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1.
Introduction
In this document the source reports on progress and problems encountered while implementing the framework of the VRStream audio renderer test. A discussion of the problems is provided along with a solution proposal which is to use a shared Test Administration Platform for the renderer test.
2.
Background
According to Tdoc S4-180599 [1] there are certain requirements on the Content Presentation. Specifically, it is required that

1. The GUI shall have an “A” and “B” switch buttons which allow the assessor to seamlessly switch the audio presentation between the A and B samples for comparison.

2. The GUI shall have a “Play” button which enables Time-Synchronized Playback of the A and B samples. Within a trial, one of the samples is a bit-stream for the Test Condition and the other sample is one of the Anchor Conditions.

3. The GUI shall have a “Stop” button which enables stopping the Time-Synchronized Playback of the A and B samples.

4. The GUI shall present four Audio Quality Attributes for assessment: Timbre (TIM), Spatial (SPA), Artifacts (ART) and Basic Audio Quality (BAQ). In addition, the GUI shall present the possibility of comparing the Loudness (LOUD) of the A and B samples through an additional loudness scale.

5. The GUI shall have a “Loop” button which enables looping the Time-Synchronized playback of the A and B samples.

6. The GUI shall have a “Next” button which enables the assessor to proceed to the next trial in the experiment. For each trial, the GUI shall enable the “Next” button only after assessment of TIM, SPA and BAQ have been completed. Because all source Test Materials are normalized for Listening Level according to Clause 6.8 and the highest operating point.

In addition, the Test Administration Platform shall support a real-time implementation of the Proposed Audio Profile as well as a real-time implementation of the Anchor Condition. 
3.
Implementation status and discussion of encountered problems
The source has started implementing the user front-end of the GUI. It is expected that there will be no significant problems that would prevent the source to get this part of the Content Presentation GUI implemented in time.

On the part of the GUI that will control the playback of the A and B samples for comparison, we are however still unsure how such an implementation should be done. The following elements we still consider problematic:

· Time-synchronized playback of A and B samples

· Seamless switching of A and B samples during the presentation

· Simultaneous and time-synchronized access of head-tracker data to both rendering processes for samples A and B.  

We regard the above particularly non-trivial if we assume that the A and B samples may be rendered with different VST plugins, one being the VST plugin of the proponent’s candidate system and the other being the VST plugin of the CIBR plugin.

The source also wonders how a cross-check lab will realize the testing and what a proponent will deliver to the cross-check lab? Specifically, the source sees three options for the cross-check lab to get the required Test Administration Platform:

1. One or several volunteers develop and share an implementation of the Test Administration Platform with the cross-check labs (and other proponents). The cross-check lab receives a VST plugin of the candidate rendering system from the candidate proponent. The VST plugin meets certain requirements such that the above-mentioned playback requirements are met.

2. The cross-check lab uses an own implementation of the Test Administration Platform and receives a VST plugin of the candidate rendering system from the candidate proponent. The VST plugin meets certain requirements such that the above-mentioned playback requirements are met.

3. The cross-check lab receives the complete Test Administration Platform including the VST plugins of the candidate rendering system and the CIBR system from the proponent.

The source believes that for the sake of a smooth execution of the renderer tests, option 1 would clearly be preferable. This option would ensure that all requirements of the Test Administration Platform are met at all test locations (at the proponents and the cross-check labs). Option 1 would also be desirable from proponents’ viewpoint as it would not leave the proponent alone to solve certain implementation problems like those listed above. 

Option 2 means a significant burden on the cross-check labs and option 3 puts the burden on the candidate proponents. Both options cannot fully guarantee that all requirements of the Test Administration Platform are met. Option 3 would also mean that the cross-check is blind to potential implementation errors by the proponent companies.  
4.
Conclusion

The source believes that the provision of the Test Administration Platform meeting all requirements is a non-trivial task. The source regards it desirable to get guidance on its implementation. Most preferable would be if a common Test Administration Platform could be used. This would minimize the burden on the cross-check labs and avoid potential problems arising from erroneous Test Administration Platform implementations by the proponents. 
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