WEDNESDAY

Tuesday minutes reviewed and approved.

The MM Data Analysis Group proposed that we would use OptiMap (or a MatLab equivalent) to analyze all the test data.  Proponents will analyze their own data.  If there is a discrepancy between the proponent results and the ILG analysis, then the proponent gives their mapping parameters to the ILG and ILG checks that their parameters do produce the rmse and correlation claimed.  If one mapping tool produces consistently better results, that tool will be made available to all.  This proposal was accepted with some discussion about data formats.  It was proposed (DH) that we report the raw model data as well as the mapped model data for each model.  Both the raw and fitted model data are currently requested inputs for OptiMap – and we expect to use the same data input requirements for any equivalent analysis program – so we automatically will have the data requested by DH.  However, the raw data are due 14 Dec. and the fitted data are due 15 Jan., so there will have to be a separate editing step to put in the fitted model data.

Discussion of who will transform the subjective data from the format of section 4.2.1 into the data format necessary for OptiMap of equivalent program.  A group of proponents/ILG (Yonsei, Psytechnics, Opticom, and IRCCyN) are proposing to write software to convert from the section 4.2.1 format to the OptiMap format.  ILG (CRC) will run this software and will output data in the format suitable for the OptiMap-type analysis program.  These OptiMap-type data will be distributed to all proponents and ILG.

The last few dates in the MM Test Plan schedule were reviewed in the light of these new data-handling procedures.  

Status of the PVS files was reviewed again – which files have been received and copied to a central storage site?  The updated summary table was uploaded to the ftp site.

Ericsson proposed three PVSs, VGA, CIF, QCIF with low bit rates and high packet loss as possible bottom anchors in the MM Common Set.  Proposal is to exchange these for existing Common Set PVSs with smaller transmission errors.  Decision:  These 3 PVSs are accepted; MP will incorporate them in the Common Set and distribute them to proponents & ILG.

********************************************

ATIS-IIF sent a liaison regarding IPTV metrics.

********************************************

HDTV

Co-chair (MP) reports that ILG will not be able to support HDTV currently because of resources going to MM and to RRNR work.  MP proposes that HD testing be run in a new way in which the proponents do almost all of the work of assembling PVSs, and that ILG will mainly observe and officiate.  (See proposal text – to be inserted here.)  Major issues:  Availability of source video. Need to keep equipment requirements minimal or generic.

Comments:  How do we avoid proponents training their models on their own subject data?  How do we avoid a proponent training on everyone else’s data?  Suggestion:  Model should be submitted before source video (SRC and PVS) is chosen so that proponent cannot influence the subjective data so that other models will fail.  (Not clear to me how this would be accomplished.)  However, the task of choosing the source material has been very labor-intensive: Who’s going to do it?  Question:  How many proponent-based video source sets are necessary so that no proponent is familiar with too many sources?  Suggestion:  Move HDTV ahead of RRNR.  Issue:  Some proponents may not have enough facilities to do a complicated test.

Decision.  Informal vote:  Option 1.  Run some kind of simplified HD Test to be finished in one year: Proponents submit a subjective data set and a model at the same time.   Option 2.  Approach like MM.  Option 3. Pay ILG to run subjective tests.  Discussion:  If phase 1 only has coding errors, then should VQEG be recommending any quality metrics after Phase 1? Vote for option 1: NTIA, Acreo, VZ, SwissQual, Ericsson, NTT, Nortel, Opticom, Intel, Ghent.  Option 2:  Yonsei, NEC, KDDI.  Option 3: Motorola.  Winner is Option 1.  

Decision (no decision).  Question of transmission errors in Phase 1 HDTV: Vote for having transmission errors in Phase 1. 7 for.  7 against.

Who can produce transmission errors for HD?   Jens of SwissQual; Jun of NTT; Leigh of Nortel; Jorgen of Ericsson; Osamu of KDDI; Marcus of Opticom.

Image resolution and frame rate:  How many proponents can handle subjective testing for 720p 59.94 fps? KDDI, Opticom, NTIA

720p50  Opticom, SwissQual

1080i29.97 Yonsei, KDDI, Opticom, NTT, NTIA, NEC

1080i 25  Opticom, SwissQual.

Therefore all four could be in the testing (and are currently in the Test Plan).  

Issues to be considered before deciding on subjective test methodology:

- HRC types

- Transmission errors? Yes/no vote:  No=5; Yes=12.  Mild vs. severe errors:  Opinion: Mild=1; Mild + severe = 10-ish.  Decision:  Transmission errors will be included.  Note: Implies striking from Test Plan 1.4 the restrictions on freeze frames and frame skipping.

- Codecs: H.264 (AVC both high and main profile voted in;  SVC voted in ), MPEG-2 voted in, VC1 voted in, MJPEG-2000 voted out, DivX voted out.

- Explicit post-processing (not part of codec): de-blurring, de-blocking, noise filter.  Vote against post-processing = 9; vote for = 1. Decision:  No post-processing allowed.

- Scaling:  PVS must be same scale, resolution, and format as original; HRC can include transformations such as 720p -->NTSC-->720p.

- If a progressive display is used and it needs de-interlacing, then this de-interlacing is performed offline so that the model receives the same signal as the viewer.

- Range of quality (average bit rate):  4 Mbs to 30 Mbs; 1 vote.  1.5 Mbs to 30; 7 votes; Mbs. 0.5 to 30 Mbs; 7 votes.  Decision. Compromise of 1 Mbs as lower limit:  voted in.

- Number of sequences tested per proponents:  160 (probably ACR).  60-70 (probably DSCQS).  30 (method unspecified).  

- Length of test: 1.5 hour (with break; total viewing time of 50 minutes) vote=9.  1 hour (with break; total viewing time of 30 minutes) vote= 5.  Decision: 50 minutes of viewing & voting time; total of 1.5 in-lab time.

- Duration of sequence:  30 sec to 1 min proposed (0 votes). Others propose 10 sec (11 votes). An issue is availability of long HD sequences.  Motorola proposes 30 sec  (3 votes). 16 sec proposed (1 vote).  Decision: 10 sec.

Subjective testing methodology:


DSIS (ITU-T BT.500, 5-point impairment scale; approx 111 PVSs)  2 votes; 1 vote


DSCQS (ITU-T BT.500, double stimulus continuous scale; approx  59 PVS) 3 votes; 2 votes


SAMVIQ (New method using random access, multiple views, user control, costs under $5k, and is available from FT; approx 50 PVS)  1 vote; 1 vote

ACRHRR (ITU-RP.910, single stimulus 5-point scale; approx 200 PVS)  3 votes; 9 votes.

Decision:  ACRHRR is clear choice.

ILG labs will be sent a list of the SRCs chosen by each proponent so the ILG can check that multiple proponents do not pick the same SRC. (Sent by email with thumbnail image.)

Models:  FR, NR, RR, hybrid models will be accepted.  Bandwidths for RR:  56 kbs, 128 kbs, 256 kbs.

SRC submission date: For donation at next meeting.

SRC potential donors: NTIA, Intel, Nortel, Ghent, Comcast.

Camera specifications:  Proposal is that native resolution of camera be 1920 x 1080.  Much discussion.  Must be careful about naming specific brands and models of cameras.  Next meeting the experts will view examples of SRCs from different cameras in order to certify whether cameras are high enough quality.  Others say that eyeball is not good enough; only specs should be able to support a camera specification for the Test Plan.  Otherwise, no decision about camera specs.  

Discussion of buying video clips rather than buying a high-end HD camera:  Would proponents be willing to purchase SRCs that other proponents have chosen?  Or, is a proponent allowed to submit purchased source that then other proponents must buy (or send an executable of their model to the first proponent to run against the purchased video)?  Vote:  Yes=  NTT, Yonsei, NTIA;    No=SwissQual;  Depends on fee; cannot give away their executable = KDDI, Opticom, NEC. 

Note:  An ILG lab will need to be available to validate models for proponents who cannot let out their models to other proponents (KDDI, Opticom, NEC). 

Tentative model submission date:  Sept. 2008.

Chair (AW) suggests that we consider applying metrics from J.144R to HD source as an interim action.

