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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #31 took place on October 17, 2013, 14:00 CEST for 2 hours with a bridge provided by Ericsson. There were 25 participants and 9 documents (including the agenda). Four documents were covered, others were noted without presentation.
The main outcome of this teleconference is summarized below:
· Several agreements were achieved on open issues on selection testing:
· Common corpus: It was agreed to reuse the common corpus used for crosschecking preliminary executables, however the items initially contributed by Motorola in qualification  would be formally removed from the common corpus and Dynastat would be asked to resubmit this material on behalf of Dynastat to get this material in the corpus again.

· Communication between HL and PCs: The communication will go to a list of contacts, but a primary contact will be identified and it would be up to codec proponents to appoint one primary contact.

· The 9 languages proposed by the 3 assigned labs were agreed to be used for selection testing (see languages listed in TD AHEVS-290). The detailed allocation of languages to experiments was left open.

· Payment slicing: It was noted that a lot of work was done by labs in advance prior to signing the contracts. The issue of payment slicing will be considered again in the EVS SWG adhoc meeting prior to SA4#76.

· The categories for mixed content and music were discussed, with no progress; offline discussions were invited to find a solution.
1 Opening of the session: October 17, 14:01 CEST
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-289R1 and he asked if there were comments on the agenda (see Annex A of the present report providing the R1 version).  There was no comment and the agenda in AHEVS-289R1 was agreed.
3 Selection phase matters
Mr. Ira Panzer presented TD AHEVS-290 Open Issues for conducting the EVS Selection Phase, from Dynastat, DELTA SenseLab, Mesaqin.com, Audio Research Labs
The organizations that have been agreed by the EVS SWG to be contracted for conducting the Selection phase testing need a number of issues resolved if that contracting is to progress at the conclusion of the Osaka meeting. In order to be properly prepared for the formal start of the Selection Phase, the HL, CL, LLs, and GAL would like to see working agreements come out of EVS Telco #31.
Comments / questions:

· Overall discussion:
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) clarified that ‘working agreement’ has a special meaning and he noted that there is no concept of ‘primary candidate proponent’. He asked to consider extending the list of languages in at least one experiment with e.g. one Slavic language, on the grounds that Orange has operation in many different countries including Poland and Slovakia.
Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (ARL) emphasized that the document presents some open issues that should be all closed by the time of SA4#76. He emphasized that there are aggressive time lines for consensus.

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) commented on the issue related to the common corpus, he recalled that all companies contributed at the time of qualification including Motorola and he wondered whether the items contributed by Motorola should be excluded from the common corpus.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) emphasized the importance of getting agreements on all of the listed open issues, to be able to execute contracts at the end of SA4#76. He commented that randomizations with proper experimental design and balance of samples for about 30 experiments are not easy to do and they take time. He emphasized the schedule assumed for EVS.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) commented on the wording ‘primary candidate proponent’, and he proposed that all proponents are in communication with the HL.
Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) commented on the part related to contracting, he noted that proposal to split the payment in 4 parts. He emphasized that all contracts will have to be seen by the ETSI legal department which will cause some delay, and even if SA4 approves the technical annexes at SA4#76, it would not be possible to produce invoices immediately. He invited all companies to send their bank coordinates and contact name for the person to sign contracts, to formalize contracts and prepare the ETSI legal department for their authorization.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) commented on the contributions by Motorola, and he explained that they were provided to Motorola by Dynastat to contribute to the common database and they were not owned by Motorola. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that Dynastat would have no issue with keeping those items in the database if the group so chose.
The EVS-8b Editor had concerns that the Selection Test Plan cannot be finalized at SA4#76 as there are many open experiments, and he noted that the EVS SWG adhoc meeting prior to SA4#76 is not a joint meeting with the SQ SWG. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that all SQ SWG representatives involved in designing the experiments will be at that adhoc meeting prior to SA4#76, and he did not see any excuse not to proceed with designing experiments if there are hard deadlines like Rel-12.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) noted that the he would need condition lists to develop randomizations, while it may be possible to agree those randomizations agreed as part of the test plan to get the contract started. He commented that the only comprehensive proposal for test design is from Huawei, and he developed all randomizations for 29 experiments based on that contribution. He emphasized that the EVS SWG has to start making decisions to be done.
· On the common corpus issue:
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that for the common corpus issue it was confirmed that there is no issue to use the common corpus from qualification phase for crosschecking.  Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) recalled that there was legal text on the Motorola contributed material as it was provided under NDA. He wondered if a procedural issue might remain even if the material is originally from Dynastat, as it is provided though Motorola under NDA. He suggested asking Dynastat to provide the same material to include it in the database. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that Dynastat will do whatever is necessary to get an agreement here.
After some further discussion, it was concluded that the Motorola contribution will be formally removed from the common corpus used in qualification and Dynastat will be asked to resubmit this material on behalf of Dynastat to get this material in the corpus again . The EVS SWG Chairman asked if this procedure is agreeable. Answer: Yes.
· On the primary contact issue:
The EVS SWG Chairman commented on the primary contacts for the HL and recalled that there were comments from Orange and Ericsson that the primary contacts are not defined. He asked if all 12 PCs could be kept as contact points or whether there was any logistical problem with this.
Mr. John Tardelli (Dynastat) preferred to see a primary contact assigned, where this primary contact would handle the communication with other PCs.

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that it would be up to companies behind each candidate to coordinate this aspect to take the responsibility. He commented that there would not be a primary company, but just a primary contact to a codec candidate.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) was not opposed to defining primary contacts, but he requested that information is shared at the same time to all other companies behind a codec. He wondered if there could be primary contact with all other companies being cc’ed.
Mr. John Tardelli (Dynastat) stated that in qualification some companies were requiring to remove contact points. He emphasized that  there has to be a primary contact so that all can be finalized between the 2 parties (HL and candidate codec).
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the communication goes to a list of contacts, but a primary contact is needed and it would be up to codec proponent to appoint one primary contact. He asked if that would solve the issue. Answer: yes.
· On  the list of languages to be tested in Selection:
The EVS SWG chairman commented on languages to be tested. He noted the proposal from labs, and recalled that there was also a proposal to extend this list. He asked if there is any possibility to do this. Mr. Ira Panzer (Dynastat) stated that there had been a discussion on extending the list of languages and labs concluded that it was not possible. He stated that this was not an option.  The EVS SWG Chairman asked if this answer was on behalf of Dynastat or 3 labs. Mr. Ira Panzer (Dynastat) understood the request and he stated that labs cannot provide it. Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) pointed out that the LLs have agreed to create 18 new databases. He stated that this constraint was not anticipated, and stated that it has to stop at some point as this is unprecedented in any exercise.

Mr. Stephane Ragot (ORANGE) clarified that the request to extend the list of languages was directed to Mesaqin, as this lab declared the possibility to test in Slavic languages. He noted that the proposed list of languages puts a big emphasis on Germanic languages.
Mr. Jan Holub (Mesaqin.com) had to agree with Dynastat, he clarified that technically Mesaqin.com can offer testing in Slavic languages, but given the time for testing Mesaqin.com cannot replace any language, that would mean creating extra databases.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group can agree on the proposed languages to be tested. Answer: yes.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) noted the document has attachment which contains detailed assignments assuming 29 experiments. He commented that the number of experiments is still open and prefer to wait before agreeing on the detailed assignment of languages. The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the list of languages is independent of the allocation.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that the attachment assumed 58 or 66 tests and the contribution proposed only allocations for both options. Mr. Ira Panzer (Dynastat) clarified that the requested agreement was on languages for labs to prepare databases. He commented that the number of tests is independent as long as no new language is added, as labs will know how to finalize databases. It was summarized that the agreement was on languages, but not on the allocation of languages to experiments.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked to clarify whether all databases are available in SWB.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat), Nick Zacharov (DELTA) and Mr. Jan Holub (Mesaqin.com)  clarified that their respective databases will be full band, 48 kHz. 
· On the number of experiments:
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that one option is 29 experiments, the other option is 33 experiments. 

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that anything between 29 or 33 experiments would be doubled and would be possible. 

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) stated that it could be counterproductive to agree on the number of experiments at this stage. He noted that there is an order of magnitude and it is difficult to agree on a high-level without checking the list of conditions.
Mr. Ira Panzer (Dynastat) stated that the group has a working agreement on languages, and he suggested to define mixed content and music categories, so that LLs know how to to proceed with their work.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the issue of number of experiments would be left open.
· On the funding payment:
The EVS SWG Chairman reminded that there might be some delay on the payment process due to ETSI constraints, and he asked if there were comments on the proposed slicing.
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) suggested defining milestones for the payment. He noted that labs proposed meeting dates, and he preferred to see what conditions are to be met for payment. He suggested specifying the fundamental reason for each payment.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) asked to confirm that a similar slicing was used at qualification, where a partial amount of money was paid after NB processing or NB testing.

Mr. Ira Panzer (Dynastat) stated that in the qualification there were three payments, there was a payment inSA4#70 when qualification phase documents were ready, another one later, and the final part was not until the qualification meeting in SA4#72-BIS. He clarified that the proposal is matching what was done in qualification.

Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) supported NTT DOCOMO’s suggestion to tie payments to specific milestones with deliverables.
Mr. Schyuler Quackenbush (ARL) stated that Dynastat presented a detailed timeline, which would have to be revisited. He proposed to declare that everything that should have been completed by SA4#77 has been completed, so that SA4 does not have to approve payments.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) supported the idea to tie payment to a certain event, and he was not open to make payment by specific dates.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that even if SA4 agrees on P-docs at SA4#76, P-docs need to be attached to contracts, and many of milestones will be agreed at that point. He stated that the HL, LLs, GAL have done a lot of work in anticipation, and approval has to come at an SA4 meeting. He stated that if labs wait for the first payment, 50 % of work will have to be done. He emphasized that putting all databases is not an insignificant task, and there is justification, as LLs have to pay subjects. He stated that if LLs wait for the payment until testing is completed, LLs will be broke before finishing.
Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) stated that ETSI is not against the principle of advanced payment, which is a normal commercial practice. He commented thatSA4 cannot approve a payment before the contract is signed. He noted that the timeline does not exceed end of November or early December, but the accounting department in ETSI closes down after early December. He suggested stating clearly what are the dates by when the contracts have to be signed (between SA4#76 and SA4#77).
Mr. Nick Zacharov (DELTA) supported Dynastat, he stated that LLs are having to do a lot of preparation upfront, and it is important to make decisions upfront, with 30% of the work done in advance. He emphasized that labs are doing a lot of work upfront.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that a lot of work was done by labs in advance to signing the contract. He suggested to consider this issue of payment slicing again in the EVS SWG adhoc meeting prior to SA4#76.

Conclusion:

Several agreements were achieved on open issues on selection testing:

· Common corpus: It was agreed to reuse the common corpus used for crosschecking preliminary executables, however the items initially contributed by Motorola in qualification  would be formally removed from the common corpus and Dynastat would be asked to resubmit this material on behalf of Dynastat to get this material in the corpus again.

· Communication between HL and PCs: The communication will go to a list of contacts, but a primary contact will be identified and it would be up to codec proponents to appoint one primary contact.

· The 9 languages proposed by the 3 assigned labs were agreed to be used for selection testing (see languages listed in TD AHEVS-290). The detailed allocation of languages to experiments was left open.

· Payment slicing: It was noted that a lot of work was done by labs in advance prior to signing the contracts. The issue of payment slicing will be considered again in the EVS SWG adhoc meeting prior to SA4#76.
TD AHEVS-290 was noted. 
3.1 Selection Rules (EVS-5b)
TD AHEVS-292 Proposal for the Ranking Rule of EVS-5b Selection Rules, from NTT DOCOMO, INC., NTT was not presented. 
TD AHEVS-292 was not noted without presentation.
TD AHEVS-294 Test set weights for Selection Rules, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson was not presented.
TD AHEVS-294 was noted without presentation.
3.2 Selection Deliverables (EVS-6b)
TD AHEVS-295 On RTP payload format description criteria in Selection Delieverables, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson was not presented.
TD AHEVS-295 was noted without presentation.
TD AHEVS-296 Proposed change to EVS-6b Selection Deliverables, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson was not presented.
TD AHEVS-296 was noted without presentation.
3.3 Selection Test Plan (EVS-8b)
TD AHEVS-291 EVS Selection Test Cross-Check Lab Tasks, from Audio Research Labs was not presented.
TD AHEVS-291 was noted without presentation.
Mr. Noboru Harada presented TD AHEVS-293 Proposed testing categories on mixed content and music, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO, INC.
The sources strongly recommend EVS SWG keeping the fundamental agreement of the equal split between mixed content and music. The sources propose practical solutions for fulfilling this agreement.
Comments / questions:

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) had no big objection to this proposal. He asked if the issue seemed to be to put more work on LLs, with now 7 categories.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) clarified that the proposal does not introduce any new type of music. He reminded that he checked several times how to define 4 types of mixed content. This triggered some background discussion on the agreement of 4 types for mixed content.

Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) stated that LLs will have to get 5 additional items, with 10 modern music items. He stated that this is increased work.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) supported the proposal on mixed content and music testing from TD AHEVS-290. He noted that for the sake of progress the request to add more languages was withdrawn as this created additional work for LLs, and he asked to be consistent with this approach for the mixed content and music testing discussion.

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that music and mixed content have to be treated equally. He noted that the group made a mistake that cannot be implemented. He stated that the alternative proposal in TD AHEVS-293 is very reasonable, as a radio jingle is advertisement for radio show, and a movie trailer is advertisement for a movie, in both cases it’s advertisement.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) sympathized with LLs and noted that the group is pushing a lot of problems to labs. He note that the contribution requires to create more categories, with more material to go with categories of music. 
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) recalled that the group has made decisions that contradict one another, he preferred revisiting the 50/50 split.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) insisted on keeping the 50/50 split. He preferred to go with an alternative with 3 categories for mixed content.
Mr. Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) emphasized that a decision is needed for labs to proceeed with some work, otherwise labs would not be ready at the end of SA4#76.

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked if anyone opposed combing the 2 mixed content types as proposed in TD AHEVS-293.

Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) preferred is to relax the 50/50 split.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that first 2 mixed categories are probably the best defined, he wondered what is the difference between on hold content and speech over background music. He stated that if types had to be merged, it would be better to either get rid of one of the last two types as they are more difficult to rationalize.

Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that a huge amount of money will be spent on selection testing. He commented that, compared to the revenue NTT will get for the EVS service, it is important for operators to select a codec which fits their service. He stated that just having 4/2 or 3/3 categories should not be because LLs can test more conveniently. He emphasized that NTT would like to have good codec which can work on both music and mixed content, considering the variation in real world music, he preferred more variation on music than on mixed content. 
Mr. Nick Zacharov (DELTA) stated that LLs are interested in making an ideal experiment, and there are some ambiguities in what differentiates the content types, with redundancy , added value or just extra work. He did not think there is more value in data with some proposed categories. He invited to clarify why mixed content types are there, if one type is not bringing a value on can question them.
Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) explained that the last type (speech over music) is the condition which simulates background music as one of the noisy speech conditions. He reminded that during qualification phase, there was a proposal to test background music in noisy speech condition, and it was concluded that noisy speech conditions should not include background music and it should be covered in mixed content. He explained that music on hold is from a pure use case, when calling companies like an airline, and waiting because operators are book so one has to listen to on hold music. He added that the switching from speech to music and music to speech is one challenging part of the codec. He clarified that move trailer, radio jingle are advertisement that used to be 3 types and were merged into 2 types. He stated that advertisement is one independent type.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-293 was noted. 
Mr. Harald Pobloth presented TD AHEVS-297 On Mixed and Music Material for Selection Testing, from Telefon AB LM Ericsson
The sources propose to define the 6 categories for mixed and music testing as:

1) Radio Jingle, Movie Trailer 

2) Advertisement

3) On hold content / answering machine message

4) Speech over back ground music

5) modern music

6) classical music

where categories 1)-4) are mixed content categories and categories 5) and 6) are music categories. The source notes that this results in a split between mixed content and music content of 2/3 and 1/3.
Comments / questions:

None.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-297 was noted. 
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that the group has to come to a decision on mixed content and music. He summarized that from the discussion there is still the fundamental question to go for 50/50 split or 4/2 categories. He noted that in any case, even the mixed categories will contain music (e.g. in on hold and speech with background music). He commented that the 50/50 split seems to be a very strict split.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) felt that the 50/50 split is quite common, as for the split by gender in speech.
Mr. Harald Pobloth (Ericsson) was not sure why the 50/50 split is so natural, he noted that TD AHEVS-297 started from a use case perspective and consider a split by 2/3 and 1/3 to be the best alternative. He noted that in mixed content there is music present, and he questioned the naturalness of the 50/50 split. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) had similar views, and he suggested acknowledging that mixed content is more important than music. He noted that the 50/50 split is pushed as a religion as if 50/50 has to be achieved.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) noted that is was the first time that mixed content was said to be more important than music. He was concerned if testing would put more votes on mixed content to miss the opportunity to make a statistical analysis on music and mixed content, as they would have different confidence intervals. 
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) supported the proposal to relax the 50/50 split, noticing that this is what test labs have proposed. He had no fundamental issue in design test in relaxing 50/50 split. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) noted that LLs do not say it is impossible to have 50/50 split. 
Mr. Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) stated that the agreement on the 50/50 split was motivated to cover all use cases for EVS.
Mr. Ira Panzer (Dynastat) requested to decide either 4/2 or 3/3 categories, possibly combining on hold content to speech over music. Mr. Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE) supported making such a decision; he recalled that ORANGE did withdraw their request to extend the list of languages for the sake of progress.
Mr. Craig Greer (Samsung) asked how a new category for music would work.

Mr. Ira Panzer (Dynastat) suggested making an agreement, even with a new proposal for categories.

The EVS SWG Chairman was concerned that if a new solution was proposed, then the risk was to go too fast and to overlook some testing issues. He suggested to agree on the proposals on the table.

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that combining mixed content categories 3 and 4 is not the intended and it is more appropriate to combine 1 and 2. Mr. Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that on hold is music between speech, which is more focused on alternating speech and music, while background music is pure speech over music, which are different use cases.
The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that the group could not decide yet. He emphasized the time pressure and invited offline discussions to find a way forward.

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that several documents not covered, and he invited all sources to get new Tdoc number for these documents that are noted without presentation.
3.4 Selection Processing Plan (EVS-7b)
No Tdoc in this A.I.
4 Other business
None.
5 Close of the call: October 17, 16:12 CEST

The EVS SWG chairman closed the meeting. 
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