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1  Introduction
This work is a continuation of S4-140371 where subjective test results were presented. We propose draft requirement to be included in TS 26.131 for the SWB part. 
It can be noted that the latest draft CR to 26.131 (in the scope of ART_LTE-SUPER) can be found in S4-131275.

2 Proposed mask for handset UE receiving
We propose to derive the SWB mask in handset UE receiving such that frequency responses from S4-140371 that gave an average score for both male and female > 4.1 (freq. resp. 30, 36, 39, 52) fit within this mask.
Here, it is important to note that the mask is floating, i.e. to check against the requirement each individual frequency response is typically level-adjusted so that its maximum falls on the upper limit of the mask.

The 4 frequency responses identified in S4-140371 to provide DMOS >4.1 were therefore used to derive the mask as follows:

· The frequency response that had the largest variations in magnitude (freq. resp. 30) was taken as a reference curve and a mask was defined so that this curve fits in.
·  The other 3 frequency responses were checked to be within this mask.
The mask derived using this approach is illustrated in Figure 1, where all frequency responses are level-adjusted with respect to the proposed mask.
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Fig. 1: Level-adjusted frequency responses with DMOS > 4.1 for both male and female, including the proposed mask (solid line, red) – the ETSI mask (dashed, red) is shown for reference.
It can be noted that other algorithms may be possible to derive an optimal mask with respect to a given criterion. In particular, it would possible to derive a mask that has even less margin between lower and higher limits if the criterion is to minimize the distance between limits at each frequency. The selected approach is felt sufficient for the specific case under consideration.

A comparison of each individual frequency response with the mask is provided in Annex A for the sake of completeness.
The mask resulting from the above analysis and illustrated in Figure 1 is detailed in the table below, assuming a measurement in 1/12 octave bands:
Table X: Handset [and headset] receiving sensitivity/frequency mask
	Frequency (Hz)
	Upper limit

8 ± 2 N
	Lower limit

8 ± 2 N

	100
	9
	 

	150
	9
	-2

	200
	9
	2

	400
	9
	2

	2 000
	12
	2

	4 000
	12
	 2

	12 000
	12
	-2

	14 000
	12
	

	NOTE: 
All sensitivity values are expressed in dB on an arbitrary scale.


Note that the other acoustic interfaces (headset, handheld handsfree…) are not addressed here. For the headset case, it may be possible to consider the same requirements as for handset, similar to what is currently defined for narrowband and wideband cases in TS 26.131.

3 Conclusion 
We propose to include the proposed table in the draft CR to 26.131 for the definition of SWB acoustics, in a revision of S4-131275.
Annex A: Frequency responses vs proposed mask
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