can calculate the probability to make a wrong decision, and end up with reverse results. He stated that the old definition of severe failures is safer and avoids that small differences make big differences, and t-tests have to be handled with care.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that different CuTs will be tested in different labs which may have different resolution, and invited to be cautious and to not introduce an element that is unfair to a CuT tested by one lab compared to another lab, which is slightly from selection where all CuTs will be tested in same labs.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked to define 'pair wise T test'.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) pointed to t tests for dependent groups or correlated groups. He agreed that a t test is very sensitive.
Conclusion:
No decision could be made on Rule 2a or 2b, the EVS SWG Chairman invited to converge quickly in SA4#69.
TD AHEVS-141 was noted.
5 Test Plan matters
5.1 Mixed and music material collection and selection
Mr Harald Pobloth presented TD AHEVS-132 Status of the offline discussions around mixed and music selection, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson, ST-Ericsson SA
This document is presents the status of offline discussions with some colour highlighting to show various proposals, opinions or agreements. It is proposed to agree on the green parts.
Comments / questions:  
It was clarified that nothing in this document is agreed, and added text in revision marks is more explanatory.
Mr Stéphane Proust (ORANGE) noted that the common database assumes that each LL will provide some samples, he commented on the rights to use these samples.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that legal rights for items in this common database were addressed in earlier exercises (e.g. 3GPP audio codec where it was considered that samples are confidential information). 

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) invited to revisit the document and remove the green marking after test plan is finalized, to make sure that the whole document makes sense at last, he felt premature to ask for agreement.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked to clarify the meaning of 'overlapping' and stated that the same material is supposed to be used in all listening labs to ensure same results.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that Ericsson would prefer identical test items across labs but the text reflects some comments on the possibility to select or deselect some items due to cultural differences.
Mr Ira Panzer (Dynastat) asked to clarify whether proponents will submit mixed content and music items to the host lab that will do a selection of items.

It was clarified that this approach is one alternative shown as Option A.

Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) commented that test samples should be submitted after codec executables to prevent optimization on the test database, and he proposed to clarify in this document the number of samples to be submitted by proponents or labs.
Mr Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) noted that the timing is very tight as processing would start immediately and it is not possible to collect a common database after executable submission,  while the problem of optimization should be ok if the database is sufficiently large. He pointed out that the number of items depends on the setup of experiments, and examples are provided in a previous Ericsson contribution.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that the number of items should be specified in this document.
Conclusion:
TD AHEVS-132 was noted.
5.2 General test plan matters
Mr John Tardelli presented TD AHEVS-138 Proposed updates to S4-120556_EVS-8a_AnnexH, from Dynastat Inc. 
This document is a continuation of a spreadsheet done by Ericsson and Dynastat, to point out the critical path in the schedule.
Comments / questions:  
The SA4 Secretary stated that dates are a bit unrealistic in this document, as the NDA is not signed yet (with some extra timing constraints next week for ETSI), the contract requires the test plan, processing plan and GAL plan to be completed by SA4#69, which requires the SQ SWG to approve 12 experiments in one meeting.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) noted that the schedule also assumes that there is a pre-submission on June 5, and the group has not agreed on a common command line, and there would give about one week to adapt to this, which is not that long.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked ifsome flexibility is possible on NDA finalization and possibly later submission of preliminary executables.
Mr John Tardelli recalled that the schedule assumes that the test plan, processing plan, and NDA are finalized by end of SA4#69, and noted that the contract cannot be finalized unless the test plan and processing plan are approved.
The SA4 Secretary noted that there is no GAL definition and the the definition of GAL will be attached to the contract; he clarified some time constraints on ETSI side. He also explained that for contract the group should decide how to schedule the payment for each work done, as ETSI received the request from Dynastat for partial payment after part of work completed. He stated that all these complications indicate that dates are unrealistic.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented that the GAL plan cannot be defined until 5a is not finalized.
The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that there is a severe risk not to meet the schedule.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) recalled that the current schedule has no buffer time in testing and it is based on the agreement that all proponents can do testing in 12 weeks. He stated that the GAL plan can be finalized in SA4#69 and invited for a new operating approach in the EVS SWG compared to past couple of years.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) stated that the version of schedule is to meet the November deadline. He proposed to insert it in a proper annex of the test plan. He also asked who will be the source of the noise material.
The SA4 Secretary commented that 3 companies still did not pay (ZTE, Panasonic, Qualcomm). It was clarified that the missing payments are in progress.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if this Excel sheet in TD AHEVS-138 can be a new annex of H of EVS-8a. The EVS-8a Editor agreed to revise the P-doc with this Excel sheet, and stated that SA4#69 has the mandate to finalize EVS-5a.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that the noise files should be added to the list of open issues.
Conclusion:
The Excel sheet in TD AHEVS-138 will be a new annex of H of EVS-8a. 

The issue of noise file submission should be added to the list of open issues for qualification testing.
TD AHEVS-138 was noted.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka presented TD AHEVS-139 EVS Permanent Document EVS-8a: Test plans for qualification phase including host lab and GAL task specification v.0.0.7, from Editor 
The document is an update of EVS-8a, with two changes after SA4#68 closing plenary: in section 1 (introduction), the table in brackets was reorganized, and Dynastat is listed as GAL.
Comments / questions:  
None.
Conclusion:
The changes were agreed and this document can be used as a new version for further edits.

TD AHEVS-139 was agreed.
The EVS-8a Editor clarified that he will update the current draft Annex H of AHEVS-139 to include the Excel spreadsheet from Dynastat.

Mr Nobuhiko Naka presented TD AHEVS-140 Major open points in test plans for qualification phase, from Editor 
This document lists open points for qualification testing.
Comments / questions:  
· Listening environment:
The EVS-8a Editor stated that option B is preferable because it is proposed by Dynastat.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) indicated that Fraunhofer was not able yet to make any experiment with all proposed headphones and requested to keep the decision open until SA4#69.

The EVS SWG Chairman invited to clarify what are equivalent headphones.
· Test methodology for NB/WB mixed content & music

The EVS-8a Editor noted that several opinions were expressed and the majority is for DCR.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) explained that ACR was used in past exercises with several randomization orders, and he asked to justify the move to DCR.
The EVS SWG Chairman invited to bring some motivation to move from ACR to DCR.
· Other points
The EVS-8a Editor invited contributions to progress other points.
Conclusion:

These points listed in this document will be discussed again in SA4#69.

TD AHEVS-140 was noted.
TD AHEVS-142 On EVS Testing in Qualification Phase, from Qualcomm Incorporated was not presented by lack of time.

6 Processing Plan matters
6.1 Mixed material generation procedure

No document.

6.2 General processing plan matters
Mr Markus Schnell presented TD AHEVS-137 Discussion on EVS-7a, from Editor
In this document, open issues are listed on common scripts, sampling rates, processing (clean speech only for the moment), command lines
Comments / questions:  
· Common scripts
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) felt that scripts should be part of processing plan, and assumed that each proponent will check that their CuT is running smoothly in the test database. He noted that a month and a half is left to finalize the preparation of candidates.
The EVS SWG chairman asked if there are any views against the text ' The common scripts are included to EVS-7a as attachment to the zip file ' supported by VoiceAge. Asnwer: No.
The EVS SWG chairman asked if there is any disagreement against the next point ' The executables are included in the common scripts, e.g. reference codecs and STL tools ( compiled for WIN32)'. Answer: No.
The EVS SWG chairman invited volunteers to compile the executables and provide processing scripts.
The EVS SWG chairman asked if there were any concerns agains the AFsp tool (which was used in 3GPP audio codec standardization). Answer: No.

· Sampling rates
The EVS SWG chairman proposed to accept bullets 1 to 4 and 6, with 32 and 48 kHz in brackets.
The EVS-7a Editor preferred to see a decision on the sampling rate as it affects the processing.
The EVS SWG chairman asked if the group could we agree on 48 kHz as input and ouput sampling rates
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) stated 32 kHz gives little control on the conversion from 48 to 32 kHz that could introduce some degradation and the host lab would have to verify this material. He therefore supported 48 kHz sampling rate.
Mr Ira Panzer (Dynastat) proposed that the host lab delivers processed samples at 32, 16 or 8 kHz, and the problem of presentation sampling rate is up to listening labs.

Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) stated that the upsampling can be problematic, as 50% more data would have to be to sent back for crosscheck.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) preferred 48 kHz output sampling to limit risks of uncontrolled resampling prior to listening experiments and did not feel that the increased data amount is a problem.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) agreed that 48 kHz is a common format.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) agreed that resampling by LL is not a good idea.
Mr Ira Panzer (Dynastate) requested to keep the ouput sampling rate open, so as to verification how long upload would take.

The EVS SWG chairman asked if the input sampling rate of 48 kHz can be agreed, keeping the output sampling rate is open. He asked if bullets 1 to 4 can be agreed with 48 kHz input only. Answer: Yes. He asked if there are concerns accepting bullet 6. Answer: No.
· Other aspects

The other aspects were presented.

Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) noted that the command line has provision of a switching file, he proposed to clarify how switching can be implemented (e.g. format of switching file) and aligned with RTP payload for switching. He also invited to produce other codec formats, for JBM testing.
The EVS-7a Editor clarified that the proposed command line is for non JBM, and the JBM case may get another interface for the decoder.
Conclusion:

Based on TD AHEVS-137, the following points were agreed:

· The common scripts are included to EVS-7a as attachment to the zip file.

· The executables are included in the common scripts, e.g. reference codecs and STL tools ( compiled for WIN32)

· The AFsp from McGill University A will be used as the pcm to wav converter. 

· The speech and audio material is provided at a sampling rate of 48kHz. This sampling rate is used to start processing for NB, WB and SWB experiments

· The speech material is provided in mono and in [pcm or wav] format.

· This material is the same for all experiments, i.e. NB, WB and SWB. This means that no 8kHz NB only material is accepted

· The material shall be coded at the native sample rate of the given bandwidth mode. This means no codec resampling is activated. 

· The output sample rate for presentation is [32 or 48] kHz. All experiments are resampled to this sampling rate for presentation.
The EVS SWG chairman invited volunteers to compile the executables and provide processing scripts.

TD AHEVS-137 was noted.
7 Other business
The SA4 Secretary invited each P-doc Editor to provide the latest version of their P-doc to upload them in the folder of EVS permanent documents.
The EVS SWG Chairman explained that regarding a potential adhoc prior to Chicago, NAF could arrange for such an adhoc and SA4 has to decide in Erlangen.
7.1 Progress of the Multi-party NDA

The EVS SWG Chairman indicated that the NDA is critical for contracting of host lab and GAL; he proposed to get the final version by Monday May 14, 2012.

The most essential issues were discussed starting with the changes from NTT DOCOMO (communicated by email offline), in particular: definition of consultant, included parties (section 2.1), property of confidential information (section 5.1).
Mr Craig Greer (Samsung) explained that the group does not have the right people to make changes to NDAs. The EVS SWG Chairman invited to list important points and propagate them to legal departments.
Mr Paolo Usai (ETSI) explained that in the formal contract it is written that ETSI becomes at least the owner of results to publish them in specifications, which does not mean that each company transfers their rights, but they grant the right to publish.
Mr Ira Panzer (Dynastat) supported the proposal to define consultant. Mr Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson) stated that Ericsson was open to add the definition of consultant according to NTT DOCOMO proposal.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) explained the changes proposed by NTT: country of law (from Switzerland to UK or US) and confidentiality period (from 10 to 5 years).
Mr Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson) stated that the period is related to the time for the technology to be obsolete. Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) felt that 5 years is too short. Mr Paolo Usai (ETSI) explained that all previous exercises had 5 years in NDAs.

Mr Paolo Usai (ETSI) explained that ETSI can accept a country where no candidate is involved.

Mr Bernard Grill (Fraunhofer) commented (similarl to Dynastat offline comments) that the Annex has lots of text in Annex, and stated that it is not intended that all Annex will be legally binding. He added that the annex should be informative, and it is not clear what is binding,as the annex as a lots of informative parts.
The EVS SWG Chairman proposed that Fraunhofer and Dynastat distribute a proposal to all parties.
The proposed Monday deadline was discussed. It was clarified that this deadline was suggested to set a cut off date for email discussions and conclude.

8 Close of the call: May 11, 16:25 CEST
The EVS SWG Chairman closed the meeting. 
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