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Proposal document is being presented by Shahid.
It is stated that on pages 3/4 view (2) is not actually an option for Q.14/12. It is clarified in the discussions that the view (1) and the compromise stated below the two views are the approaches that may find consensus between the groups.

Questions on proposal

Chulhee:
What is different from hybrid or P.NAMS, P.NBAMS?
Alex: Different focus, different in two ways:
(1) Technology: UHD, HFR, different codecs (HEVC, H.264, VP9), … No packet loss!
(2) Subjective tests for older models have always been on conditions including packet-loss, so subjects' attention was on this type of degradation. It is expected that this leads to some bias in the subjective test when compared to what is planned for this current project.

Chulhee: 
Use different existing standardized methods to benchmark against new models?
Chris and others: Statements that there should not be a backdoor for having existing standards be slightly (and unknown how far) modified and thus have certain companies have several parallel threads for submitting models. Also, the effort of adapting existing models should not be offloaded to the actual standardization participants whose efforts would be increased otherwise.
It is highlighted that long-sequences should be considered, too. The assessment of old methods in comparison could be done in a characterization phase. This avoids that standardized models may be submitted as "pseudo-new" models.
 
To ensure that older models will not be able to handle the current scope of the joint activity, some small number of tests with short sequences with switches shall be addressed. Although AVHD has not been on short sequences before, Opticom believes that the reduced weight of longer-sequences justifies the use of some tests with short sequences with switches.
Alex argues that the associated subjective tests with 10s tests with switches is ecologically not very valid, since users normally will watch longer sequences. 

Savvas states that with 10s only 1 switch can be included and this does not address a very valid case.
In spite of the fact that previous models do provide outputs for 10s sequences, the scope is really different for the current project, the internal quality scale is a quite different one, e.g. no packet loss included. Hence, Savvas’ preference is for view 1, or the compromise of a small number of short-term databases with switches.

Silvio indicates that it should be made sure that the jump from 10s to longer sequences will be meaningful. He states that users for 10s may integrate quality quite differently from how longer-term viewing is being integrated. He states that 10s is not what users may really be interested in. Silvio wishes to not have two different integration models for the two cases (10s and >>10s).

Opticom indicates that they have some data on the use of P.910-type tests for longer sequences, where also some short sequences were used with switches included. These results have been presented at VQEG as well. 
(Alex: Can you indicate where to find respective papers / presentations etc.?)

Matthieu indicates that switches should be addressed. The P.NATS consideration could be considered to take a longer sequence, cut it into 10s pieces, and the longer-duration videos are judged for 1min as well as the shorter ones which have been degraded without switches. 
Shahid states that long-term databases will still have quality-switches, and that 10s segment lengths are not the only type of segment length targeted.

Matthieu states that he likes that idea to be compatible with P.NATS architecture.

Agreements of participants regarding project

Matthieu: Ok
States that in general they do not see a problem with this proposal. They have a preference for including short sequences with switches in the project.

Savvas: Ok 
Agrees, preference for view (1), compromise agreeable.

Chulhee: unclear 
Sees some doubts, but unclear what general view is. Asked for subjective test document.

T-Labs: Ok

Opticom: Ok 
Point of view is that the long sequence view is very important, but generally they agree.

University of Kingston: Unknown, did not take part in calls 
Cardiff: Unknown, unclear what their views are.

Silvio: Ok 
Agrees and is strongly in favour of the collaboration. View 1 is ok, as well as the compromise.

Open points
1. Will the Q.14/P.NATS models be validated on all Pv-related short-term databases including possible ones with switches? 
1. Will AVHD proponents provide per-1s-scores?
1. Will validation of pixel-based metrics be only monolithic on all databases or a separate Pv model validation, or subsequent steps as suggested in proposal document?
TODOs
TODO Alex: Send P.NATS subjective test document for view on how long sequences have been tested in Phase 1.

Alex: Some considerations on numbers of databases:

Let’s assume a collaboration (case 1).
Let the number of proponents for P.NATS be X1, and let the number of AVHD proponents be Y1.
Then, the overall number of databases N1 will be: 
N1(Databases AVHD/P.NATS Ph.2) = D*(X1+Y1).
(D being the number of databases provided / paid for by each participants).
The short-sequence databases will be a portion S of the overall set, the long sequence-databases a portion L, with:
S+L=1
Let Ss be the portion of databases that are short and have switches, and Sn be the portion of databases that are short and do not have switches, with:
Ss+Sn=1   

Then, the overall number of short-sequence databases without switches Nsn will be:
Nsn=Sn*S*D*(X1+Y1)

In case there was no such collaboration, and that D is equal for both projects:
N0x(Databases P.NATS Ph.2) = D*X0
N0y(Databases AVHD) = D*Y0

Now for simplicity, let us further assume that X0=X1=X and Y0=Y1=Y (with the merging of the two projects no further participants come into the project).
Then, to make sure that number of short-term databases without switches will be higher than for P.NATS Ph. 2 alone, it is required that:

Nsn >> N0x
=> Sn*S*D*(X+Y) >> DX
=> Sn*S >> X/(X+Y)

With current estimates of X=7 for P.NATS, and -- depending on whether all AVHD candidates will participate -- Y=5.


Documents from P.NATS Phase 1 (not Phase 2!)

Note: All comments and tracked changes have been removed, which may have led to some loss of information. Some points under discussion still until the end of Phase 1 are highlighted in some of the documents.
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