MM Audio Call 12 October 2005 3 pm GMT

Participants:

Kjell Brunnström, Acreo

Greg Cermak, Verizon

David Hands, BT

Quan Huynh-Thu, Psytechnics

Ragip Kurceren, Nokia

Ron Renaud, CRC

Filippo Speranza, CRC

Christian Schmidmer, Opticom,

Arthur Webster, NTIA

Steve Wolf, NTIA

Jun Okamoto, NTT

Takaaki Kurita, NTT

Vivaik Balasubramanian, Intel

Doina Petrescu, Motorola

Irina Cotanis, Ericsson

Jorgen Gustafsson, Ericsson

Stefan Winkler, Genista

Chulhee Lee, Yonsei

Eugen Rodel, SwissQual

1. Introduction

All the participants introduced themselves. DH referred participants to document 'IssuesforAudioCall_Oct.doc' that was distributed prior to the call. This dopcument formed the basis for the call. Each issue was discussed in turn. Of the 24 issues in the document, 12 issues were discussed.

The next audio call will be in 2 weeks time.

2. Discussion of issues requiring decisions

Issue Number
Topic
Result of discussion

1
Section 4.1.2: "The specification and selection of video cards for Stage 1 is still to be decided"
DH proposing that the specification be generic. FS suggested minimum requirements for cards along with examples of qualifying cards.  AW pointed out that a full system had been specified by NTIA in a document at the Stockholm meeting.  

*** DH to send out NTIA's general spec for card for agreement.

2
Section 4.1.3: Editor's note: luminance setting not agreed
CS says that if Eye One 

is used, then there's a potential conflict with the luminance spec in P.910.  

***CS will test an LCD using Eye One and send the results around.  

Decision on maximum luminance setting will be decided once results from CS test are known. Test results to be posted to reflector by 4/11/05.

3
Section 4.1.3 second paragraph lists the steps for monitor setup.  There was general agreement (but no official agreement) to use the Eye One hardware & software as part of this setup.  Use of Eye One should be agreed upon and appended onto this list.
See response to issue 2 above.

PC will buy a Spyder2Pro and test its performance.

4
Section 4.1.3: Exact monitor specifications should be appended to section 4.1.3.  I believe we fleshed out most of these specifications at Stockholm.  Those and other interested parties should draft exact text.
FS noted that useful ITU contribution (document 157). AW has placed document on protected VQEG ftp site.

5
Section 4.1.4, it seems to me that we should have exactly the same number of subjects view & rate each video sequence.  Consider the impact on data analysis if one lab uses 80 people per PVS and another 24 people.  Right now, the test plan specifies a minimum number of subjects and recommends obtaining as many as possible.
Regarding number of subjects.  Seems to be agreement that there be an upper limit of 24-ish subjects.  Also agreement that the number of PVSs per lab/experiment be the same.  QH-T will write a memo on 

the relation between the number of subjects and the number of PVSs possible per lab. 

***QH-T to send memo to reflector by 14/10/05.

6
We need a new section 4.1.7, “subjective test control software.”  This section should identify subjective testing software restrictions.  The two positions currently being considered are:

a. Everyone must use one software, in which case the software should be identified. 

b. Any approved methodology may be used, in which case all currently approved software methodologies should be identified.
Acreo, SwissQual, and NTIA software for controlling the 

experiment are already available. All test laboratories requested to try the three 

software options and provide feedback to the whole group.  To be done by 4/11/05. FS noted that if we do not decide on one software to be used by all labs, then only the player should be specified. In this case, labs have the option of using own methods for randomisation, subjective rating interface and data collection. Pen and paper is not allowed for obtaining subjective ratings.

7
We need resolution on the issue of cropping and the visual impact of that black border against the subjective testing program’s border.  This resolution should go into section 4.1.7.
This is dependent on player selection and cannot be resolved until player has been decided.

8
Discussions at previous meetings indicated a preference for multiple labs running viewers through each subjective test.  For example, lab A develops the subjective test and runs 12 people through the test; lab B runs an additional 12 people through the test.  If this is to be done, the specifics should be put into the section 4.1; and this step should be identified into the timeline of section 5.3.
Regarding multiple labs running the same tests. Rejected. Only the common sequences will be presented in all tests. There will be no duplication of tests between test labs. 

Some discussion on 60Hz and 75Hz refresh rate and whether the seqeunces should be modified prior to playback (e.g. using a 2:3 pull-down technique) or if the player may decide on frame playout. If player decides, possibility of change to perceptual quality across subjects  (no empirical evidence for/against any effect). Currently, we have decided that the player will decide. Interested parties may perform measurements of player determined play-out and should report back by 4/11/05.A revision to this decision may then be made on the basis of any evidence we have available.

9
Section 4.2.1: specifies quite a bit of information to be stored with each individual subjective score.  Currently, each automated subjective testing program outputs (to the best of my knowledge) only the video sequence name and the subjective score.  The structure in 4.2.1 addressed all of the concerns raised at the time, but now seems overly complicated.  I propose we simplify by deleting the following fields.  Please note that this information would therefore not be available:  test type, month, day, year, session, resolution, rate, age, gender, & order.  (1) With our file new naming convention, the image resolution is part of the test name, so that information is redundant; (2) I doubt anyone really cares which day a subject took the test; (3) we aren’t likely to use age & gender; (4) the frame rate (25fps) can be discovered elsewhere; and (5) with the emphasis on many randomizations, the order and session information has little remaining value – this is a hold over from subjective tests with two randomizations.  What remains will be simply:  lab, test, subject #, scene, HRC, ACR score.  We should add to that “file name” since the most likely source of error in this file will be creating scene & HRC name from file name.  Therefore, I for one would like to keep around the file name.
Although there is a lot of information, there is no cost to gathering and reporting the information. Provided all data is provided using the same spreadsheet format then the additional information will not affect statistical analysis of the results. Agreed to keep existing information from each test subject.

10
Section 4.2.2: since computer controlled testing will be performed, the subject may not be able to fail to score.  If VQEG wants this to be an option in the software interface, then that must be specified herein.  Alternatively, we could specify that the software interface disallows going forward until a score is chosen.
If software run test module chosen, then subjects must not be able to vote while clip is playing, subjects must provide a vote before the next clip is presented.

11
Section 4.2.2: second paragraph should give an exact formulae for hidden reference removal – an equation that is, not a sentence.  Otherwise, we will be by accident having some people doing source minus processed and some people the reverse.  I suggest one of the following:  

a.  (PVS – SRC + 5), where “excellent” is 5 and “bad” is 1

b. (PVS – SRC), where “excellent” is 0 and “bad” is -4

c. (SRC – PVS), where “excellent” is 0 and “bad” is 4
To be voted upon. 

***DH to send options out to reflector for preferences.

12
A new section should be added to 5, perhaps 5.6 “fees and restrictions”.  This section should state the expectation that fees will be paid to the ILG.  Restrictions on PVS distribution and NDAs (if we go that route) should be inserted.  Restrictions on HRC identification should also be listed – among proponents & ILG, this information is okay, but exact HRC identification (e.g., vendor) should not be identified with subjective scores in outside reporting.
***AW and CS will draft text to cover this issue. Text to be sent to reflector by 21/10/05.

