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1. Introduction
For the IVAS Test Plan [1], an opinion scale for P.SUPPL800 DCR was proposed at SA4#122. The proposal has stimulated discussion during the SA4#122 meeting. This contribution follows-up on the discussion and proposes another option.
2. Discussion
Currently, the following opinion scale is proposed in square brackets in Section 4.4 of IVAS-8a:
	Alteration
	Scale

	Alteration is not audible
	5

	Slight alteration is sometimes audible
	4

	Alteration is audible
	3

	Alteration is clearly audible
	2

	Strong alteration is clearly audible
	1



For P.800 DCR [2], the following “five point degradation category scale” is defined in [2], Annex D.2.4:
“
5 Degradation is inaudible.
4 Degradation is audible but not annoying.
3 Degradation is slightly annoying.
2 Degradation is annoying.
1 Degradation is very annoying.
“
The latest draft of “P.SUPPL800: ITU-T Rec. P.800 use case examples” contains “a collection of best practices for test design, preparation and execution.”, but also clarifies that “the use of P.800 is not limited to the examples, guidelines or reference conditions and tools of this Supplement”. Both opinion scales are contained in P.SUPPL800.
In the view of the source, the proposal as currently contained in Section 4.4 of IVAS-8a has the following disadvantages:
· The scale replaces the term “degradation” by “alteration”. It is understood that changes in the spatial/immersive perception might be perceived differently compared to traditional speech/audio coding artifacts. Nevertheless, the source is of the opinion that it should be rather explained in the instructions that any change in signal and spatial perception should be graded as degradation to the reference signal.
· The proposed point “4 - Slight alteration is sometimes audible” introduces a temporal component which is in the view of the source not inline with the proposed scale in [2] and misleading, since it also conflicts with e.g. “3 – Alteration is audible” and other points on the scale. How to e.g. grade a strong click noise which appears only once the audio sample under test?
· The source has also problems to differentiate between the points “3 – Alteration is audible”, “2 – Alteration is clearly audible” and “1 – Strong alternation is clearly audible”. In the eyes of the source, “audible” is a rather binary decision, whereas the traditional DCR scale rather quantifies by the “slightly annoying”, “annoying” and “very annoying” in terms of increased annoyance.
· According to P.SUPPL800, the traditional DCR scale was used on several experiments performed by several entities and was found to work. From a risk management perspective it is recommended to stick to this scale and also don’t start developing a new opinion without any proper scientific evaluation.

3. Proposed Text for Inclusion in IVAS-8a
Given the argumentation above, the source proposes to replace Table 1 in Section 4.4 of IVAS-8a by a traditional DCR scale:
	Degradation
	Scale

	Degradation is inaudible
	5

	Degradation is audible but not annoying
	4

	Degradation is slightly annoying
	3

	Degradation is annoying
	2

	Degradation is very annoying
	1



Further on, the following changes to Annex A (SAMPLE INSTRUCTIONS TO SUBJECTS FOR P.SUPPL800 TEST) are proposed:

	SAMPLE INSTRUCTIONS TO SUBJECTS FOR P.SUPPL800 TEST

In this experiment you will be evaluating systems that might be used for future immersive telecommunication services using spatial audio. Spatial audio means that you can locate various sound sources around yourself. For example, a first talker may appear to talk from the left-hand side and a second talker from the right-hand side, a talker can be moving, etc.
In each trial, you will hear a reference audio sample followed by a test sample. The test sample has the same content as the reference sample, but it was possibly degradedaltered after it has passed through a telecommunication system. The reference audio sample defines the expected quality. Any alteration to this expected quality shall be considered as a degradation, even if you personally would prefer the test sample over the reference sample.
Your task is to evaluate the overall degradationalteration of the second sample compared to the first sample, comprising both degradationsalteration of the sound quality (e.g., due to additional noise, roughness, clicks or other distortions), and degradationsalteration of the spatial representation (e.g., sound source location, distance, spatial width, movement, etc.).
You should listen carefully to both samples within a trial. When they have finished, please record your overall opinion about the amount of any degradationalteration you can perceive in the second sample relative to the first sample using the following rating scale:
5  - Degradation is inaudible Alteration is not audible
4  - Degradation is audible but not annoyingSlight alteration is sometimes audible
3  - Degradation is slightly annoyingAlteration is audible
2  - Degradation is annoyingAlteration is clearly audible
1  - Degradation is very annoyingStrong alteration is clearly audible

Note that the level of degradationalteration present in different test samples is expected to span the complete range of the rating scale during the experiment.
Please do not discuss your opinions with other listeners participating in the experiment. If you have any questions, please ask the test administrator.




4. Conclusion
It is proposed to agree on the proposals outlined in Section 3 of this document and include the changes into IVAS-8a.
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