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The approval of the AMR Speech Codec ANSI C-Code (26.073) and VAD (26.094) specifications were put on hold in previous TSG-S4 meetings pending the selection of a single VAD algorithm and the approval of the corresponding specifications in ETSI SMG11.

SMG11 met twice since the last TSG-S4 meeting but was not able to reach a consensus on a single VAD option. The attached document lists the points agreed in SMG11 on this issue (Tdoc. SMG11 258/99). SMG11 does not plan to meet again before the next TSG-S4 meeting in September 1999.

Consequently, the TSG-S4 members are invited to discuss the following options regarding the approval of the AMR speech codec ANSI C-Code and VAD specifications:

Option 1: Select a single solution without waiting for the final SMG11 decision
Risk: Possibility to select a solution different from ETSI SMG11

Option 2: Keep both VAD options in the 3G specifications
Risk: Possibility to adopt a solution ultimately different from ETSI SMG11

Option 3: Wait until the ETSI SMG decision
Risk: It is not sure that ETSI SMG will be able to make a final selection before the end of 1999, which could compromise the approval of the corresponding specifications for Release 99 in 3GPP
ETSI STC SMG11
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1. Quality: Based on characterisation test results and other information available to SMG11, the overall quality of both VAD options is apparently similar.

It is noted however that the tests were not specifically designed for selection purposes between the VAD options. Also, no correlation with voice activity was presented for the tested samples. 

2. Voice activity: The average voice activity factor of VAD option 1 is lower than for option 2 (52 vs. 56 % using the EFR DTX characterisation material).  

It is noted however that a number of factors impact the voice activity, including speaker characteristics, background noise, signal level etc. This means that in some conditions the voice activity factor of VAD option 2 is lower.

3. Complexity: The complexities for VAD options 1 and 2 are shown in Table 1. The wMOPS in Table 1 is the worst-case value computed using a large amount of data including noisy speech, clean speech, and music.


Option 1
Option 2

RAM words
66
99

ROM

Words
Code
365
327


Tables
-
342


Total
365
669

WMOPS
0.358
1.045

Table 1. VAD complexity comparison
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