TSG SA4#78 meeting
Tdoc S4-140370
7-11 April, 2014, Kista, Stockholm, Sweden

Source:
EVS SWG Secretary
 (Orange)
Title:
Draft report from SA4 EVS SWG Teleconference #34 (25th March 2014)
Document for:
Approval

Agenda Item:
4.2
Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #34 took place on March 25, 2014, 14:00 CET for 2 hours with a bridge provided by Ericsson. There were 23 participants and 6 input documents (including the agenda). All documents were covered.
The main outcome of this teleconference is summarized below:

· Dynastat presented an input on MNRU levels for selection testing (AHEVS-305). Dynastat committed to provide an update of AHEVS-305 in which DIRECT is taken out of the data to determine the polynomial fit and test resolution is estimated based on the qualification tests by 13 PCs.
· Dynastat presented an input on the statistical analysis for selection (AHEVS-306). For ToR objectives, it was agreed that independent group t tests will be used. For ToR requirements, the implementation of the ‘or nwt direct’ statement defined in EVS-3 was kept open, and 3 options to address this statement were discussed; the conclusion was postponed to SA4#78.
· Three input documents on the selection condition lists and test plan (EVS-8b) were agreed (TD AHEVS-304, AHEVS-307, AHEVS-308).
1 Opening of the session: March 24, 14:00 CET
The EVS SWG Chairman, Mr. 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, Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange).
2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
The EVS SWG Chairman presented the agenda in AHEVS-303R1 and he asked if there were comments (see Annex A of the present report providing the R2 version).  

It was agreeable to consider the late document AHEVS-308. The presentation order of input documents was discussed and it was suggested to take general documents first before considering proposed test conditions; the following order was agreed: AHEVS-305, AHEVS-306, then AHEVS-307, AHEVS-304 then AHEVS-308. (Later during the call it was suggested to take AHEVS-304 before AHEVS-307).

The agenda in in AHEVS-303R1 was agreed.

3 Selection phase matters
3.1 Selection Test Plan (EVS-8b)

Mr.. Alan Sharpley presented TD AHEVS-305 Proposals for Selection Phase Experiments, from Dynastat, Inc.
Based on an examination of the scores from the subjective tests in the EVS Qualification Phase, the source recommends the MNRU levels for the subjective tests in the EVS selection Phase.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) asked how DIRECT was plotted.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) referred to the NB case in Table 2 (page 5) where MNRU levels go from 6 to 34 dB with 7 dB steps, then direct for NB would get to 41 dB to get included in the plot; with the same principle, for WB (8 dB steps) DIRECT is plotted as 47 (39+8) dB and for SWB DIRECT is plotted as 53 dB. It was also clarified that this principle was used to get DIRECT on graph and included in the 3rd order polynomial fit.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked to clarify whether the highest point in figures with a polynomial plot corresponds to DIRECT.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) explained that, to include DIRECT in the polynomial fit, one cannot give a value of 100 dB to DIRECT, and it was felt that something reasonable is to give DIRECT a level corresponding to the highest MNRU + step value. He commented that the polynomial fit could have been based on MNRUs only but he did not know how to get the DIRECT into the plot in this case.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) recommended taking DIRECT out for the polynomial fit, and he stated that if DIRECT is taken out, one would get some nice S curves.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that he would redo plots with DIRECT out of the polynomial fit. He did not expect an S shape curve for plots of Experiments A and B; he also did not expect that listeners would give 1 to a MNRU of 20 dB, except if they are specifically told to scale the worst answer to 1 which is not allowed. 

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented on the difference between the test range (1 to 5) and the MNRU properties (e.g. low pass filtered MNRUs can never be transparent). Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented that ACRs and DCRs are not transparency tests.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked if the proposal is to use one single MNRU range per bandwidth. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) did not think conditions in the test will affect the context as much as postulated. He emphasized that there are good reasons to give subjects lowest conditions to give 1, where one reason is to keep them awake – if every condition is 3,4,5, it gets boring, very fatiguing.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) noted that in the proposal there is one single MNRU range for clean speech, noisy speech, FER, mixed music, and while in qualification different ranges were used. He asked if the proposal to use the same range is a simplification.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that the range of MNRUs is more dictated by the bandwidth than the particular conditions in the test or whether it’s an ACR or DCR. He emphasized that the driving factor is bandwidth, and one should use what was learned from qualification, where there were 13 runs of each tests that showed that bandwidth is the driving factor. He highlighted that listeners should be given the opportunity to use full scale.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) asked if one ends up with the same MNRU range if qualification test are grouped by bandwidth. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) confirmed that this was his conclusion.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) referred to Experiments F and H where there is a radical difference between the lowest MNRU in Experiment F and H. He stated that Exp. F does appear to be working ok, which is either an exception that proves the rule or a demonstration that one may use a different range.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that the selection tests will be different experiments. He stated that his conclusion is based on long history.
Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that the MNRU level adjustments were initiated by VoiceAge, based on quite many results in VoiceAge where MNRUs were adjusted to cover the range. He noted that in qualification other companies than VoiceAge participated in testing, and now one can see that VoiceAge’s observations do not hold for all labs, and there are different labs with different resolution. He stated that one cannot extrapolate from few labs to others, and he did not want to argue about the lower MNRUs. He stated however that the proposed lowest levels seem far too low. He argued that MNRUs were adjusted in qualification to get better resolution in testing, and now the proposal would be to readjust the MNRUs rather in such a way that they cover the whole range of the testing scale; In his view the goal of the test was however to cover as much of the test range as possible with the tested codec rather than with MNRUs. He emphasized that with very low MNRU levels one will see a sort of compression and very similar performance for the codecs under test. He also noted that the high quality of tested codecs may not be sufficient to cover the whole P.800 range. He clarified again that VoiceAge is however not against re-adjusting the MNRU levels.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) explained that in the SWB experiment I, 4 conditions are in the saturating region for almost all labs and one lab from qualification (Dynastat) will participate in selection. He noted that in the plot for Exp. I the lowest score goes from 2.2 down to 1. He was worried that these tests will be inappropriate for naïve listeners if 20 dB is used as the lowest MNRU condition. He emphasized that the proposal is not as a codec developer perspective, but from a subjective testing expert point of view.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there would not be problems due to reduced resolution if the lowest MNRU level is reduced.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that the selection tests will be designed to increase resolution, by doubling the number of votes. 

Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) referred to Exp. I, and he stated that labs providing a MOS value for the lowest MNRU at 1.0 might suffer reduced resolution, but those labs that had 2.2 will see little change if the MNRU range is extended and may benefit from improved reliability. He commented that hopefully the proposal will however bring all labs to the same resolution.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that the contribution only shows the average values, an there is no indication of who had a better resolution.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the recommendation can be either accepted or noted. He added that some experiments could be run to check the proposed recommendation to be able to conclude in the next EVS SWG meeting.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that he would come in with another contribution for the SA4#78 meeting in which DIRECT is taken out of the data for the determining the polynomial fit, and test resolution based on 13 PCs would be estimated on the qualification tests. He withdrew his proposal for this call.

The EVS SWG Chairman explained that this way forward would allow other parties to understand the proposals and do some in-depth checking. 
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-305 was noted. 

Dynastat committed to provide an update of TD AHEVS-305 in which DIRECT is taken out of the data to determining the polynomial fit and test resolution is estimated based on the qualification tests by 13 PCs.
Mr. Alan Sharpley presented TD AHEVS-306 Proposed statistical procedures for the ToR tests in the EVS Selection Phase, from Dynastat, Inc.

The source recommends that the EVS SWG approves (1) the GAL designs the tests, taking into account only the Requirement ToR tests, and use the DG-T test to evaluate the Requirement ToRs and (2) the GAL uses the IG-T to evaluate the Objective ToR tests. .

The source recommends the EVS SWG approves the two-stage ToR test procedure described above for evaluating the ToR test for the condition CuT Better-Than Ref. This 2 stage approach has been used before in G.718.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that he did a similar evaluation to reach balance, and he explained that the EVS performance requirements are set in such a way that it’s not possible to reach balance to evaluate Requirement ToRs and Objective ToRs. He supported Dynastat’s recommendation. 
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) agreed to identify those few conditions that might be subject to the 2 stage test. He stated that this information can be provided at SA4#78. He asked to clarify the 2 stage proposal, given that EVS-3 has a mix of ‘better than’ and ‘not worse than’.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that that requirements are all ‘not worse than’.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) commented that in the proposal objectives will be tested using independent group t tests, and some requirements will be isolated to make sure that randomizations allow these conditions to be in the same grouping as DIRECT. He stated that Samsung can support this proposal.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked whether the 2 stage proposal would apply only when the CuT would be better than the reference requirement or in case of a ‘nwt direct’ comparison.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that the second stage in the objective is ‘CuT equivalent to direct’, because the objective is the only place with ‘better than’.  He explained that with ‘better than’ one will use the top half of distribution, and when the score is close to 5 this is saturating, then one would go to the second stage that is ‘CuT equivalent to direct’.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) clarified that the statement in EVS-3 is ‘nwt direct’ but the contribution says ‘equivalent’.
Mr. Alan Sharpey (Dynastat) explained that in the past the 2 pass approach was only used for ‘better than’ tests, not for ‘not worse than’ tests. He clarified that it was brought to his attention that EVS-3 contains a general statement with a comparison to direct. He stated that such statement cannot apply to any requirement and the balance has to be maintained. He highlighted that to avoid a confounding effect one has to identify those few conditions, where the direct samples need to be grouped. He had no issue to make the second stage according to ‘not worse than direct’  as opposed to ‘equivalent to direct’.

Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) asked if the proposal would apply if there is a failure in one identified test, then one would go to the second stage. He asked to clarify what would happen if a failure occurs in a condition that was not identified, whether an independent t test would be done. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that it would be a failure. He added that any posthoc test is data smoothing. He emphasized that the test has been designed for prescribed statistical tests, if a requirement does not pass, it does not pass.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) explained that he was informed that those specific conditions that would be subject to the 2 stage test are few for each experiment. He stated that if all conditions in an experiment are identified then he could not design the test for valid dependent group t tests.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) commented that the identified conditions are more likely to be in high bit rate range, which does not mean other conditions were far from direct.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that he will write the GAL test and defend it. He did not feel confortable to have the second part for any test that fails. He stated that if this had been done in qualification then anyone would have had zero failures.
Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) appreciated the proposal to try to solve the situation. He hoped that for most cases this may be fine. He referred to tests results of G.718, where in NB clean speech, even at 8 kbit/s G.718 is about 0.2 MOS above direct. He stated that probably low bit rate conditions (e.g. at 8 kbit/s) would not be considered for dependent grouping. He stated that conditions may score statistical better than direct, and he was not confortable to separate conditions. He emphasized that one should not only consider the statistical method. He stated that there are many ways where one can bring performance significantly above direct, e.g. with noise reduction. He added that the issue is also related to test resolution. He was concerned with some codecs that can enhance the input signal.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented that the issue may be to know whether references are appropriate if they use some signal enhancement.

Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that EVS is now in a collaborative process, but in very competitive process some companies may have used some enhancement to win. He was not sure the issue would arise for EVS.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) stated that one can identify 4 or 5 conditions and group them with direct. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented that justifying such conditions on posthoc basis is the job of codec developers, while the GAL is to report results.
Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) asked whether a condition is failed if it is worse than reference conditions, even if the reference condition is better than direct. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented that 5% of results can be failed with a significant difference by chance alone. Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) could live with the statistical uncertainty but he emphasized that there are other reasons why a failure can happen.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that with independent t tests the resolution would be decreased by about 20%. He asked if this could be compensated using a stricter confidence level, instead of 95%. Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) wanted to ask the same question. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) noted that he has never in his history seen such a procedure reported anywhere, and he did not know how to justify it. 
Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) asked if a 99% confidence level would result in the same kind of ToR results with an independent group. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that 99% would be much tighter, and another value could be 97% (about 2.6 standard devision from the mean).
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) asked how many conditions can be grouped with diretct in the 2 stage approach. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) gave an estimate of 20%, that is 10 condition pairs (reference and CuT) in a test of 48 conditions.

Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that another possibility is to actually provide multiple direct conditions, one for each panel. He asked if this would it be another way. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that there can be multiple instances of the same condition in the test, as a reliability measure. The EVS SWG Chairman noted that this would be a 3rd option.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) asked to clarify the status of the first part of this contribution. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that the proposal is to have all requirement ToRs as dependent group t tests and objective ToRs as independent group t tests.
The EVS SWG Chairman agree that dependent group t tests will be used for requirements, while objectives would most likely rely on independent group t tests. He suggested to conclude that for requirements one will have dependent group t tests.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) stated that it seems there is not choice but to take independent group t tests for objectives.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized the conclusion as follows: for objectives independent group t tests will be used ; for requirements the ‘nwt direct’ question is still open, and 3 options to solve this were discussed, and the conclusion should be agreed at SA4#78.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-306 was noted. 

For ToR objectives, it was agreed that independent group t tests will be used. For ToR requirements, the implementation of the ‘or nwt direct’ statement in EVS-3 was kept open, and 3 options to solve this question were discussed. The conclusion was postponed to SA4#78.
Mr. Craig Greer presented TD AHEVS-304 Proposals for Selection Phase Experiments, from Huawei, NTT DOCOMO, INC., Samsung

The proposals are meant to progress the selection phase test plan experiments to the point where they are a working version, complete enough for the test labs to progress their tasks, and complete enough that the time spent on them during the April SA4 meeting is minimal.  A major goal of the modifications is to test as many objectives as reasonably possible.  We recommend that these updates be made to the current (version 4) of the test plan experiments and that the next version be kept as a working agreement until the April SA4 meeting.
Comments / questions:

None.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) suggested going to AHEVS-308.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-304 was parked. 

Mr. Nobuhiko Naka presented TD AHEVS-308 Proposals for Selection Phase Experiments, from Huawei, NTT DOCOMO, INC., Samsung

This contribution proposes the detail conditions for all 24 selection phase experiments in AHEVS-304 in the spreadsheet attached.
Comments / questions:

It was clarified that AHEVS-308 contains all changes proposed in AHEVS-304.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that if this contribution is accepted the attached sheet (v5) would be the next editing version and the basis for further discussions at SA4#78.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) explained that AHEVS-307 has a bug fix on top of the v5 version and if it is accepted it becomes v6.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if AHEVS-308 contains both the bug fix and AHEVS-304.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastaty) stated that the Excel sheet is a long way from what is expected as a condition list to design tests. He stated that for the final test plan, someone will need to crosscheck the condition lists to make sure the sheet is correctly interpreted.

Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) clarified that the folder containing EVS permanent document will not contain AHEVS-308, as this folder will only contain documents approved at SA4 level.
Mr. Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) asked how the text in AHEVS-304 maps in condition lists in the Excel sheet. The version of the Excel sheet was clarified to be the latest version. Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) clarified that AHEVS-308 should match AHEVS-304.

Mr. John Tardelli (Dynastat) noted that there are 4 NB experiments but 6 tabs for NB experiments in the Excel sheet. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) referred to the numbers at the top of each tab. Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) pointed to column L.
Mr. John Tardelli (Dynastat) requested to map the Excel sheet into condition lists; he also asked proponents to crosscheck the condition lists.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) committed to crosscheck condition lists.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-308 was parked until the presentation of AHEVS-307.
Mr.. Nobuhiko Naka presented TD AHEVS-307 DRAFT EVS Permanent Document EVS-8b: Test plans for selection phase including lab task specification v.1.0.2, from Editor (NTT DOCOMO, INC.)

This document is an update of the test plan document.
Comments / questions:

The EVS-8b Editor clarified that AHEVS-307 contains some changes related to objective evaluation in Annex M and this part was edited with the EVS-7b Editor to reflect the current situation.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there was any question. Answer: none.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that if the group goes for agreement of AHEVS-304 and AHEVS-308, then EVS-8b would have to be edited further. The EVS-8b Editor confirmed this, and he stated that the update will be an input contribution to SA4#78.
The EVS SWG Secretary asked to clarify what was the bug fix in AHEVS-307 that is in AHEVS-308. Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) clarified that this part is described in the cover page.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group can first agree on AHEVS-307 which contains bug fixes and update of objective requirements. Answer: yes.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group can go for agreement of AHEVS-304. Answer: yes.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group can go for agreement of AHEVS-308 which is an implementation of AHEVS-304 plus the bug fixes of AHEVS-307. Answer: yes.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-307 was agreed. 

TD AHEVS-304 was agreed. 

TD AHEVS-308 was agreed. 

3.2 Selection Processing Plan (EVS-7b)

No Tdoc in this A.I.
4 Other business
Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) informed that the EVS CA signatures have been collected and ETSI made a PDF file sent to 16 companies; he cl
arified that one company asked for a hard copy, which would be made by just printing the PDF file. He also provided the status of selection contracts: ETSI received invoices from all companies, on March 25, ETSI authorized the bank to pay the two labs in US, on March 26, ETSI will provide the authorization for the two European companies.
5 Close of the call: March 25, 16:03 CET

The EVS SWG chairman thanked participants and closed the meeting. 
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