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6.2.1
Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #16 took place on August 1, 2012, 14:00 CEST for 2 hours with a bridge provided by Nokia. There were 23 participants and 11 input documents – 7 documents could not be covered and were noted without presentation (re-submission to SA4#70 was invited for these documents).
The outcome is summarized below:
· The noise files submitted for EVS qualification were discussed based on TD AHEVS-174. Overall, 2 car noise files (Fraunhofer, NTT DOCOMO), 4 street noise files (Nokia, NTT DOCOMO, Samsung, ZTE), 3 office noise files (Fraunhofer, NTT DOCOMO, Samsung) are included in the pool. An issue about AMR reference on office noise files was noted, an investigation and inputs in SA4#70 were invited.

· The format of sentence pairs to generate artificial mixed content was discussed. The format in TD AHEVS-175 is different from P.800 sentence pairs. There was no conclusion, however a working assumption on the length of speech files (8s) was agreed.
1 Opening of the session: August 1, 14:02 CEST
The EVS SWG Chairman, Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson), opened the EVS SWG teleconference call. Minutes were taken by the EVS SWG Secretary, Stéphane Ragot (ORANGE).
A hand raising tool (http://tohru.trace.wisc.edu/) was used to facilitate discussions during the call, but it did not work to organize discussions.
2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents
The agenda in AHEVS-178 including an allocation of documents (see Annex 1 of the present report) was agreed.
Note: see A.I. 5 where AHEVS-155 was de-allocated afterwards.
3 Review and Agreement of EVS SWG Conference Call#15 minutes 
Mr Stéphane Ragot presented TD AHEVS-179 Draft report from SA4 EVS SWG Teleconference #15 (26th July 2012), from EVS SWG Secretary
Comments / questions: 
None

Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-179 was agreed.
4 Status review (see List of Actions on last page)

No Tdoc in this A.I.
5 Test Plan matters
5.1 Design of subjective tests

It was clarified that AHEVS-155 was noted in a previous conference call, therefore AHEVS-155 was de-allocated. 
The EVS-7a Editor clarified that AHEVS-177 is for information and it contains lots of editing that does not need to be reviewed during the conference call. AHEVS-177 was noted without presentation. The EVS-7a Editor invited general comments during the call and smaller comments directly to him.
5.2 Databases for subjective tests
5.2.1 Background noise collection and selection (decision)
Mr Nobuhiko Naka presented TD AHEVS-174 Outcome of offline discussion on procedure for noise file collection and submitted noise files, version:1.2.0, from NTT DOCOMO, INC.
The source thanked companies that submitted noise files and gave comments. According to the procedure agreed previously, several noise files are agreed automatically in the pool of noise files.
Comments / questions: 
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group can agree on noise files listed in Section 5 of AHEVS-174, which are files that did not get a comment.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) clarified that the files in Section 5 are not proposed for agreement, but according to that procedure that was agreed, these files are agreed – assuming none of these files received comments.
The EVS SWG Chairman then asked if it was true that the files in Section 5 that did not receive any comments.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) recalled that VoiceAge commented on all office noise files, except the Samsung office noise. He explained that VoiceAge realized that the voice activity factor for AMR was very significantly higher than for clean speech for all submitted noises, (VAF close to 100%), and the Samsung office noise has the lowest voice activity for AMR (around 85%), which was half more than for clean speech. He invited to consider this general issue. He further clarified that the VoiceAge comments are not on files but on AMR VAD which seems too conservative, and invited to discuss whether such behaviour is what SA4 wants to standardize.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that this was rather an issue with performance requirements that are formulated such that the activity factor can be just below AMR. He stated that this not very challenging, while at same time subjective requirement compares against AMR with DTX on where the inactive signal is encoded in most cases as active speech, which means the performance requirement becomes much more challenging. He summarized that it may be difficult to achieve such performance requirement on office noise with a system with DTX on.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) had no simple solution and proposed to consider changing the reference or the noise file. He preferred to change the reference because the noise files seemed reasonable. He stated that to match AMR performance on office noise, candidates are encouraged to have an activity close to 100% for office noise, which may not be desirable in the final product.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) noted that the VoiceAge clean speech database had an activity of 70%, and he asked why such database was used. Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) clarified that there was no special reason and the database was just like that. The typical activity factor of P.800 sentence pairs was discussed, with a dependency on languages, speaking rate. 

Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) pointed to the note in EVS-3 referring to a speech database of ~40% activity, which is lower than the VoiceAge database.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) commented that the issue raised by VoiceAge was not related to the database, but to the suitability of office noise files, causing the VAD of AMR codec to trigger.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) stated that office noise files are all typical noise files, but there are of different places of the world; he added that only 2 office noise files have recognizable speech, and the rest contains lot of babble.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that there is no issue with office noise files, but a problem with the reference condition.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented that certain portions of background noise are masked by speech, and he was not sure the AFR numbers are representative. The EVS SWG Chairman stated that this may be speculative and he proposed to note the issue raised by VoiceAge as an urgent issue to investigate, and invite an input to SA4#70.
Mr Hao Yuan (ZTE) pointed to the ZTE car noise that we received comments from Qualcomm, he clarified that 'thuds' were common in real environment, and he stated that the ZTE car noise is appropriate in the test. The EVS SWG Chairman proposed to address this question after concluding on the first issue triggered by VoiceAge; he noted that the only office noise marked OK was the Samsung office noise, but in principle more of the office noises are OK, he invited an input for SA4#70 to investigate the issue of AMR VAD under the assumption that office noises are OK. He asked which of the office noise would not be considered OK.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) clarified that VoiceAge comments on office noise files were on high activity rates, and VoiceAge had no strong opinion on office noises. He also commented on Nokia and NTT DOCOMO files that contain recognizable speech.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) invited to agree on Section 5 of AHEVS-174 and then move to Section 6 to discuss VoiceAge comments.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the table in Section 5 of AHEVS-174 can be agreed (not excluding that further noises might be added). Answer: yes.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) referred to Section 6 of of AHEVS-174 that collects comments from all companies; he explained that VoiceAge comments on AFR are in point B) of office noises related to office noise,, he explained that 2 noise files will be included if VoiceAge has no strong opinion according to AFR, then from Section 4, if VoiceAge comment disappeared at least one extra office noise file will be included (Fraunhofer).
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) clarified that the NTT noise file had some recognizable speech; he stated that the comments from Dynastat should not be taken at the same level as those from proponent comments.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if noises that do not have understandable speech could be added, including the Fraunhofer office noise.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) agreed that the NTT office has some speech, he stated that his quite natural when office noises are recorded in office and that even the office noise from Samsung had some Korean speech behind. He commented the ability to detect languages, and did not see any issue to select noise files with speech in background as long as the noise level is small.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that files with recognizable speech may be ok, and he invited to start with files that have no recognizable speech and focus on comments received. He noted that the Samsung office noise file did not receive any comment, and is included in the agreed files, the Fraunhofer office noise file received only comment from VoiceAge, and apparently this comment can be withdrawn under the provision that the problem with AMR reference is solved. He stated that one may consider more files that did not receive such comments, e.g. the NTT noise file that had only comment from VoiceAge.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) repeated that it is difficult to judge if speech is recognizable or not given it is in Japanese.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) suggested focusing on AFR comments first, then recognizable speech; he asked if the Fraunhofer office noise file could be accepted.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if one can accept the Fraunhofer office noise file. Answer: yes.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) took next Nokia and NTT DOCOMO office noise files, with comments from VoiceAge and Dynastat. He stated that for the NTT DOCOMO file, the 2 comments are contradictory (static vs recognizable speech). Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) clarified that the NTT DOCOMO file is very stable, smooth, with limited variability, which is not related to recognizable speech; he repeated that comments from Dynastat should be taken at different level.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented on requirements for recording, and stated that there was just the requirement to be realistic, to represent a typical office environment. He did not understand why question the scenario if it is realistic.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that the problem with the presence of recognizable voice is that one does not know whether to rate background noise as active speech or noise; he stated that noises with this problem should not be included. Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) disagree that this was a requirement. Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stateed that office noise with background babble is typical, but recognizable speech confuses listeners of P.800 tests, therefore it should not be included for that reason.
The EVS SWG Chairman proposed to stick with the noise files that were already selected as there would be more time to make further progress on other files.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) explained that VoiceAge comments may have confused NTT and NTT DOCOMO noise files, and the comment to NTT DOCOMO should have been to NTT.
The EVS SWG asked if the NTT DOCOMO office noise file can be added to the pool.  Answer: yes.
The EVS SWG Chairman noted that 3 office noises are acceptable, and proposed to move to other noises.

Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) wanted to clarify the outcome for the Ericsson, Nokia and NTT office noise files.

Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that in general Fraunhofer was confused about the frequency characteristics of the Ericsson and Nokia noise files where low frequencies are missing, which is a negative comment. He noted that these files have been already been processed with preprocessing tools. Mr Stefan Bruhn (Ericsson) accepted the comment from Fraunhofer on the Ericsson noise files.

The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that Ericsson and Nokia office noise files are currently excluded.
The last office noise file, from NTT, was then discussed. Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) explained that the NTT noise file has the problem of recognizable speech that would affect MOS testing.
The EVS SWG Secretary noted that there are many urgent things to address during the call and he invited to solve comments on noise files offline, and move to other documents. The EVS SWG Chairman supported this view.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) asked if car noise from Ericsson and Nokia can be excluded because of the same arguments (high-pass filtering).
The EVS SWG Chairman proposed not to review all comments and to conclude that 2 car noises did not receive a comment, while one other car noise can be discussed further offline.
Mr Yuan Hao (ZTE) referred to his email over SA4 reflector about the comment by Qualcomm; he stated that the ZTE car noise should be part of agreed noises.
Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) stated that the Qualcomm comment is still valid, and invited to work offline; he stated that there are enough files to run the qualification exercise.
The EVS SWG Chairman concluded that 2 car noises (Fraunhofer, NTT DOCOMO) are ok, and another (ZTE) is to be discussed offline. He moved to street noise, where 4 files are considered OK.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) commented on the Qualcomm statement that 2 noise files are enough, and stated that for objective evaluation as many files as possible should be accepted, and there should not be any doubts about scenarios, and the discussion should be based on technical comments.

The EVS SWG Chairman clarified that the list of agreed noise files is not exclusive. Based on the Fraunhofer comment on preprocessing, he concluded that preprocessing should be part of processing scripts.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that Fraunhofer noise files rely on valid scenarios, and the street noise was recorded in Nuremberg in a busy street. He invited to rethink about scenarios.
The EVS SWG Chairman invited further discussion on comments to potentially remove more comments.
Mr Nobuhiko Naka (NTT DOCOMO) summarized that 2 car noise files (Fraunhofer, NTT DOCOMO), 4 street noise files (Nokia, NTT DOCOMO, Samsung, ZTE), 3 office noise files (Fraunhofer, NTT DOCOMO, Samsung,) are included in the pool, and other noise files are excluded.

The EVS Secretary asked how to handle the comments on AFR that were discussed. Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that this AFR issue needs to be addressed. The EVS SWG Chairman suggested to minute the potential issue about AMR reference on office noise files, and there should be some investigation and an input in SA4#70. He emphasized that there are many topics to discuss in SA4#70 and invited to make further contributions on noise files only if this is to remove comments.
Conclusion:

The meeting produced a list of agreed noise files for EVS qualification as follows.

	Noise Type
	Provider

	Car
	Fraunhofer  Gesellschaft

	Car
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.

	Street
	NOKIA Corporation

	Street
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.

	Street
	SAMSUNG Electronics

	Street
	ZTE Corporation

	Office
	Fraunhofer  Gesellschaft

	Office
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.

	Office
	SAMSUNG Electronics


There is no guarantee that more noise files will be accepted after further discussions.
TD AHEVS-174 was noted.
5.2.2 Mixed and music material collection and selection
No Tdoc in this A.I.

5.3 Test plan aspects for objective requirements

Mr Noboru Harada presented TD AHEVS-175 Proposed test plan and processing plan for artificially generated mixed contents, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO, INC. 
This contribution is updating the test plan and processing plan. The main differences are the alignment of the definition of sentence pairs with what was provided by Dynastat, and the processing done at 48 kHz with downsampling afterwards. The scripts were updated to use 48 kHz sampling rate and some files are provided to help processing according to Section 4.
Comments / questions: 
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) commented on the diagram describing the sentence pair format in the test plan, he invited everyone to note that the speech database for the artificial mixed content is different if one follows Figure 1 of TD AHEVS-175. He emphasized that the timing in Figure 1 of TD AHEVS-175, where speech starts 4.5 s from beginning in sentence 2, which is a completely different format from what is used for speech databases. He insisted that one has to have a different speech database format for artificial mixed content.  He commented that the host lab will not edit speech databases to conform to what is required in TD AHEVS-175.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked why not adopt the same sentence pair format as in the test plan.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) explained that without any template one cannot fit music with speech.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) emphasized that he just wanted to make proponents aware that one will have to have a different speech database to produce artificial mixed content, with different formatting. He insisted that the host lab will not be responsible for reformatting the speech database such it can be used for artificially mixed content.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) explained that the Fraunhofer speech database is built from single sentences of 4s, and all sentence pairs are anchored starting at 500 ms, which is quite common. He was worried if Fraunhofer had to redo their speech database and ask their sound engineer to cut files. 

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) disagreed that sentence pairs concatenating 2 samples with 500 ms anchoring is typical, and he stated that he had never seen such database.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented that the proposal to make start of the sentences exactly equal for all candidates might be over-specified; he stated that one cannot specify the end of the speech sentence anyway as it depends on languages, speakers. On Figure 1 of TD AHEVS-175, he commented that the 4.5s start from beginning for sentence 2 and the “500 ms or more” gap are not consistent in the sense that it precisely defines the starting time for the 2nd sentence, but not for the 1st sentence.  He also commented on Fig. 5 and 6 of TD AHEVS-175 where the rms level adjustment after mixing is present if Figure 5, but it is missing in Figure 6. He also raised issues on the type and level of music used if mixing is done with a window of value of 1, as some music files can mask pieces of speech.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) explained that he relaxed his previous proposal because Dynastat proposed a more flexible format. He clarified the new proposal and stated that a tolerance can be set on the timing and that the proposal in of TD AHEVS-175 is to reduce restrictions to make it easier for listening labs to provide sentences. He explained that Section 2.2.1 of TD AHEVS-175 is just an example and the power control is up to PCs who propose music as well, he explained that one can provide 20 dB or 15 dB flat or more sophisticated power control; he stated that the input music is level adjusted, where 1.0 means -26 dBov, and any kind of windowing function can be used.  He also explained that  the rms control in Fig. 5 can be removed as this level control does not have a big role because the level after downsampling. He noted that his preference is to use Fig. 5 because of concerns on precision and distortion with 32 bit floating point processing and 16 bit integer result, which motivated to provide the windowing function and speech separately.
It was further clarified that the assumption is that the original music is level adjusted to -26 dBov so as to use directly windowing functions with speech level adjusted to -26 dBov.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if there was any requirement on the minimum length for sentences.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) stated that it is up to the listening lab to provide sentence pairs, which should not be too short.
Mr Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) highlighted that weighted music files will be used with different languages, and the variability is large. He preferred to take the specification for speech files from the test plan.

The sentence pair format from the test plan was discussed. The SA4 Secretary referred to the handbook and stated that a limitation in middle cannot fit all languages, as speech databases are balanced in terms of occurrence of sounds, and the interval in middle is variable.
The EVS SWG Chairman commented that the proposal depends on agreement on the item selection procedure which is not there yet. He concluded that there were comments from Dynastat and VoiceAge and invited offline discussions.
Mr Venkatesh Krishnan (Qualcomm) stated that the proposal relies on an assumption of speech file total duration of 8s, and asked if the proposal if valid for other lengths.

Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynatsat) felt that 8s files had been agreed. Mr Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) and the EVS SWG Chairman had the same understanding. Mr Imre Varga (Qualcomm) emphasized that the part is in brackets in AHEVS-177. 
The relationship with objective evaluation (JBM) was discussed and it was recalled that samples would be around 8s in length, but could differ up to ~200 ms in length.

The EVS SWG Chairman asked if the group could have a working assumption that the length of speech file is 8s. Answer: yes
Mr John Tardelli (Dynastat) proposed to specify a minimum of 500 ms before the first sentence, between the 2 sentences and after the second sentence, to make diagrams flexible. 
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) clarified that at least 6 sentences should follow the template.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) welcomed this requirement, which would not invalidate the Fraunhofer speech database.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Fraunhofer) stated that he already added a figure in the test plan to be sent to the EVS-8a Editor, to specify a minimum length in the gap.
Mr Jon Gibbs (Motorola) proposed to put a maximum length for the gap to avoid too long gaps that would be detrimental to the quality of test.
Mr Alan Sharpley (Dynastat) clarified that he put 'approximately', and if the group agreed to a minimum to take care of artificial mixed content, he would go along with the group.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if one could recommend at least and not much more than 500 ms.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that this may invalidate existing speech corpus when combining sentences.
Mr Alan Dynastat (Dynatstat) emphasized that the idea of phonetically balanced sentences is over a 10 sentence list, and any sentence pair is not balanced. 
The SA4 Secretary stated that statistics on the NTT-AT CD give a length of each sentence around 2.4 -3 s, and asking 500 ms implies to do a new database.
The EVS SWG Chairman commented that the gap should not be too large to destruct the flow of double sentence.
Mr John Tardelli (Dynatstat) explained that the total database is only 24 sentence pairs, and the proposed format does not require to redefine a complete database, which is not huge effort.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if it would be a big problem to have a recommendation that the gap is close to 500 ms with a minimum of 500 ms.
Mr Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) felt that the recommendation would be unnatural and provide less control. He clarified that the Fraunhofer speech corpus was created in a way similar as the NTT corpus and Fraunhofer is reluctant to redo it with too many restrictions.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if a minimum at least 500 ms in beginning, between sentences and at least 500 ms in the end could be agreed.
Mr Noboru Harada (NTT) asked to clarify whether this would apply to normal sentence pairs or those used for artificially generated mixed content. He was fine with less than 500 ms. He emphasized that the issue was to define where to begin the second sentence, and that it would be difficult to harmonize speeh and music if this start time is variable.

Conclusion: 
The format of sentence pairs to generate artificial mixed content was discussed. The format in TD AHEVS-175 is different from P.800 sentence pairs. There was no conclusion, however a working assumption on the length of speech files (8s) was agreed.
TD AHEVS-175 was noted.
The SA4 Secretary invited to revise the figures of TD AHEVS-177, as they are not visible.
5.4 Other urgent test plan matters

No Tdoc in this A.I.
6 Processing Plan matters
TD AHEVS-159 Processing functions for Jitter Buffer Management, from Fraunhofer IIS was not presented by lack of time.
TD AHEVS-172 Discussion on EVS-7a, from Editor (Fraunhofer IIS) was not presented by lack of time.

TD AHEVS-173 Processing plan v0.0.8, from Editor (Fraunhofer IIS) was not presented by lack of time.
TD AHEVS-175 Proposed test plan and processing plan for artificially generated mixed contents, from NTT, NTT DOCOMO, INC. was covered in A.I. 5.3. See A.I. 5.3.
6.1 NB filter mask

The part related to NB filter mask of TD AHEVS-153 Narrowband Filtering and Background Noise Processing, from Motorola Mobility UK Ltd. was not presented by lack of time.
6.2 Filter masks for noisy WB and SWB speech

TD AHEVS-148 Noisy speech preprocessing for qualification, from NTT DOCOMO, INC., NTT was not presented by lack of time.
The part related to filter masks for noisy WB and SWB speech of TD AHEVS-153 Narrowband Filtering and Background Noise Processing, from Motorola Mobility UK Ltd. was not presented by lack of time.
6.3 Processing for evaluation of objective requirements

No Tdoc in this A.I.
6.4 Other urgent processing plan matters

No Tdoc in this A.I.
7 Other business
TD AHEVS-168 Draft revision of EVS Permanent document (EVS-3): EVS performance requirements v0.2.1, from Editor was not presented by lack of time.
The EVS SWG Chairman invited to allocate new Tdoc numbers (S4-12xxxx) with the SA4 Secretary for all documents that could not be covered in the conference call and to resubmit them to SA4#70.
8 Close of the call: August 1, 16:03 CEST
The EVS SWG Chairman wished a good travel to Chicago to all participants and closed the meeting. 
Source:
SA4 EVS SWG Chairman

Title:
Proposed Agenda for EVS SWG Conference Call#16, 1 Aug 2012 (14.00 – 16.00 CEST)
Document for:
Approval

1 Opening of the session

2 Approval of the agenda and registration/allocation of documents

178

3 Review and Agreement of EVS SWG Conference Call#15 minutes
179
4 Status review (see List of Actions on last page)




5 Test Plan matters

5.1 Design of subjective tests





155, 177

5.2 Databases for subjective tests







5.2.1 Background noise collection and selection (decision)


174

5.2.2 Mixed and music material collection and selection




5.3 Test plan aspects for objective requirements



175

5.4 Other urgent test plan matters







6 Processing Plan matters





159, 172, 173, 175

6.1 NB filter mask







153

6.2 Filter masks for noisy WB and SWB speech 



148, 153

6.3 Processing for evaluation of objective requirements

6.4 Other urgent processing plan matters






7 Other business







168

8 Close of the call

Color code: completed, partly completed
Annex 2: List of documents
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	SWG A.I.
	Comment
	SWG Status

	AHEVS-148
	Noisy speech preprocessing for qualification
	NTT DOCOMO, INC., NTT
	6.2
	Postponed from telco#12
	Noted without presentation – resubmission to SA4#70 invited

	AHEVS-153
	Narrowband Filtering and Background Noise Processing
	Motorola Mobility UK Ltd.
	6.1/6.2
	Postponed from telco#13
	Noted without presentation – resubmission to SA4#70 invited

	AHEVS-159
	Processing functions for Jitter Buffer Management



	Fraunhofer IIS
	6
	Postponed from telco#13
	Noted without presentation – resubmission to SA4#70 invited

	AHEVS-168
	Draft Revision of EVS Permanent document (EVS-3): EVS performance requirements v. 0.2.1 

	Editor (ORANGE SA)
	7
	Postponed from telco#15
For information
	Noted without presentation – resubmission to SA4#70 invited

	AHEVS-172
	Discussion on EVS-7a
	Editor (Fraunhofer IIS)
	6
	Postponed from telco#15
	Noted without presentation – resubmission to SA4#70 invited

	AHEVS-173
	Processing Plan v0.0.8
	Editor (Fraunhofer IIS)
	6
	Postponed from telco#15
For information
	Noted without presentation – resubmission to SA4#70 invited

	AHEVS-174
	Outcome of offline discussion on procedure for noise file collection and submitted noise files, version:1.2.0 
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	5.2.1
	Postponed from telco#15
	Noted

	AHEVS-175
	Proposed test plan and processing plan for artificially generated mixed contents
	NTT, NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	5.3, 6
	Postponed from telco#15
	Noted

	AHEVS-177
	EVS Permanent Document EVS-8a: Test plans for qualification phase including host lab specification, Version:v.0.1.0
	Editor
	5.1
	Postponed from telco#15
	Noted without presentation – resubmission to SA4#70 invited

	AHEVS-178
	Proposed Agenda for EVS SWG Conference Call#16, 1 Aug 2012
	SA4 EVS SWG Chairman
	2
	Postponed from telco#15
	Agreed

	AHEVS-179
	Draft report from SA4 EVS SWG Teleconference #15 (26th July 2012)
	EVS SWG Secretary 
	3
	
	Agreed
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