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1. Introduction

Global analysis laboratory sent the analysis report to SA4 e-mail reflector and made also the raw test material from the test laboratories available. Therefore, further analysis of the data was possible.

It is interesting to compare the the results on the experiments conducted in different laboratories.  From listening test laboratories  we can read that some laboratories have used extremely critical listeners to assess audio quality while some had less critical listeners. Because of that, we used the raw listening test material to analyse the tests results from each laboratory separately. Besides that, we were little concerned about the fact that some laboratories allocated listeners to perform multiple experiments in the same day. This can be very exhausting for a listener and may decrease accuracy of the results.

2. Performed analysis

Low-rate test results for each test laboratory in each experiment are presented in the Figures in annex A. Those Figures clearly show the fact that some laboratories have used very critical listeners to assess audio quality. Therefore, instead of combining all the raw data from different laboratories into one single average score for each experiment, we analysed the raw test material from each test laboratory separately.

The global analysis report indicated that there was one codec performing worse than the other two. Therefore, we made a condition comparison (using T-test) only for the codec candidates 2 and 3 to find experiments and laboratories having statistically significant difference in quality between the candidate codecs. 

Results of the analysis in Tables 1 and 2 indicate that there are 12 cases where codec 2 is better with statistical significant difference and there are 7 corresponding cases for codec 3. In 13 cases no difference could be made between the candidate codecs. 

	
	Lab1
	Lab2
	Lab3
	Lab4

	A1
	Codec 2 better
	Codec 2 better
	Codec 2 better
	Codec 2 better

	A2
	Codec 2 better
	Codec 2 better
	Equal
	Equal

	A3
	Codec 3 better
	Equal
	Codec 3 better
	Codec 3 better

	A4
	Equal
	Equal
	Equal
	Codec 3 better

	B1
	Equal
	Codec 2 better
	Codec 2 better
	Codec 2 better

	B2
	Codec 3 better
	Equal
	Equal
	Equal

	B3
	Equal
	Codec 2 better
	Codec 2 better
	Codec 2 better

	B4
	Codec 3 better
	Equal
	Equal
	Codec 3 better


Table 1: Comparison of codec candidates 2 and 3 for statistical differences

	Test comparison
	Number of cases

	Candidate codec 2 better
	12

	Candidate codec 3 better
	7

	Equal performance
	13


Table 2: Comparison summary

3. Conclusion

This comparison clearly shows that when the test results are analysed for each laboratory separately, codec 2 shows better and more consistent performance. This result clearly strengthens the message of the official test report from the global analysis laboratory where slightly better performance is indicated for the codec candidate 2.

ANNEX A:
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Figure 1: Results for the experiment A1, 14 kbps, mono, use case A (PSS)
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Figure 2: Results for the experiment A2, 18 kbps, stereo, use case A (PSS)
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Figure 3: Results for the experiment A3, 24 kbps, mono, use case A (PSS)
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Figure 4: Results for the experiment A4, 24 kbps, stereo, use case A (PSS)
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Figure 5: Results for the experiment B1, 14 kbps, mono, use case B (MMS), 16 kHz input and output sampling rate
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Figure 6: Results for the experiment B2, 18 kbps, stereo, use case B (MMS)
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Figure 7: Results for the experiment B3, 14 kbps, mono, use case A (PSS), 3% FER
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Figure 8: Results for the experiment B4, 24 kbps, stereo, use case A (PSS), 3% FER

















































































































































