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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #32 took place on December 17, 2013, 14:00 CEST for 2 hours with a bridge provided by Ericsson. There were 29 participants and 5 documents (including the agenda). All documents were covered.

The main outcome of this teleconference is summarized below:
· TD AHEVS-300 providing a Revised Draft Confidentiality Agreement for the EVS Codec Selection will be sent to legal contacts after collecting technical comments by Dec. 20, 2013.
· The Mixed content and Music categories for EVS Selection in TD AHEVS-302 were agreed (TD AHEVS-302 will be put in EVS-8b)
· The allocation of selection experiments denoted ‘Option a’ in TD AHEVS-301 was agreed. It was agreed to use a two-letter identifier for experiments in the test plans, with one letter indicating the bandwidth and one number indexing the experiments within this bandwidth.
· It was recalled that the GAL plan should be approved in SA4#77. Dynastat volunteered to prepare an input on the GAL plan for SA4#77. The list of agreed updates to EVS-8b to be included by SA4#77 was summarized. It was requested to consider the allocation of languages to LLs and to prepare a summary of lab/language allocations per experiment for contracting purposes. It was agreed to agree to transfer the annexes of TD AHEVS-299 (lab tasks) in brackets in EVS-8b.

1 Opening of the session: December 17, 14:00 CET
The EVS SWG Chairman, Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson), opened the EVS SWG teleconference call; he invited to use the hand-raising tool (http://tohru.trace.wisc.edu/). Minutes were taken by the EVS SWG Secretary, Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE).
2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
The EVS SWG Chairman presented the agenda in AHEVS-298R1 and he asked if there were comments (see Annex A of the present report providing the R2 version).  
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) indicated that TD AHEVS-300 is just for information.

The agenda in AHEVS-298R1 was agreed.

3 Selection phase matters
3.1 Selection Rules (EVS-5b)
No Tdoc in this A.I.
3.2 Selection Deliverables (EVS-6b)
Mr. Jon Gibbs presented TD AHEVS-300 Revised Draft Confidentiality Agreement for the EVS Codec Selection, from Huawei Technologies Co. Ltd
Changes to the previous NDA version are very minor, they reflect the fact that  the blinding is not needed. It is proposed to deal with this document by email.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) asked if this proposal is to be taken to attorneys or whether it would be presented again in SA4#77.

The EVS SWG Chairman suggested noting this document, to look at it first from a technical perspective, and then check with respective legal departments whether this document is ok. He stated that one could go for approval of this document in SA4#77, if the feedback is positive.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) proposed to send the document directly to the legal contacts, which was agreeable. The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there were any reservations with this approach. Answer: no.
The EVS SWG Chairman suggested gathering technical comments by Dec. 20, 2013 and then Mr. Jon Gibbs will send the document to respective legal contacts.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-300 will be sent to legal contacts after collecting technical comments by Dec. 20, 2013.

TD AHEVS-300 was noted. 
3.3 Selection Test Plan (EVS-8b)
Mr. Noboru Harada presented TD AHEVS-302 On Mixed content and Music categories for EVS Selection, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO INC.
This document is the outcome from offline discussions; it is almost a copy from a proposal by LLs. One modification was made for mixed content with the merge of the first two content types into one. Some modifications were made on attributes. Besides, it is proposed to have 3 music types.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) pointed out that two of three categories of mixed content are synthetically created, meaning LLs have to go for each of the tested languages where music and mixed content would be used, to create these items. He stated that this is not a minor change, as Dynastat had already collected the items that are now combined in category #1, and they had a lot of work and now have to create 2 categories. He emphasized that this is not a trivial exercise.
Mr. Ira Panzer (Dynastat) asked to clarify the requirement that speech is intelligible for speech over background music. He asked if there is a target SNR rather than stating ‘clearly intelligible’.
The EVS SWG Chairman commented that the SNR would not tell much, as it depends on the shape of the noise; he suggested relying on common sense, with speech that is intelligible.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) asked LLs to clarify what categories they anticipated, to help agreeing on some categories.
Mr. Jan Holub (Mesaqin.com Ltd.) explained that they prepared all proposed content types; he commented that with the new proposal more than 50% of content they prepared would not be used and he stated that they will align to agreed categories whenever the decision is made.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that there were no negative comments from codec proponents, essentially there were some reservations by the labs. He asked whether the proposal should be discussed again in SA4#77 to give more time.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that there was consensus not to use artificial mixed content and the proposal seems to be a reversal. He noted that now 2 thirds of mixed content would be artificial, another third would be captured. He emphasized that LLs can’t wait to create mixed content until the decision is made.

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that the issue seems to be with artificial mixed content, and he asked if the Sources (NTT and NTT DOCOMO) had some flexibility in replacing some of the artificially mixed content by recorded material.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) stated that recorded material could be available for the first two mixed content categories and the issue is mostly with the 3rd category (music over background noise).  Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) had the same view and he stated that the second category can use professional recordings. He added that LLs may not need to produce the material on their own, and it would be preferred if the test material is real captured material. He emphasized that only the last category is artificially created.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) clarified that the examples of source material are directly copied from a contribution from LLs, and nothing was changed. He stated that he had no issue with artificially generated versions of speech on hold or speech with background music, especially because this was what LLs proposed.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) explained that the 3rd category (speech over background music) is similar to artificially mixed content, however no windowing is applied to the music part (contrary to what was done in EVS qualification), hence the background music should be stable enough. He emphasized that this is different from artificially mixed content from qualification.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) did not want to argue about what categories to use, he stated that the opinion of group has changed and just wanted to know what the categories will be. He invited the group to make a decision to prepare databases. He was fine with the previous arguments and supported the proposed 6 categories in TD AHEVS-302. 

Mr. Nick Zacharov (DELTA SenseLab) asked to clarify, regarding on hold content, whether this would be purely speech or speech followed by some music excerpts. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) referred to the description in TD AHEVS-302 and explained the use case. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that on hold includes music. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that the second category was understood as speech between music. The EVS SWG Chairman suggested adding this clarification in meeting minutes or alternatively updating TD AHEVS-302. Mr. Ira Panzer (Dynastat) explained that Dynastat already prepared on hold content that includes some low level music on the complete sequence, he asked to be more specific in the definition.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that LLs can find on hold content, for instance with a pre-recorded message in a target language. He preferred not to restrict too much the definition and give freedom to labs.

Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (ARL) explained that he has a URL which gives an example of on hold content that is common in corporate phone answering machines. He clarified that this includes isolated speech then switching over to on hold music. He supported giving freedom to LLs and he did not want to rule out some items with music. He stated that LLs can do the right things and bring representative content. It was clarified that the URL has realistic samples (in English).

The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that there is enough guidance on categories and samples have to be representative.  Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (ARL) stated that it is more important to approve the document than discussion details aspects on the description of content types. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that it is sufficient to note that samples are to be representative.
The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that the information in TD AHEVS-302 is sufficient, and it is up to labs to judge that material is representative for the different categories. He asked if TD AHEVS-302 can be agreed. Answer: yes.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-302 was agreed.  Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) asked whether if TD AHEVS-302 can be put in EVS-8b. The EVS SWG Chairman understood that this is part of the agreement.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka presented TD AHEVS-301 On allocation of experiments, from NTT DOCOMO, INC., Huawei Technologies Co. Ltd., Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.
Comments / questions:

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that 2 options are provided and some feedback is requested from the EVS SWG. He asked what is proposed for agreement in this meeting (e.g. number of experiments per bandwidth).
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) suggested agreeing on options (a or b) and not deviating from those options. He commented that some more time may be needed to check the spreadsheet, and stated that the number of conditions is reasonable.

Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) reminded that the tentative number of experiments (24) was agreed in SA4#76, with the understanding that these 24 experiments need to be detailed. He clarified that this contribution is to show labs what these 24 experiments would be and he invited some feedback, .e.g if there is any problem to be solved until SA4#77. He noted that the biggest difference between options a and b is on mixing IO and WB. He also emphasized that there may be some variation in ACR and DCR allocation and the related number of conditions.
The EVS SWG Chairman commented that the contribution brings lots of information, and he invited labs to provide their view on the time needed for testing and whether there could be problems.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) pointed to TD AHEVS-299 for the testing schedule. He stated that LLs will do what is required in the fixed time for testing, and he did not think that allocation of experiment into ACR vs DCR would make much difference. He invited to make a decision and stated that the LLs will get it done.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the Sources have done their best to get experiments down. He emphasized the need to set priorities and clarified that both options are quite well formulated and relatively mature. He suggested discussion whether IO and WB can be merged or not, so as to get that decision and tie down a first version of the test plan after that.
Mr. Nick Zacharov (DELTA SenseLab) asked if there is a good technical reason to mix WB and IO. He noted that categories are to be analyzed, data would be combined, and he wondered whether it is meaningful to have the data combined, as they would be confounded and it would not be possible to separate what has happened.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) explained that the reason to combine IO and WB is that AMR-WB IO has the same WB bandwidth, and the combination gets a bit more efficiency instead of testing twice similar conditions. He clarified that if IO and WB are separate, the same reference would be in two tests to get coverage. He noted that the combination may create a headache for randomization, as the same reference would be used for more tested conditions, therefore it might have an effect.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented on the impact on randomization, he explained that if the same reference is used, the same reference would be used for multiple ToR tests, it would not be an issue to balance randomization if this reference is repeated.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that if references are to be defined twice, there is no advantage in option b.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) explained that if the same reference is used for multiple ToRs, one should go to a different statistical test, and those tests are not independent. 
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) thanked Dynastat for that feedback, he suggested to go back to option a. He noted that there could be some deviations from ACR 48 and DCR 36, for instance in NB, there could be ACR 36 tests. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) did not see this an issue; he stated that it would be up to group to decide, just like there can be different randomizations in all languages or a common one. 
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) on the two options (a and b) and he stated that the issue of mixing IO and WB is not just about efficiency but also about resolution, as it is expected that with its interoperability constraint the range of quality for AMR-WB IO will be similar to AMR-WB which may not be the case for WB non IO; he stated that this may result in some compression in the quality scale for some conditions if we put together two set of conditions with different quality ranges.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) agreed that it may be good to keep IO and non IO in different tests, and to mix them in the characterization. 

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that it is a lot cleaner not to mix IO and WB non IO, and option a would provide a lot cleaner set of result for statistical analysis. He commented that option b can gain some efficiency but at some risk, as efficiency remove independence and as ORANGE mentioned two sets of content would be within a test. He stated that his risk is not worth the efficiency.
The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that there were some arguments in favor of option a. Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) stated that after hearing all arguments he agreed that option a is the way to go.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there was any objection against taking option a. Answer: no. It was concluded that the group will go for option a
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) proposed to consider experiment designator for processing, using an experiment label following the alphabet.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that this is an editorial matter and he suggested the Editor to address this matter.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) suggested to rather take a label according to the bandwidth with some numbers, e.g. NB-2, to know what experiments are. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) agreed with this proposal, and suggested taking an initial letter to indicate the bandwidth and a number.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that for script development it is important to have fixed number of letter in the experiment code, and to avoid for instance NB and SWB for bandwidth identifiers.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) noted that this change would impact on the file naming convention. He noted that some LLs may have started implementing scripts, and he asked if they would be willing to change the file naming convention again.
Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (ARL) echoed ORANGE’s remark, and as crosscheck lab, preferred to see a constant field with one or two letters. He confirmed that script development is under way with some assumptions.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if it is possible to agree on two letters with one letter indicating the bandwidth and one number indexing the experiments within this bandwidth. He asked if this can be agreed. Answer: yes.
Conclusion:
Option a in TD AHEVS-301 was agreed.

It was agreed to use a two-letter identifier for experiment, with one letter indicating the bandwidth and one number indexing the experiments within this bandwidth.
TD AHEVS-301 was noted. 
3.3.1 Lab tasks
Mr. Ira Panzer presented TD AHEVS-299 EVS Selection Tasks and Schedule, from Dynastat Inc.
Comments / questions:

· On the GAL plan:

Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) pointed out one correction on the schedule: he referred to the latest project plan (S4-131299) where the completion of all P-docs is scheduled including the GAL tasks as well. He stated that there is no need to agree on the complete set of selection rules in SA4#77 but the GAL task should be agreed as an Annex of the test plan.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that in SA4#77 the group needs to agree first a statistical method, and he assumed it will be a dependent group t test. He commented that this agreement is not only for developing the spreadsheet but also to develop randomizations for experiments. He stated that several things are needed to get a full GAL plan, and he understood that a full GAL plan has to be attached to the rules document to get a contract. He suggested adding this issue in the do list for SA4#77.
The EVS SWG Chairman agreed that a statistical method should be specified in the test plan and he stated that for a single codec candidate, things like FoM are not relevant, as opposed to having several candidates. He commented that it may not be essential to get selection rules agreed in SA4#77, which would remove part of the load.
Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) explained that for ETSI to write contracts, a GAL v1 is needed defining what the GAL has to do, and whether it’s part of selection rule or test plan is not important, however there should be an approved v1. The EVS SWG Chairman supported this view for the GAL tasks and he did not think the GAL plan has to be part of selection rules, as it may be can be in the test plan.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) proposed to bring a new contribution with the GAL plan and to make it general enough and open-ended for the time to write contracts and give latitude.
· On the level of details for v1.0 of the test plan:
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) recalled that a v1.0 of the selection test plan is needed in SA4#77  and he wondered if the list of conditions in TD AHEVS-301 could be processed in a draft of test plan. He suggested preparing such an input on the test plan as well. He emphasized that the test plan is one critical document needed in SA4#77, and based on the progress made with TD AHEVS-301 he suggested to get a draft of test plan in SA4#77.

The EVS SWG Chairman recalled that there was agreement on option a and what remains is to design experimental conditions, which is a significant work that was done efficiently in qualification using a spreasheet.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) pointed to the spreadsheet in TD AHEVS-301, which contains a quite stable list of conditions. He stated that the group does not have  to agree on detailed conditions in SA4#77, as there are other aspects to approve in priority like HL tasks, LL responsibilities, crosscheck lab tasks, and GAL tasks. He noted that the group already agreed on option a, and it is now essential to agree on tasks.

Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) commented that the 24 experiments need to be defined by SA4#78 and not SA4#77. He stated that the group needs a good starting point for conditions with initial definitions in the spreadsheet. He understood that v1.0 of EVS-8b would not include conditions themselves, but v1.1 would.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) has the same view, and recalled that the agreement was that v1.0 is to lay out what experiments are (type, bandwidth, number of conditions), but the actual conditions and ToR tests would come later in SA4#78 assuming the HL write scripts and the HL and crosscheck lab would have time to do their task, while the GAL would generate randomizations, all that after SA4#78. He did not see the GAL plan as the bottleneck.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) asked if the group needs to know early if a test is based on ACR 48 or 36. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that this is not the case.
Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (ARL) noted that in SA4#76 draft assignments were discussed, with identified languages. He reminded that this is part of the mandatory final piece of information for SA4#77 and this is part of the test plan. He requested to make sure to include the table with the allocation of languages to LLs so that LLs know what to do.
Mr. Ira Panzer (Dynastat) explained that for purposes of contracting the labs need to know how many ACRs and DCRs and how many conditions there will be. 
The EVS SWG Chairman asked who would provide an input for the test pan (e.g. Editor, labs).
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) noted that he will include in EVS-8b the agreed definition of mixed and music. He proposed to put TD AHEVS-301 in EVS-8b and also tasks provided in this document TD AHEVS-299. He invited labs to suggest an allocation for each experiment to LLs by SA4#77. He noted that another way is to include in the test plan a version of the allocation based on offline discussions with labs. 
Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) commented that, to arrive to final document for contracts, ETSI needs to spell out that experiment 1 will be ACR performed by lab x and it costs y, and he requested to prepare this information for each experiment. The EVS SWG Chairman suggested specifying also the language.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that there was no extensive discussion on TD AHEVS-299 while this document is for approval.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) asked if the annexes of TD AHEVS-299 would go into EVS-8b. He suggested having them in brackets to have a starting point, given that they contain a lot of details and he would be uncomfortable to go for agreement at this stage. He noted that an alternative is to go through all points.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the annexes of TD AHEVS-299 can be transferred in EVS-8b in brackets. Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) supported with this approach.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group could agree to transfer the annexes of TD AHEVS-299 in brackets in EVS-8b. Answer: Yes.
Conclusion:

It was recalled that the GAL plan should be approved in SA4#77. Dynastat volunteered to prepare an input on the GAL plan for SA4#77.

The EVS-8b Editor summarized the list of changed to be included in EVS-8b for SA4#77. It was requested to consider the allocation of languages to LLs and to prepare a summary of allocations of labs/languages per experiment for contracting purposes. It was agreed to agree to transfer the annexes of TD AHEVS-299 in brackets in EVS-8b.

TD AHEVS-299 was noted. 
3.4 Selection Processing Plan (EVS-7b)
No Tdoc in this A.I.
4 Other business
None.
5 Close of the call: December 17, 15:57 CET

The EVS SWG chairman closed the meeting. 
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