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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #53 took place on January 15, 2018, at 17:00 CET for 2 hours, with a bridge/document sharing tool provided by Intel. There were 18 participants and 4 input documents (including the agenda). All inputs were covered.
The call was devoted to the FS_EVS_FCNBE WI and the outcome is summarized as follows. A pCR to TR 26.843 will be produced for SA4#97 to reflect the following agreements:
· Table 5 of AHEVS-432 was agreed and will replace the existing table in TR 26.843. A text clarifying how the number of files passing is computed will be also provided by the TR Editor. Contributions were invited on concerns and ideas (e.g. on thresholds, sequential test procedure, results per signal categories) expressed on this contribution.

· It was agreed to include in the TR 26.843 clauses 3 and 4 from AHEVS-433, with the last sentence of section 2; the TR Editor was also tasked to clarify the setup, in particular to clarify in clause 3 that Linux was used.
1 Opening of the session: January 15, 17:00 CET
The EVS SWG Chairman, Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm), opened the EVS SWG teleconference call. 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-430 (see Annex A of the present report). 
There was no comment. The agenda was agreed. 
3 Report of the previous conference call

Mr. Stéphane Ragot presented TD AHEVS-431 Draft report from SA4 EVS SWG Teleconference #52 (18th December 2017), from EVS SWG Secretary (ORANGE) 

It was noted that the date in the title of Section 1 needs to be corrected.

Comments / questions:

None.
Conclusion:

AHEVS-431 was agreed.

The SA4 opening plenary will see a revised version of this report for formal approval to fix one editorial issue (wrong date in title of Section 1).
4 Progress work on FS_EVS_FCNBE 
Mr. Fabrice Plante presented TD AHEVS-432 Detailed Decoder Results, from Intel, Fraunhofer IIS, Apple 
Comments / questions:

Mr. Stefan Bruhn (Dolby) commented on Table 5, he noted that column -o2 says under SD that there are some frames failing (5), still the overall number of frames failing is 0 in the end and there are also no files failing. He asked how this is possible.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that for the number of files failing one needs to refer to the TR and the discussion in Belgrade where it is considered that a file is passing if 99.95% of frames are passing. He emphasized that for clean speech, if one frame is failing, the test vector can be considered as passing, it is not required to pass 100% of frames. He explained that the issue with 0 is a matter of accuracy, where only 2 digits are shown and he recognized that one should put more digits to avoid confusion.

Mr. Stefan Bruhn (Dolby) invited to clarify what is behind the reported results, otherwise other readers might have the same confusion.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that in the current TR, it is indicated that 0.05% of frames are allowed to fail, this is one of the criteria in the current tests, reported in clause 5.2.3 where all criteria in this test are listed, one of them is the threshold on the number of frames passing. He suggested adding a comment to add that the number of files is 100% even if not all frames are passing. Mr. Stefan Bruhn (Dolby) supported this suggestion to make it clear that there is no mistake. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) committed to add such a comment.

Mr. Stephane Ragot (Orange) recalled that there is in the TR an editor's note saying the threshold on the number of frames passing is not 100% but it is under study; he asked what was the status of this editor's note.

Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that in the current TR, there is a table of possible criteria, which specifies all tests have been with example values, and he proposed to change this  statement to clarify that, based on the criteria defined, not all files are passing, because in this case a value of 0.05% is used as the limit for the number of frames failing. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) asked to clarify when the decision on the criterion (e.g. 100% or 99.95%) would be made. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) explained that the study item is for the moment collecting results, and one would have to see in the study if a proposal is made for the value or if this is done in the next phase; he commented that the idea is more to document results. He noted that 0.05% is 1 frame in a clean speech test sequence and a lot of tests are shorter so in such cases one would need 100% frames passing.
Mr. Vaclav Eksler (VoiceAge) commented on Table 4, where he noted that between the 3 options the number of frames is different, and he asked where this difference (of 400 frames) came from. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that given the difference of 400 frames one test vector has not been included. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) had the same question; he stated that this difference was already noted by Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) in the previous EVS SWG telco. It was clarified that the discussion in the previous telco was on the RMS test and not the number of frames tested. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) clarified that the same difference was already present in AHEVS-427. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) confirmed that this is the same value, he committed to check Table 4.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) asked to clarify what is new in AHEVS-432. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) explained that the current TR only reports the number of files failing, without all details, and this contribution is to populate the table as mentioned in the editor's note. He clarified that the two configurations from Tables 4 and 5 are already in the TR.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) commented on Table 4, and he noted that the same table was in AHEVS-428. He asked if it is correct that Table 5 contains a new set of results, for some other compiler system (Xeon). He summarized that AHEVS-432 is the same as AHEVS-428 with the addition of a compiler. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) confirmed that this was the case and he added that in the TR, results are already reported for the 2 compilers and here detailed results are shown.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that concerns from the previous EVS SWG telco remained: he noted that for opt_none 99% of frames are handled by RMS, and for other options the number drops down to 48% or 49%, and what is failed is handled by SNR and other measures. He had issues with the way the system was designed. He gave the analogy of a student taking a test, and he can fail 50% of test and he can take the remaining test later again, and then again. He was concerned with this approach. He also commented on the fact that SNR is failing at higher rate because of the threshold, which is a per frame threshold estimated based on minimum criteria, where the criteria is a quite low bar (minimum of 3 compilers) and one would have to pass a threshold for each frame. He suggested considering a per frame threshold for RMS as well. He referred to Qualcomm's comment from the previous telco. He commented that there is nothing new in this contribution, the same approach is used with more data and he reiterated his previous comments.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) noted that in the previous telco there was a discussion about the number of frames failing for RMS  (48% and 95% for opt_none). He noted that there are other cases where there are 48% frames failing for RMS for opt_none (see Table 5). He disagreed with the analogy, noting that one cannot redo another day the test; he emphasized that there is some variation, and one has to make sure that variation is as small as possible, but due to some differences the RMS is not sufficient. He commented on the proposal of per frame RMS difference, which could be similar to what is done for SNR, by inviting inputs on this proposal to see if there are differences with the current approach.

Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) commented on the difference of 50% failure of opt_none to opt_quality; he stated that it is not clear what happens, because one does not know if this is the change in the code or how the compiler behaves. He stated that one would have to make an informed decision, but it is not known what is happening, for instance it is not clear if frames passing are active frames. He stated that it is good to show what is measured, to see if the method handles more robustly the number of frames.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) referred to Table 5 (gcc with Xeon) and he noted that with no compiler option (-o0) the number of frames passing for RMS is 48. He noted that this issue was raised in the previous telco, where there are compiler systems that behave a bit differently, so the percentage could be different, perhaps due to a noisy file. He noted that the %passing is 48% for RMS and 100% for SNR.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that this is a tricky problem, but this is what comes up upfront when one looks at data to start with.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that there were comments from Dolby, Orange, Qualcomm, and he asked the proponent Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) on his proposal of suggested way forward in the light of the received comments.

Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) stated that, to have an informed decision, the proposal is to put Table 5 in the TR with a note as proposed by Dolby; for Table 4 he noted that there could have been a misunderstanding of comments from the previous telco and he suggested to either put Table 4 as is or to update Table 4 at the Fukuoka meeting.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there would also be a comment or note to Table 5. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that Dolby's suggestion was to add a sentence to explain why some files are passed when there are still some frames failing.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) asked if it would be possible to have a summary of results per signal or test categories. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) stated that this was a valid point, and it would depend on how one would define categories (e.g. clean vs noisy). He noted that in test vectors this is well defined, but speech and music are sometimes embedded in the same test vector and in this case it is unclear how to separate them.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) recalled that there was a discussion in the previous telco on possibly different thresholds for different categories (e.g. clean or noisy channel) and he stated that such reporting would help. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) did not remember this topic for the decoder test, and he emphasized that there is some difficulty when several classes of signals are in the same test vectors, he was not sure how to separate them. He also noted that tests could be split by bandwidth. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) recalled that Mr. Ethan Duni (Apple) commented that there could be different thresholds between clean or noisy channel cases.  Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) remembered that this discussion was for the POLQA test, and he noted that this could apply for the decoder test. Mr. Ethan Duni (Apple) clarified that this was about POLQA in general, but he confirmed that this certainly was possible for the decoder tool as well.
Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) suggested to include the figure around tables to explain how the test is performed. He stated that this could be inserted to help understand tables, where we compare first RMS, then SNR, then SD. He suggested this figure to accompany tables to understand them properly. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) explained that this figure was already in the TR, and one would have to re-insert it in results. Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) clarified that he may have opened an older version of the TR.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) commented on the procedure described in TR (if rms fails, then go to snr, if that fails, then go to SD). He stated that it would be easier if a logical OR was described instead of the cascade decision. He stated that the cascade procedure is overcomplicated and leads to a lot of confusion, He noted that Qualcomm has concerns with RMS, but the overall result is one of the three passes, and the order does not matter. He stated that the way the procedure is presented is confusing and misleading.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that the point is not just that RMS is not catching all of it, but RMS is not useful at all. He stated that the decision process was: RMS or (not RMS, SNR) or (not RMS, not SNR, SD). Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that this is the same as logical OR. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that the procedure is confusing even if measures are connected by logical OR.

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) emphasized that in the current global analysis of number of passing frame, RMS must have at least 70% of frames of vectors, and if all criteria are put in parallel, the question is whether to replace the global analysis or not. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that this global analysis was missed and in this case it seems gcc and Xeon would not pass. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that the current criterion is 47%, not 70%. He stated that what is tackled here is some small variation with small arithmetic and rounding, where sometimes it is not more than 1 bit difference. He expected quite often less than 1 bit difference so the criterion on RMS would be useful. He noted that the proposal is to have tight criteria one some aspects and the aim is to be as tight as possible. He commented that, if one knows a metric works quite well, one can put criteria for it.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) did not disagree that RMS is needed as a metric, but he has concerns with the proposed way to use it, where RMS is not serving the purpose, where one needs to be in a system such that it is able to do the job more robustly. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked how one could come to this conclusion and he requested to clarify why RMS does not work. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that the reason why RMS appears superfluous is that another metric is catching frames that RMS is not handling, so RMS is a low bar. He referred to results for opt_none with 48%, which is the same as for opt_quality. He stated that something is lacking somewhere.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that it is not possible in the system to have higher % passing. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) referred to the value of 70% proposed by Fraunhofer as a value that RMS should meet, he noted that Intel proposed 47%. He asked how to arrive at this number. He repeated that RMS is not serving its purpose.

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that the study is looking for a correct number and trying to find one based on several systems, but there is no reason why RMS does not do the job.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that RMS handling 47% of frames is not serving the purpose. He noted that this value cannot be explained analytically, and he did not know how this worked and what was the right way to use the metric.

The EVS SWG Chairman suggested ending the discussion and he asked the source to propose a way to proceed.

Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) explained that the discussion is more on how to do with criteria and thresholds, and to do this, one needs detailed results. He proposed to put Table 5 and the sentence requested by Dolby in the TR. He noted that in Table 4 one test vector seemed to be missing in 2 columns, he proposed to either put Table 4 as is and do the change later, or present another contribution in Fukuoka.
The EVS SWG Chairman invited to also address concerns expressed by Qualcomm in a separate contribution, to see where numbers are coming from. He summarized that the table in TR should be replaced by a new one with text added.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-432 was noted.
Table 5 was agreed with inclusion of text requested by Dolby to replace existing Table 5, contributions were invited on concerns and ideas expressed on this contribution.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) commented on Table 4 where one test vector is missing; he stated that this should be corrected and included. He noted that another discussion was about the threshold for RMS and there was a proposal to present results for different classes of test vectors.

Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) asked if there was a way to make the compiler library available or make the output PCM files available between opt_none or opt_quality. He wanted to look at what is different subjectively.
The SA4 Secretary stated that he expected a pCR proposing inclusion of Table 5 in the TR. He emphasized that one cannot produce a new version with a pCR.

Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) summarized that the proposal would be to create a pCR with the agreed text from AHEVS-428, AHEVS-429 and Table 5 in AHEVS-432.
Mr. Fabrice Plante presented TD AHEVS-433 Additional Results triggered by AHEVS-429, from Intel, Fraunhofer IIS, Apple 

Comments / questions:

Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) first recalled that Qualcomm presented AHEVS-429 in the previous telco, and it was highlighted that a simple code change that affects a single line can degrade audio quality very badly while delta POLQA proposed by Intel, Apple, Fraunhofer cannot catch those audible artifacts. He was not sure how many people have heard those samples, he emphasized that they are really bad artifacts, and if artifacts are captured in the second decimal, then a lower distortion may result in a slight delta POLQA difference dropping to 3rd decimal. He was worried saying such distortion is in the second decimal. Second, he stated that the particular code change only affected SWB speech, which is not 10% of test vectors, assuming 25% of test vectors are SWB. He disagreed with the conclusion, noting that SWB music is on test, and music has limitations, and Qualcomm did not bring examples for music.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified on the second point that the decoder test is run on all 2771 test vectors, and only 270 files are affected by Qualcomm's code change. He stated that one can see if the test proposed by Intel, Apple, Fraunhofer is discriminative or not. He added that one can see on test vectors that 180 test vectors are not passing the decoder test, so 180 test vectors are caught out of 270, and about 2500 test vectors are bit exact. Regarding the first point, he did not argue about what POLQA should do in terms of delta score, he emphasized that the POLQA verification test can show a variation or a difference between the 3GPP code and code that is modified, and the results shows some differences in the global analysis, at the bandwidth level. He stated that the conclusion could derive criteria that highlight this difference. He did not want to discuss what the true score POLQA should do, but whether POLQA can detect code change. He noted that the bandwidth analysis can see significant differences.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the example presented by Qualcomm seems to be a nice example in which POLQA could not recognize an artifact.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) stated that the example that Qualcomm presented is a good one and it can tell if conformance works or not. He did not deny that this is creating something not correct, but he emphasized that the question is whether POLQA can flag this difference in the verification. He stated that one can see significant difference in CDF between the reference code and the modified one, and he did not agree that code change is not significant and he highlighted that an implementation that will do this will be flagged.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that AHEVS-433 shows that this specific example can be caught with more formal checking, but the file which showed a small difference in POLQA was missed. He stated that if that is possible with POLQA, it undermines the bit-exactness check. He added that RMS and SNR and SD would give an immediate indication that the file is wrong, and this undermines POLQA's ability to be used for conformance.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that all patched code from AHEVS-429 were not shared and only the decoder patch was provided by Qualcomm. He stated that, as this is a decoder patch, the decoder tool is the thing that needs to work, and this is what one can see. He invited to share the encoder patch, to see if this is a problem or not. He agreed that if the conformance tool did not see anything in the complete database, then one needs some tool to detect this.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) clarified that experiment E presented in AHEVS-429 was a single line code change, and there was no encoder side change. He added that experiment D for clean speech presented in Albuquerque has a separate patch file. He committed to send it. He clarified that the experiment D patch has no connection to experiment E and AHEVS-433 is about experiment E.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) repeated that for a decoder patch one should look for the decoder tool to detect this.

Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the contribution proves the decoder tool is effective, and he did not see how one could draw conclusions on POLQA at all. He argued one cannot do.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) stated that the conclusion could not be on POLQA, but the tool presented shows some differences in results. He commented that if the change only affected SWB, one can see differences in the CDF and in statistics. He stated that the question is not if POLQA is doing what it should do. He noted that POLQA could be used to discriminate bad implementations.
Mr. Tomas Toftgard (Ericsson) commented on the number of 180 test vectors failing.

Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that there are 2771 test vectors, out of which 270 are not bit-exact, and the decoder test ended up with results based on all criteria that 180 vectors are failing.
Mr. Tomas Toftgard (Ericsson) understood that 270 test vectors are affected but 180 are failing. He asked if the 90 test vectors passing the test had any distortion and if this was analyzed. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) explained that differences for the 90 files were not analyzed. Mr. Tomas Toftgard (Ericsson) asked to check if there was any audible frame or differences. He stated that if there is a clear degradation in audible segment of a file, this should be detected. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) stated that a bit more time is needed to do this analysis.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) asked if all 2771 test vectors are SWB. He thought that there was NB, WB, FB included as well. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that all decoder tests are run on all test vectors, without JBM, and there are NB to FB, out of 2771 files there are. 270 non-bit-exact files, and 180 are flagged.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) suggested considering a SWB-bandwidth-only test, which would be 1/4 of tests.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) was confused because the decoder test does not mention bandwidth. He stated that by plotting CDF one could see differences. He clarified that the decoder tests run all test vectors from TS 26.444.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) referred to Table 2 where it may be understood that the test is a bandwidth-wise test. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) explained that Table 2 refers to POLQA verification, and he noted that the decoder test is a different test. He emphasized that this contribution shows that, when plotting POLQA difference, one can see a difference in the CDF.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that there are at the decoder side around 2500 or 3000 test vectors, some of them are NB, WB, SWB, FB, but out of 3000, only 300 test vectors are triggered, because the patch only affects SWB, so others are irrelevant. He suggested performing only 1/4 of 3000 tests. He added that the patch affects only speech, so only about 1/3 of 750 test vectors are concerned, not 10%.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that the decoder test can identify errors introduced by Qualcomm. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that for the given amount of distortion, errors should affect all speech files and the artifact is so severe that it should trigger every frame. Mr. Markus Multrus (Fraunhofer) stated that SWB test vectors are at all bit rates, but the patch is not for all bit rates, so this may explain the low number of affected files. He added that the artifact is audible if the path is active, and decoder tool detects those issues. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) disagreed with the statement that the patch only triggered a small amount of files. Mr. Markus Multrus (Fraunhofer) noted that 180 test vectors are not bit exact, and this is the reference number to compare against.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the problem is not whether POLQA can detect an error, but the main problem is that POLQA is not able to discriminate between 2 files, and one can say POLQA can be used as a conformance tool. He stated that the file provided by Qualcomm demonstrated the inability of POLQA to be used as a conformance tool, and it proves that decoder mechanism tools are legitimate. He stated that POLQA is identified as incapable of being used reliably in conformance tests.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that there is a proof that the decoder tool works, and POLQA is a second question. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) has concerns with the first paragraph of clause 5 in AHEVS-433 saying POLQA is a valuable tool for conformance, he disagreed with this conclusion.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) stated that this conclusion is based on the fact that CDF shows some differences between the reference and modified code. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that this code change is incidental, with some examples of files. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) stated that one could see discrimination when running over the complete database, and it will be flagged by the decoder tool. He added that potentially the POLQA tool could make a differentiation, independently from the fact that POLQA is reliable or not, one could still see a discrimination between the 2 codecs.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that the bottom line is whether one can rely on the ability of POLQA to discriminate between working code or not. He disagreed with extrapolating inability of POLQA to conformance and emphasized that POLQA is unable to discriminate Qualcomm's code change.
Mr. Ethan Duni (Apple) supported Intel's view that the point is not whether POLQA is great or not, but to collect a set of tools that includes POLQA. He added that with test coverage we can make sure POLQA can flag any problem, speculations on what happens are not relevant to conformance. He noted that the tool has caught changes, and there may be other examples that POLQA cannot handle but speculating on few files seemed irrelevant.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) noted that he has an alternative viewpoint. He stated that mechanisms for decoder are effectively often too sensitive (RMS, SNR, SD) and to achieve good conformance they have to be combined with a logical OR, but one can have confidence in them catching issues. He added that POLQA is not sensitive all time, sometimes it is, sometimes it cannot be used in conformance given enough test data, so one has to jump to evaluate CDF to come up with reliable conformance, but this is not really sensitive enough and not suitable. He added that one does not know what is inside POLQA, as the code is not known, so one does not know how scores are derived, and it is difficult to have confidence it will flag errors.

Mr. Ethan Duni (Apple) stated that the reason for POLQA is that there is no way to test the encoder, and he invited other suggestions for the encoder.

Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) proposed to include in the TR clauses 3 and 4 in the TR and not to include conclusions.  The EVS SWG Chairman noted that section 2 in AHEVS-433 provides context on the code change. He asked if the proposal was to really insert this text, to have a self-constrained TR. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) agreed that AHEVS-429 will be included in the TR to contain some of this information, but the results mentioned at the end of clause 2 are not in this document. He felt that it would be good for readers to have clause 2 embedded in experiment E. The EVS SWG Chairman commented that the last sentence of clause 2 does not belong to background. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that this sentence describes the impact of code change, which is not captured in AHEVS-429. He proposed to include it in clause 3 or 4.

Mr; Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) commented on clause 4 (decoder test) and he asked to clarify the setup (opt_none, opt_quality or opt_agg, gcc or Xeon). Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that the test was done using msvc, with the framework in TS 26.443.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) clarified that in clause 3 the POLQA verification was conducted on Linux where it was identified that SWB and FB were affected; he invited the editor to handle this.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) suggested clarifying that clause 3 is for experiment E (decoder patch), and there were comments that changes are not caught by POLQA. He committed to share the experiment D patch to check if experiment D has such a reasonable margin. He emphasized that there were independent patches, and the patch for experiment D will be made available. The EVS SWG Chairman asked who would like to receive this patch for experiment D. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) suggested using the same mailing list as for Experiment E.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group could accept the proposal to include sections 3 and 4 plus part of section 2 in the TR. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that the proposal is to put part of section 2 in chapter 3 and to put a sentence that clause 3 has been used with Linux. The EVS SWG Chairman noted that this would be all in the same pCR.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-433 was noted because the proposal will be modified.
It was agreed to include in the TR clauses 3 and 4 from AHEVS-433, with the last sentence of section 2; the TR Editor was also tasked to clarify the setup, in particular to clarify in clause 3 that Linux was used.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) asked to discuss about the timeline, focusing on encoder and decoder and end to end cases. He asked if there was a plan from the Rapporteur to investigate interoperability related issues: how will an encoder of Xeon match up with decoder with Qualcomm processor and vice versa. He asked if such activity was planned and what was the time plan for that. He wanted to know when the study would end and if there was still room to conduct such study.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) explained that interoperability is part of the study item, and the work is contribution driven. He noted that people need to contribute on such examples for interoperability. He noted that the way how tests are done between fixed and float could address this issue, but he recognized that currently there was no result on interoperability.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) clarified that the question was not on who would contribute but on the time plan to see if the study would end in February or not.

Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) expected to finish the TR at next meeting, and the next meeting would have to decide if the study is sufficient or not, to see if the study item needs to be delayed by one meeting or not. He noted that there are a lot of results where one could perhaps make a conclusion. He invited to see the conclusion of the group in Fukuoka and he added that the current plan was to finish at the Fukuoka meeting.
5 AoB
None.
6 Close of the call: January 15, 19:00 CET

The EVS SWG Chairman closed the meeting. 
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