Joint TSG-S4#8 - SMG11#13 Meeting


S4/SMG11 Tdoc 493/99

December 6-10 1999, Kyoto, Japan

Title:
AMR Noise Suppression Selection: Conclusions at Step 2 of AMR-NS Selection Procedure 
Source:
SMG11
This document lists conclusions at Step 2 of AMR-NS Selection Procedure (Rules 2 and 3).

Rule 2:

All candidate algorithms fail to fulfil rule 2. 

When "better than" criteria is used for Exp 4 to 10, the ranking based on the number of simple and systematic failures is:
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When "equal to or better than" criteria is used for Exp 4 to 10, the ranking ranking based on the number of simple and systematic failures is:
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For additional information: 

When music noise and multiple interfering talker noise (in Experiment 10) are excluded in the analysis, the ranking based on the number of simple and systematic failures, with "better than" criteria, becomes:
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Rule 3:

The preferred figure of merit (CCR), agreed by SMG11 and proposed by SQ, gives the following ranking:

FOM#1
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The results depend on the type of testing, whether CCR or ACR tests are used. On the whole, the results are inconclusive to reach quality ranking of the candidate algorithms.

The results are not straightforward to evaluate. Different tests may have assessed more the degradation of speech quality while others more the reduction of noise. This may be reason for the inconclusive results. The test results will be further evaluated during the selection procedure.




