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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #44 took place on December 4, 2014, 14:00 CET for one hour with a bridge/document sharing tool provided by Fraunhofer IIS. There were 21 participants and 4 input documents (including the agenda). All input documents were covered.
The mandate of this meeting was to review verification results of the EVS floating-point C-code and the teleconference had the power to agree the C-code as Annex of TS 26.443, in case the output from the verification will be positive.
The meeting concluded that the verification of the EVS floating-point code was successful, based on the verification report from Fraunhofer IIS in AHEVS-366. It was requested to provide a more detailed analysis of verification results (split by bandwidths and input types); the additional presentation of verification data was invited for SA4#82.
1 Opening of the session: December 4, 14:00 CEST
The EVS SWG Chairman, Mr. Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson), opened the EVS SWG teleconference call; he noted that the hand-raising tool (http://tohru.trace.wisc.edu/) was not working. 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-363R1 (see R1 in Annex A of the present report). The agenda in AHEVS-363R1 was agreed. 
The EVS SWG Chairman recalled that the purpose of the call was to review the verification of floating-point code and come to binary decision whether verification is successful or not; he explained that this indication is needed for the SA4 Chairman to present the SA4 status at SA#66 plenary for the approval of the EVS floating-point code specification. 
3 Agreement of EVS conference call #43 report
Mr. Stéphane Ragot presented TD AHEVS-364 Draft report from SA4 EVS SWG Teleconference #43 (20th November 2014), from SA4 EVS SWG Secretary 

Comments / questions:

Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm) requested to change the summary section, he explained that the group agreed on including ADR numbers in TR 26.952 and this is reflected in the main body of the report, and he stated that there is no reason to repeat this agreement in the summary; he proposed to change the following text:

In particular on VBR in music/mixed content in N4 experiment, the following conclusion was agreed:

“Conclusion: it was agreed that ADR numbers for VBR condition in N4 will be obtained from DELTA and will be included in the text and reflected in the figure 9.14 later in a CR to the TR 26.952, and the motivations to test VBR in mixed and music test will be reflected in this CR.””
into:

It was agreed that ADR numbers for VBR condition in N4 will be obtained from DELTA and will be included in the text and reflected in the figure 9.14 later in a CR to the TR 26.952, and the motivations to test VBR in mixed and music test will be reflected in this CR.
 Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) pointed that there was a typo in the title of section 3 (Conference call #42 to be changed into Conference call #40) that could be fixed if the report is updated.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the report could be agreed with these two changes.

Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) explained that he could provide a list of additional typos by email (offline to the EVS SWG Secretary) to fix these typos after the meeting. The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the additional corrections of typos could be agreed together with the previous corrections. Answer: yes.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-364 was revised to TD AHEVS-367.
TD AHEVS-367 was agreed without presentation (with revision marks to be used to show changes).
4 EVS floating point code verification 
TD AHEVS-365 Floating-point verification, from Fraunhofer IIS was revised to TD AHEVS-366.
Mr. Stefan Doehla presented TD AHEVS-366 Floating-point verification, rev. 1, from Fraunhofer IIS
Compared to AHEVS-365, typos have been identified and a reference to the fixed-point version used was added.

Comments / questions:

The EVS SWG Chairman recalled that it was agreed to use POLQA; he stated that it is still interesting to know if some informal listening was done to get an impression that what the verification with POLQA is reasonable.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) explained that there are 30 items x 8 s x 4 cases x over 929 conditions, nevertheless listening was limited to cases where there was a high difference, and listening did not confirm that there would be degradation. He added that one could not confirm any degradation ; the samples sounded a bit different, although almost the same. He gave the example of JBM conditions where slightly different time scaling would show a big difference but one would not hear anything. He also explained that for noisy speech the highest deviations with POLQA were for car noise, but informal listening did not confirm any degradation. He emphasized that in general everything sounded very similar.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) thanked Fraunhofer for the summary and the big effort. He suggested separating NB, WB, SWB and FB cases. He noted that for SWB the score seemed much lower, which indicates that it makes sense to separate bandwidth. He also stated that clean and noisy conditions could also be different with POLQA and could be split.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked to clarify whether the request was to get overview data separated by bandwidth and input type. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) explained that such separation would be valuable to be able to see easily what is the difference.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) explained that what is reported is POLQA differences; he emphasized that the absolute POLQA scores are not provided. He was unsure how to trust the absolute scores if there is a bandwidth difference. He commented that the objective was to compare fixed and float codes by difference scores and the source did not look at how POLQA scores different inputs and bandwidth, though this could be generated.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that he was not interested in absolute scores; he explained that NB differences may not be the same as for other bandwidth but currently scores are mixed for all bandwidths.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked if the issue is that deviations are larger NB and for other bandwidth. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) explained that this was not clear, and this kind of observation could be provided.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated that there might be the possibility to analyze under certain subsets of data, and he noted that certain fields seemed more reddish or greenish (according to the color code used in this contribution). He stated that one might see something with more detailed analysis.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that car noise 15 dB show higher deviations than for other signals, where on can see more solid green or solid red. He stated that these deviations are well within what one can expect from POLQA, which is essentially trained for clean speech performance; he stated that there can be more differences than in subjective listening. He highlighted the summary data, showing the histogram of deviations where everything is very much centered on 0 and deviations are in general very low.
Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that one has to look at this data in a quite global sense and if one starts splitting it is more likely to see deviations from Gaussian distribution as a result from sampling, and results are likely to look ‘non statistically’. He preferred to use instinct based on histograms, and he stated that one can have pretty high level of confidence that float is equivalent to fixed.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) was confident that the two codes can be the same; he asked present results in terms of NB, WB, SWB, and FB. He noted that different people can look at the results differently, but he did not argue whether data is good or not. He emphasized that results split by bandwidth would be interesting.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that Intel suggested to have a different presentation of results by bandwidth. He commented that one might request further analysis and presentation of this data to be brought to the next SA4 meeting or in the interim period. He emphasized that in terms of practicalities the group had to conclude at this meeting but Intel’s request could be accommodated after the meeting with an updated analysis as input to the next SA4 meeting. He asked if this would be ok for Intel. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) confirmed that this approach would be ok for Intel; he clarified that Intel’s comment was not to argue about the outcome, however for those implementing the specification it would be nice to have this extra presentation.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked Fraunhofer’s view on this request. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) explained that the update would be to make 4 overview histograms for each bandwidth. He explained that this could be done for different input types and bandwidths.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if larger differences or deviations would require looking further in the source code or only statistical deviations would only be needed without further investigation.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that in general the goal should be to minimize deviations; He added that it would be worth looking at few conditions for one specific input signal, and he did not think other conditions would have much difference. He emphasized that globally one would consider two code bases very similar and more importantly interoperable.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there was any further question. Answer: no.
The EVS SWG Chairman stated the group needs to come to a conclusion. He recalled that it was agreed to use POLQA to conclude on the verification. He asked what the conclusion would be and he invited the Source of the contribution to provide their view.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that Fraunhofer conducted this verification, and it would be the responsibility of the group to decide from data that Fraunhofer obtained; he pointed to figure 1 where one can really see that fixed and float codes perform very similarly. He stated that the two code bases are interoperable, and this verification is successful. He invited other to confirm this opinion.

Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) thanked Fraunhofer for the extensive verification work. He recalled that for acoustic testing in LTE SA4 has defined threshold of 0.3 to detect any bad implementation for performance with speech in delay/loss conditions. He noted that the delta MOS-LQO scores reported in this contribution are well below this threshold, which is a good indication that float and fixed point codes seem to be interoperable, because there is no large deviation. He stated that even if there are limitations with the use of POLQA the results could support the verification.

The EVS SWG Chairman suggested concluding that this verification is successful and floating-point code performance is identical to the fixed-point code. He asked if there are any opposing views.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that Fraunhofer supported this conclusion. Mr. Jon Gibbs (Huawei) stated that Huawei supported this conclusion.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there were any opposing views. Answer: no.
The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that the group agreed on the successful verification and he thanked Fraunhofer for conducting this extensive work.
He asked the SA4 Chairman how to handle the next steps and in what form he would like to get this signal that verification is successful.
The SA4 Chairman stated that the group simply needed to conclude that verification is successful.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-366 was agreed.
5 AoB
Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) explained that, now that the group has concluded on floating-point, TS 26.443 and its presentation sheet has to be forwarded to Maurice Pope (ETSI) in SP-140729, which will contain only these 2 documents.  He also recalled that test vectors were to be delivered at SA plenary.
The EVS SWG Chairman explained that the Ericsson delegation was prepared to provide the test vectors, and all annexes related to fixed point to Maurice Pope (ETSI). He clarified that there might be also the possibility that Maurice Pope (ETSI) simply gets the link to download this data.
Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) explained that Jon Meredith (ETSI) got the data in the previous plenary but this data was too huge and blocked everybody, therefore the data was put in an archive to allow daily backup. He invited to contact Jon Meredith or Maurice Pope (ETSI) and he stated that probably the data would not be uploaded locally but only put in an archive when ETSI people get back to ETSI. He explained that he could send over the SA4 reflector the version of SP-140729. It was clarified that SP-140729 will only contain the presentation and specification text with no annex, as done for fixed-point code approval.

The EVS SWG Chairman suggested keeping the same procedure as for fixed-point code where the annex will be provided to ETSI during the plenary meeting, with the understanding that ETSI cannot upload huge data from Hawaii and one would have to wait until ETSI people are back in Europe.

Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) explained that SP-140729 is already agreed but the group could have a look at this document. He provided SP-140729 over the SA4 reflector during the meeting.
The EVS SWG Chairman displayed SP-140729 containing the presentation page (agreed in SA4#81). Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) explained that the only change if the document header which is adapted to SA#66. The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group had to check the specification text. Mr. Paolo Usai (ETSI) stated that this text had been reviewed by edithelp, and he will add a reference to SP-140729 in the history clause. The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that SP-140729 (with the updated history clause) will be the version to be approved in SA#66 and after approval the annex will be provided.
6 Close of the call: December 4, 15:00 CET

The EVS SWG Chairman noted that the call was done in one hour with a successful outcome, he wished all delegates good holidays and closed the meeting. 
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