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5.1
Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #54 took place on May 24, 1 2018, at 17:00 CEST for less than one hour, with a bridge/document sharing tool provided by Intel. There were 16 participants and three input documents (including the agenda). All inputs were covered.
The call was devoted to the FS_EVS_FCNBE WI. The output of this call is summarized below:
· It was agreed to include Sections 2 and 3 of TD AHEVS-438 in TR 26.843 and the Rapporteur (Mr. Fabrice Plante, Intel) committed to provide the corresponding pCR for agreement at SA4#99.
· Suggestions on the loudness tool considered in FS_EVS_FCNBE were discussed. Involved parties were invited to coordinate offline to make progress on this tool and clarify the issues raised on calibration and stereo.
1 Opening of the session: May 25, 17:02 CEST
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-437R1 (see Annex A of the present report). 
There was no comment.

The agenda was agreed. 
3 Progress work on FS_EVS_FCNBE 
Mr. Fabrice Plante presented TD AHEVS-438 Further Considerations, from Intel, Fraunhofer IIS, Apple 
It was clarified that C90 fixed code should be C80.

Comments / questions:

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that there are two separate technical matters in Sections 2 and 3. He suggested concentrating first on Section 2. There was no comment on Section 2.  The EVS SWG Chairman then invited comments on Section 3.

Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) commented on the statement saying that a new compiler could lead to scores above the threshold; he recalled that Qualcomm's concern was slightly different, and he clarified that different thresholds may be required if one extrapolates from the three used compilers to any new compiler. He emphasized that the issue is not that thresholds are not large enough, but not tight enough, and one may need tighter thresholds. He commented that the risk is to have a too low-bar threshold, so the extrapolation from one compiler to another may raise the risk of too low bar.

Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) had the same recollection. He commented that a cluster is defined based on 6 implementations, and if something is different, the question is whether this cluster is still valid. He noted that VS2017 is a new tested implementation, and it is within the proposed boundary. He stated that if one wants to make the boundary larger or smaller, a new implementation should be proposed to see if one could change the cluster. He suggested using as many different implementations to see how the cluster will evolve.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) agreed with the analysis that one cannot draw too many conclusions from an extra point, and he stated that it is reassuring that one extra point is within bounds but he emphasized that one cannot draw too serious conclusions except the extra validity. He suggested considering few more compilers before saying that the proposed thresholds bang on.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) agreed that one couldn’t extrapolate things that have not been tested but the extra point indicates that the methodology will not do strange things to the code or compilation options, and results are pretty tight, so it seems to indicate that the cluster is valid. He also agreed that one should test more things.
Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) asked what version of POLQA has been used, as POLQA changes all the time at every SG12 meeting. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that v2.4 was used as it was the current reference in the TR. He suggested adding a note of this aspect, but I thought that the TR already recommended using POLQA 2.4.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there were comments on the proposal in Section 5 (which should labeled as 4). He asked if the two suggestions could be included in the TR. Answer: no comment. The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that this way forward was agreed.  Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) committed to create a pCR for SA4#99 to implement this agreement.

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-438 was noted. It was agreed to include Sections 2 and 3 of this contribution in the TR and the Rapporteur committed to provide the corresponding pCR for agreement at SA4#99.
Mr. Peter Isberg Plante presented TD AHEVS-439 Suggestions regarding the loudness tool in FS_EVS_FCNBE, from Sony Mobile Communication

Comments / questions:

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented on the statement that the PEAQ specification defines the variable Lmax to 92 dBSPL; he stated that the PEAQ specification refers to a full-scale input. Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony) clarified that the PEAQ specification does not define full scale, and there are 2 definitions of full scale commonly used in industry. He noted that the full scale is presented in the formula, which includes a division, by 32767, which provides context to imply the assumed definition. He suggested verifying this as in section 2 of TD AHEVS-439. He clarified that it is just a recommendation to have 92 dBSPL. He noted that the ITU-R tool is for music, and they may assume a different level.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented that a consequence is that the listening level is too low. Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony) confirmed that loudness would do a prediction based on a lower presentation level than default. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented on the 16 dB difference. Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony) stated that this is a matter of choice.  Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that 108 dB would be quite some volume for handsets. Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony) clarified that it would be realistic if this is for peak level and he confirmed that handsets are capable of handling such level but this does not matter. He emphasized that the important issue is that the loudness tool treats the prediction of listener situation in a correct way.
The EVS SWG Chairman commented that it might depend on measurement of peak level, to determine if the value of 108 dB is realistic or not. Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony) stated that the peak level is not the focus, and it is just used to calibrate, and the important matter is to ensure that the loudness model assumes a certain presentation level, as a way to see how far the level is from internal noise or hearing threshold. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that this can be checked, and he asked why the levels would be so different from PEAQ levels. Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony) clarified that this is due to the way to use loudness, when one wants to assess in terms of loudness, you tell the model what will be the presentation level you want to assume. He added that loudness calibration is often a parameter, so there is no limitation on the acoustic level that one can send as input to the loudness model.
He noted that for music, it is sometimes assumed to have -13 dBov for some purposes in music and in this case it is 13 dB higher, so it's not so soft anyway. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that all this would be true, assuming that the checked data would be at -26dB. Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony) stated that what makes sense for EVS is to use a corpus centered on -26 dBov as nominal level. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) clarified that experiments rely on the conformance test in TS 26.444, and he committed to check what the digital level is there. Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony) stated that he checked the test plan used during EVS development, and the processing plan has this number so he assumed the level would be -26 dBov. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that this was the case of listening tests, but test vectors in TS 26.444 do not represent realistic test data, especially for AMR-WB, so he was not confident that all test vectors are around -26 dBov.
Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony) stated that the level does not need to be at -26 dBov and one just needs an appropriate scaling. He stated that if codec is typically used around -26 dBov, one could keep it. He clarified that -26 dBov is common for codecs, but it does not line up with levels for acoustic. He recalled that -16dBm0 ends to -22 or -23 dBov, in products it should go few dBs above and there is already a mismatch there. He emphasized that the main point is not to be super exact for the scaling, but just that one should be in the right neighborhood and one should know what is used.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) committed to look at this input and he planned to report with a contribution in SA4#99. The EVS SWG Chairman asked if a pCR would be submitted. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) preferred to first take a look in PEAQ and the real implementation of the loudness tool to see if a change is needed. The EVS SWG Chairman suggested collaborating between Fraunhofer and Sony to have a harmonized input and to have progress. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) committed to check offline with Sony.

Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony) asked about the proposal to change the tool for the ISO tool, if the intention is really to use the PEAQ tool. He asked how one could be sure to run the right tool.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that ISO-532-1 has been recently specified however the source code in there is not part of the specification. He was not sure that one can use a tool based on ISO, and Fraunhofer's plan is to have a tool available for anyone to run the FL conformance, not to rely on the ISO or ITU-R specifications. He clarified that the proposal is a modified version of a tool inside PEAQ, and the idea is to have a tool that Fraunhofer can give out. He stated that the tool source code should be open.

Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony) stated that the ISO tool can be used as is, but you cannot republish it but you can refer to this tool. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) emphasized that there is an associated cost (of 179 EUR). Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony) stated that if there is a way to have code for the 3GPP loudness that should be ok as long as it is well defined. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) explained that the plan is to make something available to everyone.
The EVS SWG Chairman invited parties to work together so that there is a harmonized input. He asked if there were other comments on this document.

Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) invited to discuss about stereo, and he noted that all test vectors are mono. Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony) clarified that mono files are used, and he assumed that the Fraunhofer tool is taken from Zwicker. He noted that, if you give one input (instead of two) it would assume frontal incidence with free-field correction. He commented that he tried with the complete PEAQ tool, and he noticed that one gets reporting for L and R, so you needs to consider different levels if the sound is applied to one ear or both. He stated that one couldn’t avoid considering that the listener will have two ears, and one has to calibrate all the way through. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) noted that this refers to Lmax at the beginning, and you would consider a different level depending on the number of channels; he added that in TS 26.444 there is only mono, and he asked to clarify the concern about stereo when defining Lmax. Mr. Peter Isberg (Sony) stated that PEAQ reports 2 loudness values, one value for L, another for R, but it does not tell you the perception of the user that will give one loudness value. He stated that this raises the question how it is implemented, and it is just a matter to find out if one is using the original Zwicker as it with mono and diotic presentation, and if this is the case, there is no problem at all. He invited to do the check to understand how the model is set up.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-439 was noted.

4 AoB
None.
5 Close of the call: May 24, 17:48 CEST

The EVS SWG Chairman closed the meeting. 
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