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Minutes from JRG MMQA (SG 9 and SG 12), Thursday 25 March 2004-03-26

(Thanks to David Hands of BT for chairing the meeting in Geneva and preparing these minutes.)

The first official meeting of the JRG between SG9 and SG12 on Multimedia Quality Assessment (JRG MMQA) began with introductions from the participants present in the room and on the telephone. A total of 18 representatives were present in Geneva, with a further 9 people joining via the audioconference facility.

We approved the agenda, agreeing to discuss potential new SG12 questions on MM in the Monday session. Pero Juric provided an overview of SG12 TD13. This temporary document sets out the basis for possible new questions under SG12 on MM. TD13 also states that SG12 is very interested in the activities of VQEG and will continue to send representatives to VQEG meetings.

A review of the Boulder VQEG MM meeting was given. The testplan that was produced following the Boulder meeting formed the basis for subsequent discussions.

The type of test was then discussed. Following the VQEG MM meeting, the testplan for MM is currently defined to test video only material, with the option to run audio-video tests should appropriate material become available. Some discussions on whether to use video or audio-video then took place. It was noted that there is an industry need for an audio-video model and that waiting 1 or 2 years to standardise such a model would be too late for industry. However, it was also agreed that a video model (e.g. for mobile) alone would be very useful. Further, there is currently no audio-video database that could be used to create suitable test material. A call was made for audio-video material (preferably open source) and apart from NTIA having a limited set of existing sequences no participant offered to provide this material.

Antony Rix suggested that a working group be created to work towards defining a suitable set of test sequences and associated test method for audio-video.

It was decided to move forward with a video only test; although the possibility of an audio-video test was not completely ruled out.

Display type was agreed at the Boulder MM meeting. For all testing using LCD or CRT computer monitors there were some issues both with presentation of material and how material was stored. Where the full screen is not filled with video, it was suggested that a grey background be used with video embedded. The grey level needs to be specified explicitly in the testplan. There is also a need for software to ensure that the pixel shape difference between broadcast and computer monitors is accommodated. Software is also needed to de-interlace test material that is not available in progressive format.

The meeting moved on to discuss the type of source content. The content agreed at the Boulder meeting met with general agreement. The formatting of the material led to some debate as it is currently poorly specified. Margaret Pinson noted that although the testplan states that material should be stored as uncompressed AVIs, there is no specification of exactly how they will be stored (e.g. in terms of 4:2:2 yuv? Or RGB? Preference for yuv expressed and this issue will be agreed through discussion on the VQEG reflector). Christian Schmidmer said that the format for audio is less of an issue, we should aim for 16-bit linear PCM at 48kHz. Similarly, if audio-video tests are performed, then we should use a high quality audio card and high specification headphones.

The meeting discussed HRCs. Presently the quality of test material would be affected by four components: bit-rate, packet loss, frame rate, coding scheme. The existing bit-rates appear to be relevant and adequate. For packet loss there was some debate over the rather vague and subjective use of “low”, “medium” and “high”. The reason for this was that with a random packet loss generator and short test clips, then due to statistical probability in the random loss process more severe quality could be obtained with say 1% loss than with say 5%. The type of packetisation applied to test sequences was also raised. It was agreed to continue this discussion over the VQEG reflector and aim to have sequences exhibiting packet loss for viewing at the next VQEG meeting. Note that this meeting it is planned to view a range of test content with different types of errors. Proponents are asked to prepare content in advance of the meeting.

At the Boulder MM meeting, 5 frame rates were selected for use in the test, the lowest being 5 fps. Antony Rix noted that 2.5 fps is also of interest as this frame rate is used in mobile services. The group agreed to include 2.5 fps as a frame rate for testing.

Discussions on the coding schemes to be used led to some coding schemes not specified at the Boulder MM meeting being added. In particular, requests were made to include motion JPEG 2000, h.263 and RV8 (at this time h.263 is the most common coding scheme used for mobile video services). It was agreed to use these coding schemes for creating test material. It was also noted that Apple Quicktime is a container and we need to specify precisely how the material is prepared and presented when using this method. A request for someone to prepare and distribute an overview of coding schemes so that the MM work can make informed decisions was made.

The video player also remains an important factor. It is critical that the information made available to the objective models is identical to that shown to subjects for assessment. Therefore, the tests should aim to use a video player that does not alter the perceptual quality of the video. Further, it may be that WM encoded material looks perceptually better when shown using WM player. One option is to write our own player (or get a freely available player, M Player was mentioned). A second option is to capture the video window and use this as the input to the models. David Hands will liase with Philip Corriveau on this topic.

The group discussed what test method is most appropriate for the proposed MM tests. Presently the DSCQS method is specified in the testlplan. It was suggested at the meeting that perhaps this method, validated for broadcast, may not be suitable for the type of test material used in MM tests. For example, Quan Huynh-Thu said that he had performed tests recently and that he found ratings for the reference could vary quite dramatically. For example, for high quality QCIF references, he found subjective ratings of 60 – this has implications for the models. It was suggested that perhaps the ACR method would be more appropriate in that the results may be equally or even more reliable than DSCQS and that you can present for assessment a greater number of test conditions. Christian Schmidmer said that the presence of a reference is not particularly important for speech where subjects have a good internal quality baseline, but that for both audio and for video he believed that the use of a reference signal was important. Antony Rix said that he would like to see studies on the merits of ACR, DCR, DSIS and DSCQS so that an informed decision on method could be made. There followed an extensive discussion on method, with a proposal from Arthur Webster to use a reduced DSCQS format that was generally well received. Psytechnics may provide a contribution to SG9 on test method.

We very briefly discussed test instructions. The subjective testing experts Filippo Speranza and Philip Corriveau recommended that standard, non-specific test instructions are used.

Finally, the meeting discussed the idea of using proponents as test labs. Traditionally, VQEG has only used independent test laboratories for subjective quality tests. The work of SG12 has successfully used proponents as test facilities. In these tests, proponents prepared a test database that only they had visibility of. In the testing of models, proponent models had to perform better on their own database than on other databases. Antony Rix suggested that it would be more appropriate if proponent models were not tested on their own data. Filippo Speranza then put forward a proposal in which: 

· there are Independent Lab Group  (ILG) and proponent laboratories

· each proponent prepares some % of test conditions (SRC/HRC combinations)

· the proponent then sends all their prepared test conditions to the ILG

· the ILG is responsible for selecting some subset of test conditions from each of the proponent contributions

· proponents  will have no knowledge of what test conditions are selected by the ILG

· proponents will be responsible for ensuring the test conditions meet any registration requirements

· once proponent models have been submitted, the ILG distributes test material to proponents for subjective testing

This proposal was well received and will form the basis for the subjective testing of the VQEG MM group.

Meeting finished.

(Draft)

Minutes from JRG MMQA (SG 9 and SG 12), Monday 29 March 2004

(Thanks to David Hands of BT for chairing the meeting in Geneva and preparing these minutes.)

The meeting began with a review of the agenda contained in TD14(WP2). M. Monfort, Chairman of SG12, provided an overview of new proposed SG12 questions on Multimedia. The text for these new questions can be found in TD19rev1 (Gen), TD23rev1(Gen) and TD25rev2(Gen). SG12 activities on multimedia quality assessment were generally welcomed and the JRG on MMQA was considered to be a useful bridge between audio experts from SG12 and video experts from SG9. 

It was noted that although the May SG9 meeting will discuss multimedia issues relevant to the JRG on MMQA, an official JRG would not take place at the SG9 meeting. The meeting agreed that there should not be a JRG meeting at SG9 although SG12 participants were invited to attend SG9 should they so wish. It was noted that SG12 participants who did not hold sector member status would need to be specifically invited to the SG9 meeting. Any SG12 participants requiring specific invitations to the May SG9 meeting should contact Mr. Webster directly. Six SG12 participants indicated that they would be interested in attending the May meeting of SG9.

The meeting then focused on continuing the technical discussions following on from the previous Thursday’s JRG. Mr Webster noted that the test method needs to be agreed. Mr. Huynh-Thu said that Psytechnics plan to send a contribution comparing ACR and DSCQS methods to the May SG9 meeting. Final agreement on test method should be obtained following the SG9 meeting on the VQEG reflector. The selection of test method should be finalised at the Rome JRG meeting.

The issue of registration was discussed. Registration is the temporal and spatial alignment of reference and processed sequences. Accurate registration is critical for both FR and RR measurement techniques. Presently no limits have been set for spatial or temporal offsets that may be allowed in test sequences. In the discussions on allowable temporal limits a number of suggestions were made; +/- 2 frames; +/- 0.25 second; +/- 0.5 second; +/- 1 second. The meeting tentatively agreed on +/- 1 second and further discussion on temporal limits will take place on the VQEG reflector. For spatial registration some discussions took place on whether this is necessary for digital services. It was noted that for end-to-end measurement there could be an analogue component and further that even for pure digital services spatial misaligment can occur. There was no agreement on spatial offsets. It was noted that there should be different spatial offsets for different video formats. Further discussion and agreement on spatial limits should take place on the VQEG reflector. Variable temporal offsets was considered to be allowable. Tentative agreement on +/- 1 second variable offset for all video formats. Need to have longer test sequences to accommodate variable temporal offsets – so if we use 8 seconds sequences we should have 9 seconds sequences for producing processed test sequences.

The number of models that may be submitted by proponents has yet to be resolved. At the JRG meeting it was proposed that proponents should produce one model capable of measuring both QCIF and CIF formatted test video and another model may be submitted for Rec.601 sequences. There was no agreement on number of models that any single proponent may submit. This subject will be finalised on the VQEG reflector.

A liaison statement to relevant standards bodies was proposed and agreed at the meeting. Liaison statement TD13(Plen) was produced by SG12.

M. Monfort informed the JRG of a new channel for fast information distribution within the ITU-T, the “e-flash”. M. Monfort requested that an e-flash on the JRG be prepared.

Meeting finished.

