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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #13 took place on June 18, 2012, 14:00 CEST for 2 hours and a half with a bridge provided by Nokia. There were 26 participants and 12 input documents (including the agenda, not counting S4-120871); the meeting covered 6 input documents, others were postponed.
The outcome is summarized below:
· The EVS-7a Editor will add an annex on the database to be used for processing script development, crosscheck of preliminary executables, with open points.

· Several important agreements were reached on the background noise file collection, with the following agreed points:

· The noise file collection procedure will be according to option C where proponents will contribute to a pool.
· Noise files to be submitted will be be 5 mn long.

· The pool will be available to all parties involved in the multiparty NDA.
· Noise material submission must be done before a deadline which is before CuT submission.
· The submission of noise material must be done by July 13th and the stable pool of material will be completed by July 20th, 2012.
· The noise material pool will be used for objective requirements.
· Two contributions addressed music and mixed content collection, one proposing to use a common database, another proposing the following ITU-T practice with labs to selects their own items. Contributions proposing a compromise were invited.
1 Opening of the session: June 18, 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 facilitate discussions during the call, but it did not work to organize discussions.
2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
The agenda AHEVS-149R1 including an allocation of documents was approved (see Annex 1 of the present report) was agreed.
The EVS SWG Chairman emphasized the allocation of AHEVS-159 and AHEVS-160 in A.I. 5 and asked if it is a good idea to go for section by section agreement on S4-120561. The EVS-7a highlighted the a new version of EVS-7a was submitted, and proposed to summarize which sections are stable. It was concluded that the meeting would not take the section by section agreement under A.I. 5.1.
It was also clarified that AHEVS-156 is not assigned.
3 Review and Agreement of EVS SWG Conference Call#12 minutes 
Mr Stéphane Ragot presented TD AHEVS-150 Draft report from SA4 EVS SWG Teleconference #12 (4th June 2012), from EVS SWG Secretary
Comments / questions: 
None.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-150 was agreed.
4 Test Plan matters
4.1 Databases for subjective tests

Mr John Tardelli presented TD AHEVS-155 Extension to the Common Speech and Audio Materials for Preliminary Cross-check of Proponent Executables in the EVS Qualification Test, from Dynastat
This contribution is an extension of TD S4-120369 on preliminary common material for development of scripts and crosschecking purposes. These files are not to be used in the test itself. Music items will be provided separately due to the large size of files.
Comments / questions: 
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that, if the purpose of this database is mainly for checking processing scripts, there is no need to extend further the database, and he if thanked Dynastat.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) clarified that mixed material is also needed, and that there are only 6 languages represented; he invited anybody interested in other languages to contribute.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked when this database should be completed.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) clarified that SA4 members can supplement this database and that Dynastat started some crosschecking of scripts with the computation of checksums. He recalled that scripts are to be provided by SA4 members and noted that the script development did not start yet.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked invited more input to the script development. He asked where the database would be stored (e.g. on the 3GPP server?).

Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) explained that Dynastat will setup a share space with points of contact, and anybody from this contact list will be able to get the shared material.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that the second purpose of using ShareFile is to set up individual folders as a method to exchange executables, speech material, test material, etc., By setting this common share utility it will give some experience for proponents to use this ShareFile.
Mr Ira Panzer (Dynastat) stated that, in terms of having a common database for script development, the goal is also to have a common database to cross-checking individual proponents after delivery of preliminary executable, and the database is not just for script development.
Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) supported having common test vectors to develop scripts. He clarified that a corpus of 4 talkers times 6 samples is needed for speech experiments to test concatenation involved in all scripts; he asked whether the database size is big enough, and invited to use the naming convention already with this database.
The EVS SWG Chairman proposed to document the database in an annex of EVS-7a.

Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) clarified that naming conventions are proposed in AHEVS-160 and he stated that he can add text on common input database for testing and development of scripts.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized the EVS-7a Editor will add an annex on the database to be used for processing script development, crosscheck of preliminary executables, with open points.. He asked the EVS-7a Editor and Dynastat to create such specification and list of things missing to request further inputs.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) asked whether one can pick of the three types of noise for crosschecking.

Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) was not sure which noise sequence best fits the requirements of EVS qualification.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked if the proposed files were covered by the multiparty NDA or open to public.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) clarified that the files are covered by a licence agreement with 3GPP and ETSI, and all members can access the files within that licence awarded by ARCON back in 1999. Therefore, the database is open for use by 3GPP and ETSI.
The SA4 Secretary confirmed that there is no problem using the database.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the files would be on the server provided by Dynastat, which will provide stricter limitation, and only parties that signed the multiparty NDA would have access to the files.

Conclusion:

The EVS-7a Editor will add an annex on the database to be used for processing script development, crosscheck of preliminary executables, with open points.

TD AHEVS-155 was noted.
4.1.1 Background noise collection and selection (decision)

Mr Nobuhiko Naka presented TD AHEVS-157 Proposed procedure for noise file collection, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO Inc.
This contribution considers option C discussed in the EVS SWG teleconference #12. A procedure to implement this option is proposed. A table template is provided for insertion in EVS-8a.
Comments / questions: 
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) commented on bullet 3 and stated that, as host lab, he preferred to work directly with proponents rather than with listening labs, in particular because some proponents will be acting with multiple listening labs.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked if there are any requirements on noises, e.g. regarding microphones. He noted that there is a small section in TD AHEVS-155. He asked to NTT DOCOMO and Dynastat if the objective is commonality in terms of recording requirements or conditions.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) clarified that if the group agrees on the proposed procedure, then EVS-8a can define how to record noise files.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) referred to noise definitions (e.g. car, office, street noise) in the ITU-T handbook; he stated that noise should be recorded at 48 kHz, and microphones should be specified, while each lab should know their recording procedure.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked whether the recording procedure would be up to each proponent. He recommended specifying more documentation rather than the same environment, to ensure high quality.

Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) proposed to specify the same level of information as in TD AHEVS-155, e.g. whether windows were open for car noise, what microphone placement was used, what type of microphone, SPL.
The EVS SWG Chairman commented on the case of existing databases, and wondered whether this would be a strict requirement to provide such information on recoding conditions. He proposed to define an overall guideline in EVS-8a and wondered whether a definition of background noises that is more precise than in the ITU-T handbook is necessary.
The SA4 Secretary referred to Clause 5.1.2.1 of handbook for car noise and subjequent sub-clauses for other noise types.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) stated that one major problem is to mix speech and noise at the proper level, and in the absence of a calibration tone, it is not possible to calibrate the mixing.
It was clarified that mixing would not be down as for acoustical measurements, but at the electrical level in terms of dBov. It was commented that the level of noise should be reasonable, with no overload, but not too low level.

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that the proposal is that material be blinded, he asked what is the purpose of blinding.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that without blinding, proponents can choose or know noise files, therefore blinding is useful to define noise files for each noise type.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the host lab would make excerpts available to all PCs. He added that with a random selection of noise files, there might be one CuT whose noise file may be selected, and this CuT would have the advantage that he has known the noise sequence before, but not other CuTs. He asked why make the process non-transparent. He preferred a large pool of noise available to everybody, so that no one can do an effective training to a particular type of noise, and then a random selection out of this pool so that all candidates would have the same knowledge.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) agreed with this approach, he recalled that someone asked for some noise parts to be known in advance in EVS SWG teleconference#12, and he reflected this in TD AHEVS-157. He agreed to remove the second sentence in second bullet point in TD AHEVS-157.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) commented on the length of noise files which are meant to be used for objective measures, he stated noise files should be at least 10 mn long, which would imply to collect a huge amount of data.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented on bullet 3, where host lab is randomly selecting noise files. He wondered whether this would be the most appropriate way to select noise files, while one has to find the set of samples that are most appropriate for testing. He preferred not to use random sampling. He added that an issue often tends to be solved by assigning the HL to do it, and he warned that it is not possible to pile more and more items on HL because it seems to be the easiest thing to do.

Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented on bullet 2, he supported that all candidates have access to the complete material. He stated that an example of actual noise characteristics (e.g. frequencye characteristics) is needed for SNR and speech/noise mixing.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that the group is not there yet to agree on the specific way to collect noise material, however he stated that it may be possible to converge on the background noise collection procedure which corresponds to option C with some adjustments. He clarified that companies will contribute to a pool and further details (e.g. which segment of noise files will be selected for the listening tests) will be defined later. He asked if the group was in agreement with a procedure according to option C where proponents will contribute to a pool. Answer: yes

The EVS SWG Chairman summarized the high-level agreement as follows: background noise will be collected based on contributions of all parties to a pool of noises and a selection procedure would be defined from the pool for the noises to be used.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked to clarify what is the size of the pool of noises, whether every proponent would submit the type of noises they like, or whether there would be a maximum number of noises to choose from.
The EVS SWG Chairman assumed there would be a threshold to specify the minimum amount of noise files.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that the maximum is 13 for each type, the minimum amount or duration is 3 mn 12 s (24 x 8s).
The EVS SWG Chairman felt unlikely to have just one noise file contributed by one party, and proposed to save time to state that the whole procedure will apply when 5 parties contributed.

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that adding the preamble (10 s of noise) the files need to be 3 and ½ min long.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) added that the length required for objective measurement needs to be known as well.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) proposed to consider looping over files.

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that for subjective testing it may be necessary to have a bit longer file than just necessary, to allow for random selection within the noise file, so it does not become obvious which section will be used and a random selection of a segment can be used for testing.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) proposed to use 5 mn recording for each noise file.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that NTT has some recordings with SWB noise material, which are around 3 mn; he added that NTT does not have 5 mn noise recordings, and asked whether 3 mn files could be considered or re-recording would be necessary.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) proposed to make a loop and then have a random selection of files. He emphasized that something between at least 3 and 3 ½ mn would be needed.
The EVS SWG Chairman proposed the following summary: that candidates may submit noise material preferably between 4 and 5 mn, but looping would be possible provided it is not perceivable.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) commented that NTT has several types of car noise, and he asked which type should be submitted.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) referred to the ITU-T handbook (windows closed, no radio, no air conditioning, etc.). He proposed to set a time limit to provide files. He emphasized that noise files can be used to define SNRs, before the Chicago meeting.
The EVS SWG Chairman agreed with Dynastat that, to progress on SNR, the noise material is needed in advance.

Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) asked to clarify the sampling rate of noise files (e.g. 48 kHz), and he noted that NB files may already have low-pass characteristics. He proposed to agree to submit files sampled at 48 kHz.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that candidates proposing material should make sure that full bandwidth is covered by noise, to avoid for instance an upsampled WB noise file. He proposed to agree on some parameters, such as: noise files around 4 to 5 mn, looping is allowed if not audible, material should be sampled at 48 kHz and should cover the full SWB range at least.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) proposed to simplify the requirement to 5 mn length, and it would be up to proponents to make looping.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group could agree that noise files be 5 mn long. Answer: Yes.
The EVS SWG Chairman then proposed to specify the complete background noise procedure offline, with the EVS-8a as moderator, which was agreeable to the group.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) asked whether the group can agree that collected noises are available to all proponents. He recalled his past comments on this aspect, and he also proposed to set a tentative date by which noises should be collected.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if anyone thought that the pool would not available to all parties before CuT submission.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented that a pool is also needed for objective measurement. The EVS SWG Chairman interpreted this comment as a  support to make the pool available for everybody.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) asked whether noise files will becovered by the multiparty NDA.

The EVS SWG Chairman stated that there is no reason not to cover the noise material by the multiparty NDA. He asked is the group was ok that the pool will be available to all parties involved in NDA. Answer: yes.
Mr Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked whether the pool would be available before CuT submission.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group can agree that material submission must be done before a deadline which is before CuT submission. Answer: Yes.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented that the submission must be done before the Chicago meeting if qualification schedule is to be respected.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that there could be a review period, to check noise files submitted by others, and then a check of conformance with noise specifications in EVS-8a or the ITU-T handbook for noise category.
He proposed to set the deadline in the beginning of August, on Friday the 3rd of August.
The impact on the schedule for prelim crosscheck was addressed. Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) assumed that preliminary crosscheck will use preliminary noise files; he did not see why the noise files for testing would not be available within 4 weeks, in the middle of July 2012.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if stable material could be available by July 13th, 2012.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked if all requirements are known for noise files. He commented on microphone characteristics (directional or not, linear, …).
The EVS SWG Chairman referred to the current practice in ITU-T.
The SA4 Secretary suggested to take appendix in TD AHEVS-155.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the appendix in TD AHEVS-155 is the default that should be used, and any deviation should be documented.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that mikes cited in TD AHEVS-155 are no longer available. 
The EVS SWG Chairman proposed to decide on the date 13th of July, with a deadline of one week earlier by which all parties submit their noise and description of recording environment;  this would give one week of review time to make sure noise files are proper and acceptable for everybody.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if all background noise files should be submitted by July 6th, 2012.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked to whom noise files should be submitted.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that Dynastat will setup the server, which will be suitable for making such a collection of material.
Mr Ira Panzer (Dynastat) clarified that Dynastat's vision is that the ShareFile is for preliminary database of speech and noise for working on scripts; he stated that this is another effort in terms of collecting all potentially 13 x 3 noise files, and recalled that Dynastat is not under contract yet. He stated that there is a limit on what Dynastat will do.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that an FTP site is needed with a security for NDA co-signers; he asked if there are volunteers to set up such an FTP site.
Mr Ira Panzer (Dynastat) asked what is the scope of noise file collection, and whether each 13 PC will submit one noise file for each noise type.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that the maximum amount of data is around ½ Gb at 48 kHz. It was further clarified that each PC would submit at most 3 times 5 mn files.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group agreed with a submission deadline for noise files, which would be July 6th, 2012. Answer: Yes.
The EVS SWG Chairman then asked if the group agreed with a one-week review period and potential rejection period, to have a stable pool of background noise material on on July 14th , 2012.

Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that, according to EVS-8a, it is not agreed that noise material is collected by July 6th, 2012. He commented that NTT DOCOMO wants to record noise files and it would be very difficult to submit noise files at that date. 
The EVS SWG Chairman invited Dynastat to clarify which date would be acceptable.

Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) stated that an extra week would be possible, if this is ok for NTT DOCOMO. He emphasized that for setting SNRs before Chicago, as soon as the group has the noise corpus the better.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if it is acceptable to shift the submission by one week, with a submission of noise material by July 13th and a stable pool of material by July 20th, 2012. Answer: Yes.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) clarified that NTT DOCOMO can accelerate the recording procedure, and July 6 was acceptable.

Finally, the EVS SWG Chairman asked, for objective testing, whether the group can agree that the pool will be used for a check of objective requirements. Answer: yes.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) encouraged to submit noise files to have a long enough database.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that it was agreed to use the noise material pool for objective requirements.
Conclusion:
The following points were agreed:

· The noise file collection procedure will be according to option C where proponents will contribute to a pool.
· Noise files to be submitted will be be 5 mn long.

· The pool will be available to all parties involved in the multiparty NDA.
· Noise material submission must be done before a deadline which is before CuT submission.
· The submission of noise material must be done by July 13th and the stable pool of material will be completed by July 20th, 2012.
· The noise material pool will be used for objective requirements.
TD AHEVS-157 was noted.
4.1.2 Mixed and music material collection and selection

Mr Stéphane Proust presented TD AHEVS-154 On the music database collection and selection, from France Telecom
Considering the very limited time left for decision on music database aspects for EVS qualification tests, the Source proposes in this contribution to rely on a simple and already experienced approach to proceed to avoid increasing the risks related to the EVS Qualification process and secure the time schedule. IT is proposed to stick to the common practice for such methodologies, as experienced many times in recently standardization activities like ITU-T G.718, G.729.1 or G.711.1.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) noted that there are implications for test design from music and mixed content. He explained that details would be expressed after TD AHEVS-158 is presented.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-154 was noted.
Mr Noboru Harada presented TD AHEVS-158 Concerns on using listening-lab dependent mixed content and music materials, and proposed procedure of material collection, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO INC.
In this contribution, the sources express their principal concerns for the use of listening-lab dependent database. The sources propose to use a common mixed content and music database for the Qualification. Some approach to avoid cultural mismatch is discussed.

Comments / questions: 
None.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-158 was noted.
TD AHEVS-154 and TD AHEVS-158 were discussed jointly.

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented on the proposal in TD AHEVS-154 to use 4 categories; he emphasized that this is a music and mixed content experiment, and only 2 categories are possible. He asked to clarify the design of the experiment.
Mr Stéphane Proust (France Telecom) could agree with 2 categories. It was also clarified that mixed content and music items could be the same for all 3 experiments (NB, WB, SWB).
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) commented on the time needed to solve issues raised by NTT. He wanted to start qualification asap, and feared that it will take a lot of time to come forward with a common music material. He stated that the proposal in TD AHEVS-154 is pragmatic, with disadvantages (potential for bias), but a way to solve cultural issues. He added that the group has to trust individual LLs to come up with appropriate material, and proposed to document material to use in the test plan.
Mr Bernhard Grill (Fraunhofer) was deeply troubled by using different items in different labs, as the bit rate has too much influence on the outcome of the experiment. He stated that without a common database, results would be random, and he did not want to see any experiment where individual labs select the material.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) preferred the approach in TD AHEVS-154 but proposed to consider a middle ground, where each proponent would contribute a set of files and then LLs can choose a subset of larger database.
Mr Bernhard Grill (Fraunhofer) stated that this compromise proposed by Qualcomm is the same as TD AHEVS-154.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that P.800 tests will be used for music & mixed content (ACR in NB, DCR in WB and SWB), and he recalled that in ITU-T LLs can choose those materials appropriate for its population of listeners. He stated that there is no precedent with P.800 with common mixed and content material, and referred to what has been validated in the past.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) noted that the normal way in ITU-T is to document the type of music (categories) in the test plan documents. Regarding the problem raised by Fraunhofer, i.e. music is very diverse, he proposed to specify the type of music to be tested, and preferred that the test lab can choose material in a normal way. 

Mr Bernhard Grill (Fraunhofer) did not think categories will solve the issue. He commented on the very different performance with some codecs, and emphasized that individual items count. He referred to standardization efforts for audio, where a common database was used, and stated that everything else would not make sense.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) pointed to the characterization of ITU-T coders, where any music testing has been done by independent labs, and results are highly correlated. He disagreed that results are meaningful, and recalled that time is short. He invited to consider qualification rules if there are worries of failure because of some specific material.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that there are strong arguments for both views, and emphasized that due to time constraints, the group cannot afford a lot of further discussions on material selection. He invited to define a compromise, and proposed a similar approach as what was just agreed with noise material: there would be a certain deadline for submission of music material according to 2 categories with some classification (which cultural background), then the listening lab would not be able to choose but would have to use items based on some kind of random selection out of this pool.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) raised a potential problem where a lab representing certain cultures would have to agree on items that are specific.
Contributions proposing a compromise were invited.
4.2 Test plan aspects for objective requirements

4.2.1 Speech database

4.2.2 Background noise database

4.3 Other urgent test plan matters

TD AHEVS-151 Condition Lists and EVS Qualification Test Plan Issues, from Dynastat, Inc. was not presented by lack of time.
TD AHEVS-151 was postponed.
5 Processing Plan matters
TD AHEVS-159 Processing functions for Jitter Buffer Management, from Fraunhofer IIS was not presented by lack of time.
TD AHEVS-159 was postponed.
TD AHEVS-160 Processing plan v0.0.6, from Editor (Fraunhofer IIS) was not presented by lack of time.

TD AHEVS-160 was postponed.
5.1 Section-by-section agreement of stable proc. plan parts


TD S4-120871 was not considered by lack of time.
5.2 NB filter mask

The part related to NB filter mask of TD AHEVS-153 Narrowband Filtering and Background Noise Processing, from Motorola Mobility UK Ltd. was not presented by lack of time.
TD AHEVS-153 was postponed.
5.3 Filter masks for noisy WB and SWB speech

TD AHEVS-148 Noisy speech preprocessing for qualification, from NTT DOCOMO, INC., NTT was not presented by lack of time.
TD AHEVS-148 was postponed.
The part related to filter masks for noisy WB and SWB speech of TD AHEVS-153 Narrowband Filtering and Background Noise Processing, from Motorola Mobility UK Ltd. was not presented by lack of time.
TD AHEVS-153 was postponed.
5.4 Processing for evaluation of objective requirements

5.5 Other urgent processing plan matters

6 Other business
TD AHEVS-152 Current Status of the EVS Qualification Phase, from Dynastat, Inc. was not presented by lack of time.
TD AHEVS-152 was postponed.
7 Close of the call: June 18, 16:12 CEST
The EVS SWG Chairman proposed to hold another EVS SWG conference call on May 28, 2012, at the same time (14:00 CEST) which was agreed.
The EVS SWG Chairman closed the meeting. 
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