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Executive Summary

The EVS SWG (25 participants, see Annex B) met on 2nd February 2021, 14:00 – 16:00 CET and 5 February 2021, 14:00 – 15:30 CET.
The meeting outcome is summarized below:
· IVAS:

· Two permanent documents were updated and agreed to reflect that qualification phase is not planned: IVAS-1 Overview (S4-210286) and IVAS-7a Processing Plan for selection (S4-210315)

· Suitability of testing methods for IVAS was discussed based on two contributions (S4-210138, S4-210149), including e.g. P.800, P.811, MUSHRA, etc.

· Schedule of MASA reference C software updates was contributed (S4-210130)

· Proposed process on handling LoIs, funding collection was discussed (S4-210139)

· AOB:

· The EVS SWG Chairman informed that he had a call with SA4 secretary on how the codec testing was administered in past standardization exercises with the aim of being prepared for IVAS testing.
· A versioning inconsistency was found in TS 26.442; it seems that versions 16.0.0 and 16.1.0 were derived from version 15.1.0, however, the latest Rel-15 version is 15.2.0. The group requests ETSI to rectify this issue.

· There is a folder “IVAS-Permanent documents” containing permanent documents related to IVAS (similarly to EVS). The group discussed how to handle this and found this collection of permanent documents very useful, and requested ETSI to maintain it continuously, i.e. upload all SA4-agreed IVAS permanent documents in this folder.



1.     Opening of the Session

The EVS SWG Chairman, Mr. Imre Varga (Qualcomm), opened the EVS SWG meeting on 2nd February 2021, 14:00 CET.
The EVS SWG Chairman asked for a volunteer to take minutes (on-line minuting) for this meeting -- no one volunteered so the EVS SWG Chairman will take minutes. Then the EVS SWG Chairman presented the template of the meeting report in Google-docs that he prepared. 
The EVS SWG Chairman also added that the report is on-line so members are invited to check and make corrections/additions at any time during the meeting. Also he invited participants to enter their name and affiliation into the on-line list of participants in Annex B.
The minutes are shared here: 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1TtvMtkd5EGOuk0W8-q1R5nSDJ3xv-7NzAFBcjx2j8_Q/edit#
2.      Approval of Agenda and Registration of Documents

The EVS SWG Chairman displayed a draft revision of agenda in S4-210099R1, including Tdoc allocations. The agenda in S4-21099R1 was agreed (see the final agenda in Annex A of the present report).
3.      IVAS

S4-210130
Presenter: Mr. Lasse Laaksonen, Nokia
Discussion:
· S. Bruhn: any changes that you would like to see now?

· L. Laaksonen: certain areas were identified where improvements could be made; alternative input recording methods, better quality / better affordable

· T. Toftgard: update at next meeting?

· L. Laaksonen: not planned

Decision: S4-210130 is noted.
S4-210133
Presenter: Editor (Mr. Wang Bin, Huawei)
Discussion:
· T. Toftgard: Rel is scheduled to close in March

· W. Bin: for code freeze time, 3 months exception sheet could be used

· T. Toftgard: which deadline is relevant, stage 3 freeze is in March, code freeze is in June

· H-yu Su: we looked at previous exercises, code freeze time is found relevant

· H. Ehara: 3 months exception may be relevant, the specification completion may be after August still, is it working?

· H-yu Su: do we have then even more time?

· W. Bin: selection is an important milestone, if spec is afterwards, not a big issue

· H-yu Su: we want much confidence of the industry in IVAS deployment, for this we want the plan meets Rel-17

· S. Bruhn: challenging plan is good to drive the project but we have to be clear that it is a challenge, if we are planning with an edge (i.e. exception sheet) so it would be appropriate to indicate this is subject for certain degree of probability

· H-yu Su: it would be a pity to miss Rel-17 just by few months

· H. Ehara: just wanted to pointing out that the project plan was agreed with certain planning 

· T. Toftgard: qualification was removed which is reasonable; we still have characterization phase; IVAS-5 text needs some editing

· W. Bin: new version will be created

· H-yu Su: let’s write that Rel-17 is the working assumption 

Decision: S4-210133 is revised into S4-210286 and is agreed.
S4-210138
Presenter: Mr. Stefan Bruhn (Dolby)
Discussion:
· A. Rämö: internal Nokia tests showed consistent results with additional instructions on spatial content to listeners, and pre-listening of spatial samples at high bit rates prior the actual listening; ACR is relevant for low bit rates

· S. Bruhn: there are certainly a number of proprietary test methods that work well, on the other hand we have to justify IVAS codec selection properly so consider this aspect

· A. Rämö: agree on this, e.g. with mentioned updates to instructions ACR can bring suitable results for some operation points.

· L. Laaksonen: contribution shows cost of testing, keep in mind modification of existing methods for cost control

· S. Bruhn: a consideration could be ACR with no quality reference or just what listeners prefer

· T. Toftgard: connects to earlier discussion on reference renderers, have a good quality reference and measure impairments

· S. Ragot: requirements and test methods would be coupled potentially

· S. Bruhn: a method like P.811 uses different angles and probably more relevant for characterization

· S. Ragot: several scales are offered in P.811, impact of performance requirements tbd

· I. Varga: agree on the input, important to use well-known and standardized test methods, balancing between cost-benefit such that the IVAS codec selection is justified properly

Decision: S4-210138 is noted.
S4-210139
Presenter: Mr. Stefan Bruhn (Dolby)
Discussion:
· T. Toftgard: how do the payments relate to codec candidate or proponent -- do we know the number of candidates at that point in time

· S. Bruhn: assumption is that the first step will result in a trusted set of candidates; a given candidate will be part of public collaboration or not interested, for example; in case of public collaboration, the rules will define how to split (proportionally?); in case of two candidates we split the cost among them

· T. Toftgard: before second LoI, we may change

· S. Bruhn: right, we cannot plan for any possible change / situation but the split is among candidates

· I. Varga: so we first split among candidates (equally) and then if a candidate is produced by several companies, they define the split, public collaboration is assumed to split equally

· S. Bruhn: yes this is right understanding

· T. Toftgard: what is the role of optional indication

· S. Bruhn: we may think that the optional indication is trustful by serious proponents and serves as the basis of further work planning

· L. Laaksonen: LoI principles and getting known the number of candidates is quite fundamental; unlikely we need qualification; asking LoI implies a very large number of candidates so we should clarify the connection to public collaboration, also note that public collaboration rules are not decided yet; not sure how solve these issues; feels more discussions are needed

· S. Bruhn: companies may change mind; what is suggested here is no formal decision but working assumption which can be reverted

· H. Ehara: on timing of first LoI, what is the assumption of standardization status, design constraints agreed for example

· S. Bruhn: two options; traditional way is finalizing all design constraints, performance requirements, test plan, negotiation with test labs, as the basis for LoI -- this is not really planning security; a kind of middle ground is proposed with upfront payment 50% and traditional way is followed for the second 50%, this is a sort of balanced proposal

· H. Ehara: basic concept is clear, needs more time for understanding the details

· S. Bruhn: contribution does not propose any specific dates

· H. Ehara: what is the reason that 1.2 Mio euros _shall_ be planned

· S. Bruhn: shall is perhaps too strong and we could soften it, this is a working assumption

· H. Ehara: good reasoning would be helpful on the amount 1.2 Mio -- test lab costs etc.

· T. Toftgard: how do you see the need for the working assumption

· S. Bruhn: let’s not leave things open too long but we want progress

· I. Varga: is the wish to think / consider further related to all items in section 3 or to specific items only / other specific items could be agreed

· T. Toftgard: principles are clear but wants to think on the whole concept not just on the details further

· L. Laaksonen: some specific proposals appear agreeable, for example the last one

· S. Bruhn: the first item (reconfirming interest) is largely independent and could be pursued

· L. Laaksonen: useful information could be obtained when the ToR of public collaboration is finalized but also an earlier reconfirmation may make sense

· S. Bruhn: those to establish public collaboration are open to SA4 and they provide quite detailed information to allow all parties to make a good decision on their participation in public collaboration; let’s keep separated the two aspects

· L. Laaksonen: agrees with the last point

· I. Varga: conclusion is more time is needed for several members of the group so let’s come back on this later, please think about these proposals actively inside your companies such that the group may come back on this later

· S. Bruhn: this conclusion is fair

Decision: S4-210139 is noted.
S4-210149
Presenter: Mr. Tomas Toftgard (Ericsson)
Discussion:
· H-yu Su: stereo testing was mentioned, how about other spatial cases?

· T. Toftgard: P.811 was developed for stereo, applicability is investigated for other cases

· M. Jelinek: VA has some experience with stereo testing by DCR, conclusion was quite consistent results with SDRUs included

· S. Bruhn: contributions says spatial aspects may be suppressed in P.800 DCR, we also see the correlation diagram P.811 -- P.800 with SDRUs, so question is do you have publication; interesting would be to see a correlation diagram if no special instructions given

· T. Toftgard: effect of spatial aspect in P.800 was realized, this is more an internal result / evaluation

· I. Varga: standardizing the proposed modified P.800 DCR method is desirable before using it for IVAS testing; time allows it as candidate submission is scheduled for June 2022, ITU-T SG12 meets around every 6 months and Q7/12 has monthly calls

· T. Toftgard: yes, this is one possibility

· H. Ehara: listening instructions and anchors, will they be discussed in EVS SWG and concluded?

· T. Toftgard: yes, also discussion in SA4 is useful

· H. Ehara: do you propose investigating a wider application of the method?

· T. Toftgard: yes, we may discuss the details

Decision: S4-210149 is noted.
S4-210150
Presenter: Mr. Tomas Toftgard (Ericsson)
Discussion:
· The proposal is having IVAS-7a for selection (instead of qualification as it was) and IVAS-7b for characterization.

Decision: S4-210150 is revised to S4-210315 is agreed.
4.    Any Other Business

The EVS SWG Chairman invited the participants to enter their names into the online report and also to check the online report.
The following items were addressed in addition:
1. EVS SWG Chairman: Last meeting gave a mandate to conduct a talk to the SA4 secretary on necessary actions related to codec testing, including handling of LoIs, payment invoices, and contracting test labs. The EVS SWG Chair informed the SA4 secretary at a call in December about technicalities of procedures in previous exercises (AMR-WB, EVS) with the request that ETSI, as represented by SA4 secretary, is well prepared to perform these actions when the IVAS standardization process will develop so far.

2. S. Döhla: There is a versioning inconsistency found related to TS 26.442 when creating the Rel-16 version from Rel-15: it seems that versions 16.0.0 and 16.1.0 were derived from version 15.1.0, however, the latest Rel-15 version is 15.2.0. The Rel-16 version should contain the exact same attachment as in 15.2.0, i.e. the file 26442-cd0_d80_e40_f20_g00-ANSI-C_source_code.zip, and the name should be adapted to the Rel-16 version number it is attached to. The group requests ETSI to rectify this issue.

3. T. Toftgard: There is a folder “IVAS-Permanent documents” containing permanent documents related to IVAS (similarly to EVS). The group discussed how to handle this and found this collection of permanent documents very useful, and requested ETSI to maintain it continuously, i.e. upload all SA4-agreed IVAS permanent documents in this folder.

5.    Close of the session

The EVS SWG chairman thanked the participants for their contributions. The meeting was closed on 5 February 2021, 15:30 CET.
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