THURSDAY MORNING

1. Notes from yesterday morning:  

Small corrections of wording.  

Looking for moderators (Greg, Kjell, Chris) of an email discussion of intellectual property issues mainly regarding objective data (model outputs). 

Reviewing changes to calibration limits in HD Test Plan.  Verifying that agreed-to changes appear in updated Test Plan.  

Re-visiting the sentence added yesterday about “artificial PVSs.”  Will have to fix that sentence in the HD  Test Plan. 

Minutes approved.

2.  Next meeting.

Options are Intel@Portland;  Symmetricom@San Jose.  San Jose seems to be preferred.  Question: Link up with SPIE or with VPQM?  Majority prefers SPIE.  Question:  Can Saturday or Sunday be hosted at a San Jose site?  No answer.  Decision:  VQEG will be after SPIE.  Exact dates will be decided via email reflector.

3. HD Test Plan.

Section 8.1.  New text at beginning of section being proposed by Chulhee.  Discussion regarding post-processing vs. effects produced by codecs & network: What is considered “natural” and “reasonable”?  Regarding adding freeze frames or dropping frames:  Apparently it may not be possible to satisfy calibration requirements without some manual freezing or dropping frames.  Ricardo says actual network practice includes frame freezing & dropping.  Chulhee worries about proponents “gaming” using strange frame freezing & dropping.  Kjell suggests reviewing PVSs for strangeness, but Marcus points out that PVSs and subjective data and models are supposed to be submitted at the same time, so review would not be possible in a timely or convenient way.  Items for vote:

· Manual introduction of freeze frames without skipping?  Yes =  11, No = 3.

· Manual frame dropping (includes skipping)?  Yes = 4, No = 5.

Further discussion may be making these votes moot.

Decision:  There will be an HD email list.

N. Jayant of Georgia Tech reports work on mean time between errors and an objective model based on packet loss and bit rate.  Basically supports the idea that monitoring bit rate and PLR is a good predictor of subjective video quality.  Methodological questions from the academics.

Back to section 8.1:  

Proposed text on freeze frames and dropped frames from Chulhee says (roughly) that adding and dropping frames can be done only to satisfy calibration requirements, and must be reported & explained.  Decision:  Chulhee’s paragraph was accepted.  Section 8.1, Test Plan 2.3R2.

· Temporal alignment section:  Two proposals up for consideration, one from Chulhee, one from Chris.  Decision on Chulhee’s proposal:  25% maximum of freeze frames may be in the last ¼ second of video sequence -- agreed. 

·  The second proposal about “entire PVS  must be contained in the corresponding SRC; a maximum of 0.25 sec of the PVS may be cut off:”  Has been rephrased to something like “No portion of a PVS may be included that does not have an associated portion in the SRC.”  Proposal: Table this topic and have a phone conference to work out wording.  Agreed.

Section 4.4.3, Display Specification and Setup:

Proposal from Vittorio:  Use only “Grade 1” flat panel displays, or high quality CRTs.  He seems to be withdrawing this proposal.

Before this proposal can be decided, the scope of the HD test must be decided.  Are we using consumer-grade playback or professional-grade?  Chulhee shows high correlations across monitors.  Patrick shows much lower correlations across monitors.  

· Proposal alternatives: 1. Use one monitor technology = 5 votes.  2. Use both CRT and LCD technologies = 8 votes.  Agreed:  2 technologies.

· Proposal alternatives:  1. Professional grade CRT    2a. Use LCD professional grade (grade 2 or better) only – does  not exist in a large size display.   2b. LCD high end consumer TV set .   Apparently it was agreed by default that we would use a high end consumer LCD with a minimum size of 42”.  Discussion of monitors and what’s available today.  Apparently all consumer grade monitors do post-processing. 

· Proposal:  Use LCD monitors less than 42”. Agreed that a 24” LCD monitor can be used. In subsequent discussion, having monitors of different sizes seems to have been rejected??

· Proposal:  Labs must post to the reflector what monitor they plan to use; VQEG members have 2 weeks to object.  Agreed.

· Proposed text regarding input requirements for HDMI, SDI, and conversions was inserted in the Test Plan.  Agreed.

Since we are using CRT monitors, the question of de-interlacing arises.  

SUBJECTIVE JUDGMENT SECTION.

Proposal to use ACR in 9-point or 11-point scales.  Refined proposal to use the same 11-point scale as Hybrid.  Agreed to use 11-point scale.

SECTION 3.1.  ON MODEL SUBMISSION.

Should each model address all formats?  How many formats for test?  Source may not be available in some formats; disagreement about how much material is available in various formats.

Proposal:  Proponent can choose which formats their model applies to.  No decision.

Proposal:  Test only on progressive; for labs with interlace displays, have deinterlacing be part of the HRC.   No decision.

Phil and Margaret will set up audio calls to deal with the undecided issues.

Tentative model submission date:  July or August of 2009.

HYBRID TEST PLAN.

Discussion about using the MM approach vs. using the HDTV approach. Number of subjective tests per proponent and ILG – for information only:

BT = 1

Ericsson = 1

DT = 1

Ghent U. = 1

KDDI = 2

Lancaster U = 1

NEC = 1

NTT = 1

Opticom = 1

Psytechnics = 1

Symmetricom = 1

SwissQual = 1 

Tektronix = ?

Yonsei = 3

CRC = 0

Intel = 0

Acreo = 1?

IRCCyN = 1

Nortel = ?

FUB = 1

Calibration limits.  Will use limits from MM and HD Test Plans.

Information to be used in bitstream models.  P.NAMS vs. P.NBAMS.  P.911 needs to be revised for audio + video tests.  Tentative decision to test video only.  Therefore, VQEG may not be able to meet P.NAMS requirements, and maybe the Hyrid test cannot collaborate fully with P.NAMS.  

Check of tentative proponent list for Hybrid models.  Check verified current list.

Check of proponents for P.NAMS adds NEC.

Check of proponents for P.NBAMS . Check verified current list.

COLLABORATIVE EFFORT.  

Patrick describes goals of effort:  Share information about objective metrics with, e.g., MPEG and JPEG.  Alex Bourret of BT describes general approach:  Start with generic model; test only using new modules (sort of a LINUX-like approach?).  Make source code available.  There would be a patent pool.  There is a general plan about sharing video materials and subjective data (“open database”).  Presents an example of the working process.  Discusses “profiles” and “levels.”   Suggesting a possible first use on H.264 & NR models.  Discussion and comparison of this approach with the proposed ATIS certification approach.  Patrick & Alex solicit potential collaborators.  NTIA signs up because they have no patent issues.  Also, HHI/Fraunhofer, Acreo, Ericsson, DT, Ghent, AGH/Lancaster.  A goal would be to finally standardize a model.

