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1 Introduction
Most of the issues related to the evaluation of the Jitter Buffer Management (JBM) performance were discussed already in [1]. The source has however found that there are a few outstanding issues that need to be clarified. These issues are addressed in this contribution.
2 Who should do the objective evaluation of the JBM performance?
The objective evaluation of the JBM performance can either be done by each candidate themselves or by a common processing (host) lab.
The objective evaluation means that the delay and loss data needs to be logged for each individual speech frame, so that the jitter loss metric and delay CDF can be generated as a post-processing activity.

If this evaluation in made in the processing lab then this work should be simplified, to reduce the amount of work that the processing lab needs to perform. This means that all candidates should log the JBM data in exact same way, so that one can use the exact same post-processing tools/scripts to generate the desired metrics and figures. This means that the format of the logging needs to be exactly defined.

The alternative, that each candidate should do this evaluation, means that the specification of the logging and the common tools for the post-processing are not needed. However, in this case, it would instead be beneficial if all candidates used the same sound file in the evaluation, so that the results can be directly compared between different candidates.
The source believes that the easiest option for the qualification testing is if the objective evaluation is made by each candidate themselves. The source can however accept performing the objective evaluation in the processing lab, if the group decides that this is the best option.
This issue needs to be revisited for selection testing and for the characterization testing, but that can be left TBD for now.

3 Sound files for the objective testing of the JBM
TS 26.114 [2] includes four RTPdump files that are used for the objective testing of the JBM. Two of the files include narrow-band speech encoded with AMR 12.2 kbps. The two other files include wide-band speech encoded with AMR-WB 12.65 kbps. The encoded speech has been packetized into RTP packets using either one or two frames per packet to create four combinations of codecs and packetization. Each file is then packed into RTPdump files.

This presents some problems for the EVS JBM evaluation.
The files containing AMR 12.2 encoded speech cannot be used since there is no requirement that the EVS decoder shall support decoding of AMR encoded speech.

For the qualification testing, it has been agreed to use the G.192 format between the encoder and the decoder. Hence, the candidates are not required to support real RTP packetization and the AMR/AMR-WB payload format in the executables used in the qualification testing which means that the RTPdump files cannot be used.

A related issue is that there are no files in TS 26.114 for SWB and FB speech since TS 26.114 does not include any such codecs.

Therefore, new sound files are needed to perform the objective evaluation of the JBM in the qualification testing so that they can be encoded and decoded by the candidate executable.
This issue is also related to the discussion in Section 2 about who should perform the objective evaluation of the JBM. If this is done by the processing lab then the need for having common sound files is reduced. In this case, the processing lab can select what sound files to use and the candidates do not need to know the sound files. The processing lab should, of course, use the same sound file for all candidates.

However, if the objective evaluation is made by each candidate then it would be beneficial if all candidates used the same sound files, so that the results can be easily compared.
4 Proposal
The source proposes the following for the qualification testing:
· The objective testing of the JBM should be made by each candidate themselves. Each candidate is therefore responsible for showing that their JBM fulfills the requirements design constraints. A common set of sound file should be created for this testing.
· Alternatively, the objective testing could be done by the processing lab. In this case, the logging that the candidate has to implement needs to be described in detail. Common scripts for the post-analysis should also be developed to simplify the work for the processing lab. This alternative is not preferred by the source.
· If the objective testing of the JBM is made by each candidate themselves then the agreed common set of sound files should be used by all candidates so that the results can be easily compared.
5 References
[1] S4-110441, “Evaluation methodology for EVS codec in the presence of packet loss and delay jitter”.
[2] TS 26.114, “IP Multimedia Subsystem (IMS); Multimedia Telephony; Media handling and interaction”.







