TSG SA4#99 meeting	Tdoc S4-180922
9-13 July, 2018, Rome, Italy


Source:	Sony Mobile Communications
Title:	Reply to S4-180708 and S4-180709 on requirements, objectives and test methods for SWB and FB terminals (SPAN)
Document for:	Agreement
Agenda Item:		9.7



Contents
1	Test methods	1
2	Lab-to-lab variation	1
3	Requirements and performance objectives	1
4	References	2


1 [bookmark: _Toc518974534]Test methods
ETSI selected not one but two models for super-wideband and fullband P.835 MOS prediction. At SA4 #93, Sony views were expressed in [1]:

“It is proposed to reference only one of the models described in TS 103 281.”

However, SA4 agreed to use a combination of results from both models, model A and model B. Approximately one year later, at SA4 #98, it was been observed that only one of the models is commercially available. If the situation remains at SA4#99:
Independent model implementation by each company in the industry is not realistic why the conclusion is that we have the following choices:
1. Revert to using only one ETSI model
2. Delay the usage of 3GPP SWB S/N-MOS requirements in the field (amount of delay is unknown)
2 [bookmark: _Toc518974535]Lab-to-lab variation
Lab-to-lab reproducibility for wideband was reviewed in S4-180586 [6] (different labs and different rooms) and for the SWB/FB case reported in S4-180708 [4] (different rooms in the same lab).
3 [bookmark: _Toc518974536]Requirements and performance objectives
Data for a number of commercially available UE:s have been presented by HEAD acoustics in [2] and [4], together with suggestions for requirements and performance requirements, also reflected in [5]. The source provided suggestions was also given at SA4#98 in [6].
Building on the mentioned documents, and the presentation and discussion in SQ during SA4#99, in the attached spreadsheet, other values are suggested (for the case that model A is used).
It can be noted that the variation of S-MOS scores is smaller than for N-MOS scores. This is reflected in a smaller difference between “shall” and “should”, for S-MOS.
It is the opinion of the source, that
· [bookmark: _GoBack]If there is nothing wrong with the tested terminals, they provide minimum performance or better, there is no reason why not all should pass the requirement, also with a reproducibility margin.
· A good performer should reach the performance objective, this is expected to be the mark for GSMA logotype HD Voice+.
· High N-MOS in hand-held handsfree mode can be counter-productive since a terminal may be designed for several persons gathered around the UE, not only one person talking from a certain nominal (tested) incidence angle. This is reflected in our suggested limits.
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