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Executive Summary
The EVS SWG conference call #52 took place on December 18, 2017, at 17:00 CET for 2 hours, with a bridge/document sharing tool provided by Intel. There were 16 participants and 4 input documents (including the agenda). All inputs were covered.
The call was devoted to the FS_EVS_FCNBE WI and the outcome is summarized below:
· It was agreed to change the WSNR metric to SNR as proposed in clause 5 of AHEVS-427. The associated pCR to TR 26.843 in AHEVS-428 was agreed.

· The input in AHEVS-429 discussed limitations of POLQA for 3GPP conformance testing of EVS floating point implementations; additional data was requested before making conclusions, and Fraunhofer volunteered to perform some crosschecks. Changes 1 and 2 in AHEVS-429 were agreed to be included in TR 26.843.
1 Opening of the session: January 14, 17:03 CET
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-426 (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-427 FCNBE_Discussion points, from Intel, Fraunhofer IIS, Apple 
Comments / questions:

Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) commented on the conclusion that SNR and WSNR are the same, he expected differences when the signal level is quite low, for example in cases of background noise, when DTX and CNG kicks in and the signal level is low and noise could be higher. He asked to clarify if SNR was calculated during active speech only or not.

Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that all frames were computed, and there was no flag for background noise, no selection of frame type, and all the frames of the signal were used independently whether there is speech or noise.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) asked to confirm that the computation runs all the time even in inactive regions. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that there is no flag trying to detect active or inactive regions.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) asked how SNR and WSNR can perform similarly, unless weighting does not perform correctly. He requested to clarify how SNR and WSNR are the same, given the signal level controls the metric, unless the thresholds both converge at the same time, which would mean thresholds may not be correct.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) noted that weighting in this context used the same code and compiler options, and the difference was close to 1. He emphasized that the threshold was used for each frame and it took into account the level of the signal, and this is why using both weighted and not weighted SNR gave similar results.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) wanted to understand why WSNR would be changed to SNR as he expected WSNR to work fine for low-level signals which is a reason why other standard bodies like MPEG used weighted SNR to have control for signals lower than nominal.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) confirmed that weighting was used to take into account the level of signal. He pointed out that here the threshold was on every frame, so weighting was not as critical as in cases when a constant threshold is used for all frames. He repeated that here the threshold was on for every frame, therefore WSNR and SNR had similar results.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) had concerns that someone may bring issues with SNR in future, and he did not want to revert back to WSNR. He stated that there is a risk going away from WSNR to SNR.
Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) stated that WSNR as used here has been introduced in ACELP to measure SNR over long files to find some sort of meaningful measure of SNR between segSNR and SNR, but here it is used at frame basis, so there is no reason to use WNSR. He noted that SNR weighting by the energy of the CuT is basically reversed by the multiplication of the threshold by the energy of the reference. He stated that SNR is more logical than the previous WSNR definition and he also expected numbers to be practically the same. He stated that if there were issues with low-level signals, one would rather see issues with the previous method, because one can have issues when the reference and CuT energies are diverging at very low signal levels.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that if using or not using weighting gives similar results, then weighting does not work. Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) asked to clarify this statement. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) explained that weighting on per frame level is not the right way, usually one has to take long term statistics in the past, if it is per frame level, it is not uniform, and it might converge to regular SNR.
Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) noted that one would first multiply by CuT energy and divide by the reference energy, so it does the same thing, but it can play tricks for low-level signals where signals can be artificially different. He emphasized that WNSR was designed to have a meaningful ACELP metric over long files. If one computes SNR for each frame, it can be then averaged for the whole file (segSNR), or the SNR can be computed over the whole signal (raw SNR). At some point it was realized that raw SNR neglected very low signal frames and segSNR overemphasized low-level frames and WSNR was a mid-way to have one number for long signals. He emphasized that weighting is relevant when summing, but here numbers are per frame, so weighting is irrelevant.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) referred to the 'PTST' variable in bullet 2, which is per frame, he noted that if weighting is jumping, one should use long-term statistics (few frames in past) to smooth the value, then one can use a stable weighting. He asked to clarify why low-level signals are not handled. He stated that it is better to measure with smoothing over few frames, but he was fine with SNR or WSNR noting that there are shortcomings with low-level signals. He stated that he did not want to design this measure in the call but requested to check why WSNR does not work.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) stated that one couldn’t say WSNR is not working. He noted that there are 2 metrics that give similar results, and it is a wrong conclusion to say that one metric is not working. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that weighting was not properly calculated. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) stated that this is the way the metric was proposed with a long-term threshold, but here the threshold was per frame so weighting is not necessary.
Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) clarified that he did not comment on whether the metric works or not, but that WSNR does not make sense if it is not used in a sum over several frames. He added that he did not evaluate whether it works or not, but weighting might bias results for low-level frames, so it does not make sense to use WSNR, as designed, for this case. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) agreed with this view.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that Qualcomm would do some tests with the new SNR metric at various levels and see if SNR covers all levels.
Mr. Tomas Toftgard (Ericsson) asked to clarify if the threshold was the same all time for values in Table 1. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) confirmed this was correct, and values did not change because weighting is done afterwards. Mr. Tomas Toftgard (Ericsson) asked to clarify if the headroom value was decided. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) referred to that the TR where there is a proposal to use 3 dB. Mr. Tomas Toftgard (Ericsson) asked what was method to find the headroom and whether listening showed this value should be fine. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that this was done on various compilers. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) explained that, when looking for useful thresholds, a list of typical platforms that had to pass (e.g. linux gcc with no opt) was set up, and as it was expected that this list of compilers should always pass, it was found that a threshold of 3dB should be set. Mr. Tomas Toftgard (Ericsson) commented that still 5% failing is observed for RMS and opt_none, and it's a multidimensional problem to find thresholds. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that this is starting point to see if this is enough or broken and to see if this is a valid tool.
 Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) took an example of floating-point code where the output is rounded from 16 bits to 15 bits and he asked if the headroom should not be 6 dB otherwise 1 bit LSB quantization would fail. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) could not confirm but he stated that this might be the case.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) commented on Table 1 where using opt_none RMS failing is about 5%. He asked how opt_none is different from opt_quality, noting there were 50% frames failing for opt_quality. He stated that it was pointing to something where almost half frames are failing, and he asked to clarify what is opt_none. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that opt_none is without optimization, and opt_quality did optimizations using O2 or O3 on a file basis, and there are other results taking different platforms where there is some diference.

Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that this number shows there is a great risk, noting that RMS is the cleanest metric. He asked if the correct way is to introduce other metrics when only 50% are failing. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) stated that the goal is not to have 100%; he added that there are other results, with other platforms, where one gets 47% without optimization, and this is not failing RMS, it is 1 bit variation, so Table 1 shows that for half of frames one has less than 1 bit variation and sometimes one has a bit more, but this may not be significant.

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that RMS would be best method, but there are lots of decisions in the EVS decoder that are usually on encoder side, and there is a problem with such decisions if there are different, then one cannot apply RMS any longer, and this his the reason for high variations in the RMS score.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) noted that with no_opt done (O2 or O0) RMS is passing, and for the remaining 5% one would use snr and SD metrics to see if remaining 5% is passing. He added that, when going to opt_agg or opt_quality, almost 50% of time it fails, and he asked if RMS should be used. He stated that snr will take the failing frame, and one would have 2 million frames when up to 49% are handled; he commented that one could start with snr if RMS is not helpful at all. He stated that one could make some optimizations, to find other metrics, to get to catch all frames.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) did not see any benefit in not using RMS; he stated that RMS is the most classic criterion, and there is no benefit in only using snr. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) agreed with this view.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that RMS had to catch 99% of frames otherwise it is not useful. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) disagreed with this view. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) stated that a lot of frames should be less of 1 bit difference, but some changes in decoder can do more than 1 bit change, one should do as much as possible to catch with RMS (at least half of frames as seen in Table 1 where there is quite a big change in number of frames). He added that RMS is a very important tool, and this is why there is the serial approach, and not using RMS is not good. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) agreed with this view and he clarified that he wanted to understand what was meant by "much as possible". Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) recalled that there are thresholds and in some cases one can reach 95%, but there are other examples with 47% when using no optimization.

Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) asked how the threshold was set so that RMS gets used to cath as much as possible. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) referred to the clarification from Markus Schnell, where they ran different compilers deemed to be passing, and he recalled that the TR current proposal is to use 47%. He noted that some other compilers were reaching 47% for some compiler versions. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that this percentage needs to be checked, and there were platform where the RMS criterion also failed, but this was still a reasonable criterion. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) confirmed that there are platforms where the level of passing is different.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that the processing may be changed when going from opt_none to opt_quality and nobody knows that opt_quality is really doing to the code, he asked what would be the right percentage of frames as a strict measure or a measure of reliability. He emphasized that it is important to know what is happening to the code, how to set the threshold. He stated that there are many things that are not well understood.

Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that thresholds were not based on these results, the tool was used and here one can see what thresholds are doing, opt_agg used Ofast where the compiler takes shortcuts with arithmetics, and you could see big differences between opt_agg and opt_quality. He stated that one couldn’t expect very different results because the same code is used, but when doing something aggressive, one could see some issues and one would fail when taking too many shortcuts.

Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) asked if opt_none is something to pass and opt_quality and opt_agg should be fails. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that opt_none is a reference point, and opt_quality is expected to pass, because there are no shortcuts, while in opt_agg the compiler is taking too many shortcuts in processing. He stated that some compilers should pass. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that this is the minimum requirement that a simple compiler setting should pass; otherwise one would be doing something wrong.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) asked if there was any investigation on compiler optimizations causing the drop to 50% failing (e.g. whether it happens in inactive portions or not). He commented on the number of files failing, and he noted that one file is failing for opt_quality, and he asked if it would be allowed to have one sample saturated.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) invite to discuss thresholds separately, he highlighted that here the document reports results with the proposed thresholds, and he noted that with opt_none, three files did not pass requirements, while opt_agg was failing a lot of file. He insisted that here the document is not to discuss thresholds but SNR or wNSR.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) asked if the sources were still looking at the reason why one file is failing and whether it is a critical artifact or not. He acknowledged that this contribution is about SNR vs WSNR, but he noted that in the last row of Table 1 there are 3 files failing and 130 frames failing for opt_none and he stated that if these frames are all clipping artifacts, one would need a way to report them as failing and say that the implementation is not conformant.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that the results are based on the proposed tool and thresholds, and none of 3 proposals (opt_none, opt_quality, opt_agg) will pass, and he stated that one needs to understand why there were 3 fails in opt_none. He added that to set thresholds one would have to look at more than 3 compilers.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that Qualcomm will check the snr metric, to see how it behaves for low-level background noise, and he invited the sources to look at why the 130 frames are failing for opt_none, and whether these 1% of frames may still be clipping artifacts.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) noted that the study item will define the tool, and he commented that the proposed criterion is not 1% but 0.06%. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that Qualcomm's comment was right and all frames should pass for opt_none, to make sure the implementation is correct; he stated that this issue should be checked. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) recalled that this issue was discussed in SA4#96. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) referred to the TR, and he requested to make sure there is the editor's note stating that the fail criterion is still part of the ongoing study.
Mr. Milan Jelinek (VoiceAge) commented on the reason why numbers in Table 1 are changing for RMS and SD when only the SNR measure was modified, and he clarified that while measures are in series and a change in snr influences numbers for SD, there is no reason numbers for RMS are different as the RMS computation is first. However one can see numbers for passing/failing are different.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) stated that numbers should be the same, but numbers are different for opt_quality in RMS (col. 4 and 7 in Table 1), which requires further checking.  He clarified that numbers in Table 1 should be the same, and it should be an error in the reporting. He added that for RMS numbers should be the same, because RMS is the first metric?
The EVS SWG Chairman asked in which form the sources would check numbers in Table 1 and whether the contribution would be revised. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that the contribution was to revise some points on the test method and check some things in the TR, which is the reason for AHEVS-428. He did not think that this contribution had to be updated.

The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the proposal is to agree on section 5, to change the metric, and the pseudo CR in AHEVS-428 would reflect this in a modified form. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) confirmed that AHEVS-427 shows that snr should be used, in this contribution section 4 was asked in SA4#96, but it does not need to go in TR.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-427 was noted. Section 5 of this contribution was agreed.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that the proposal to change the WSNR metric was agreed. He invited to go to the next contribution to see if the pCR can be agreed.
Mr. Fabrice Plante presented TD AHEVS-428 Pseudo CR to TR 26.843, from Intel, Fraunhofer IIS, Apple 

Comments / questions:

Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) commented on the 2nd clause is where SNR is suggested to be used, while the 3rd clause defines where 3 platforms (linux, ARM and mac) with optimization set to 3. He asked if these were representative platforms. He asked if the suggestion is to run as many platforms and choose a minimum number, to have the least common denominator, or if it is proposed to restrict only to these 3 platforms.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that the list is not restricted, and 3 platforms were proposed, including compilers that everybody can run. He noted that if one wants to add a platform, this can be discussed, but here the text only describes what has been done.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) summarized that these are examples and one may add more platforms, and someone may add more data as the list is not restricted to these 3 platforms. He noted that when combining all platforms, the SNR threshold is the minimum of all this.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked who could add platforms; he stated that in the end when the conformance procedure will be official with the compilation of SNR values, nobody will be able to add more platforms.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that in the process of getting to official 3GPP values, if someone runs optim=2 and adds to this list of platforms, it would be possible, but nobodu could add later. He commented that the group was still in the process of study. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that, if there is strong need, it would be possible to add more platforms.

Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) noted that TSNR values are defined per platforms, and he asked if they are applied to these 3 platforms or any platform. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that TSNR values are based on the 3 platforms, and TSNR on the 3 platforms are different. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that, if there platforms 0, 1, 2 and the worse platform is 2 and platform 0 and 1 behave well and platform 2 is least conforming; he asked if it would give room to platforms 0 and 1 to do some compiler shortcuts, because the bar is platform 2 and values seen by platform 2 has least performance and platforms 0 and 1 can take shortcurts.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that all these platforms are stable and working very well, they produce reference values that can identify problematic platforms. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) commented that these are examples platforms, and he asked if all are well behaving platforms. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) confirmed that this was the case. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) asked in this case why the criterion is based on min and not max. Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) clarified that, if max is used, there is only a headroom of 3 dB, and in the decoder there may be different decisions, which can lead to different SNR values; he stated that, if decisions are not in sync, one has to give some headroom, so min was selected.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that it is a good starting point if all are well behaving platforms, and he noted that these are example platforms and one can add some in the 3GPP process but not later. He summarized that there may be other platforms in the course of this study evaluated. He stated that for platform 0 one may do linux gcc optim=2 and he committed to check other configurations to see these are really well-behaving.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) stated that another platform will bring additional information, and this is contribution driven. He did not know which other platform would be valid, and he did not want to put too many platforms to lower the quality of conformance. He was not against checking other platforms if it brings information.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if in the ongoing study item only these 3 platforms will be investigated. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) clarified that these 3 platforms were investigated and were verified to be valid and the sources proposed to use these 3 to derive thresholds.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that these are 3 examples platforms and it is up to the group to choose platforms. He asked if there were any reservation or request before agreeing on this pCR. Answer: no.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-428 was agreed.

Mr. Atti Venkatraman presented TD AHEVS-429 FS_FCNBE: Limitations of Using ITU-T P.863.1 for 3GPP Conformance Testing of EVS Floating Point Implementation, from Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson LM 

It was clarified that compared to SA4#96, Ericsson was added as source, and more conditions were tested (NAE, 4 male, 4 female and 8 sentence pairs per talker).
Comments / questions:

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) noted that experiments are based on source code modifications, and he invited to share these modifications to see if they can be reproduced. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that he would check with Fraunhofer offline, and he could provide executables.

Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) asked if input files were publicly available or if the issues can be reproduced on any file. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) clarified that in Experiment 1, a sufficiently long speech file should be able to trigger issues. He recalled that in SA4#96 the question was if the issue would arise with only one particular file and if it was extendable. He commented that this contribution shows that issues are not only on one clip, and the key thing is that there are artifacts in various cases.  He commented that for a particular artifact, there are many other cases that can trigger such cases mainly in such clean or noisy speech with FER. He stated that POLQA is not reliable for music, so music was not included in this test, and these artifacts are more speech centric. He stated that it is important that these changes are compiler changes and POLQA cannot handle them. He added that he could share executables or patches, if someone was interested.

Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked if this was a decoder or encoder change. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) clarified that there were both encoder and decoder changes, and it was more of high-band changes, and he could share decoder changes.  Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked if code changes for changes 2 and 3 are different.
Mr. Stéphane Ragot (Orange) stated that he was also interested in code patches to reproduces issues. The EVS SWG Chairman asked who else was interested. Mr. Stefan Bruhn (Dolby) also expressed interest.

The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that 3 companies were interested (Fraunhofer, Orange, Dolby).
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) commented that in some results the goal is to show robustness, here source code changes are used; he asked to provide 95% percentile and maximum statistics in the examples. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) clarified that he would check if this data is available and he commented that 95% percentile can be calculated from avg and std values. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) recalled that criteria with CDF were discussed in SA4#96, and he noted that the results in this contribution are useful to decide which criteria should be used, and he expected a difference in average. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) clarified that he would ask internal systems team to see if results are available to make additional reporting.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) asked if the issue reported for experiment E (with noisy speech and FER) also happens in clean conditions. He asked why this experiment was not run on other databases than noisy speech and FER. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) clarified that this was a different type of distortion, and experiment E was simply to give a wider range of possibility on different types of source content to experience; he stated that POLQA does not catch these issues, and one just needs one bad apple to say the package is bad. He clarified that experiment E is just giving more samples and more cases where POLQA has limitations.
It was clarified that the experiments used 64 sentence pairs (4 male, 4 females and 8 sentence pairs per talker).
Mr. Ethan Duni (Apple) commented on the 95% percentile, where it was suggested to compute it from mean and std values; he highlighted that this would be true only for Gaussian, and he clarified that when he reported 95% percentiles that was computed as an histogram method, not an extrapolation which is an independent statistics that can vary on its own. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) commented that any way can be used and this depends on how stats are used to set a threshold.
Mr. Ethan Duni (Apple) stated that some conclusions in this contribution are too strong or do not match data on POLQA differences. He stated that the whole coverage should be a clear fail on POLQA test, before concluding that POLQA won't work.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) clarified that thresholds were in range of 0.1. Mr. Ethan Duni (Apple) clarified that this was for the maximum difference and there are tighter thresholds for average. He referred to degradations on CDF. He insisted on coverage where the current runtime is 62 hours; he noted that max and 95% percentile gives useful information. He hoped that issues would be detectable, and did not agree with conclusions that issues cannot be caught by POLQA.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated is that it is a problem if artifacts are used to select thresholds. He noted that not every module in the codec is waveform coding, and even naive listeners can detect artifacts; he added that to set threshold, one may look at the second decimal and see if an expert can catch a difference. He stated that there is a risk to rely on severe artifacts. Mr. Ethan Duni (Apple) stated that tighter examples are helpful.
Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) stated that there could be debates if experts can hear an artifact or not, he clarified that this issue is bypassed here because there are clear artifacts and it should be discussed how to set threshold on tighter examples and how the metric will work (e.g. if the threshold of 0.01 is used).
Mr. Ethan Duni (Apple) insisted on the need to check the impact on the 62 hour test setup, as this data was not available, regardless of whether this should be a failure case or not. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) noted that this may be a fail, but it may not be able to catch the issue in noisy speech. Mr. Ethan Duni (Apple) commented that this issue should move the average, one would catch it also in noisy speech, and it depends on how it affects whole database. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) did not know how it affected the P.501 case. Mr. Ethan Duni (Apple) stated that the database comprised different combinations of background noise, high/low level, and a given bug will affect a considerable number of cases, and it can move statistics in some way (average or middle of CDF or outlier), one needs to see whether the threshold can be drawn. Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) was unsure to be able to do such a large test, and he commented the point of contribution was to share issues for others to check; he asked if Apple preferred a change of proposed conclusions. He suggested adding a note stating that more tests are needed to verify that POLQA works.
Mr. Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer) stated that at least a crosscheck is needed, and he was not in favor of having such conclusions before analyzing more content, before having the full data. He recommended not making any conclusion on the issues, but noted that they provided an interesting test case, and he committed to invest resources on this. Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) shared this view, he stated that the proposed conclusion is not valid, and it is too soon to conclude but the results need to go in the TR. He added that it would be good to have a uniform way of reporting data with 95% percentile and maximum, to help draw a conclusion. He commented that experiments are very important and data should be complemented.
The EVS SWG Chairman summarized that crosschecking was requested and Fraunhofer volunteered. He asked if the group should wait for other companies before having conclusions.
Mr. Fabrice Plante (Intel) stated that more data is needed with the complete experimental setup running before concluding. He added that changes 1 and 2 are very good data that should go in TR, and he invited to report at least 95% percentile and maximum, as requested by Qualcomm in SA#96. He asked if the data can be included or if the group should wait for crosschecking. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that this had to be complemented with some other data, he suggested using data sets from previous tests, to see how this change would affect the results and what POLQA can do.

Mr. Atti Venkatraman (Qualcomm) was fine not to have conclusions in TR. He stated that the did not see any objections to other data, except that 95% percentile and maximum should be included, which could be done in the next call. He suggested having changes 1 and 2 in the TR with an editor's note that 95% percentile and maximum will be included later and code changes will be shared to interested parties.
Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) asked to also clarify bit rates and conditions.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked if changes 1 and 2 could be agreed. Mr. Stefan Doehla (Fraunhofer) stated that a crosscheck will be needed later but did not object. There was no other comment.
Conclusion:

TD AHEVS-429 was noted. Changes 1 and 2 from this contribution were agreed and will be included in the TR.
4 AoB
The EVS SWG Chairman recalled that the next EVS SWG call on the same topic was scheduled on Jan .15, 2018 at the same time.
5 Close of the call: December 18, 19:00 CET

The EVS SWG Chairman closed the meeting. 
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· Tomas Toftgard (Ericsson)

· Tommy Vaillancourt (VoiceAge)

· Vaclav Eksler (VoiceAge)

· Markus Schnell (Fraunhofer IIS)

· Paolo Usai (ETSI)

� Stéphane Ragot (Orange). Email: � HYPERLINK "mailto:stephane.ragot@orange.com" �stephane.ragot@orange.com�


� Imre Varga, Email: ivarga@qti.qualcomm.com





10 (13)

