VQEG Meeting

May 7, 2001

VQEG Minutes (draft) Boulder Meeting May 7-11, 2001

(Thanks to Jorge Caviedes and Alex Bourret for taking these notes!)

Monday Morning

Introductions, agenda review, logistics.

Main objectives are test plans for FR-TV and NR/RR-TV by the end of the week.  Arthur stated the need to pick up the pace at VQEG. Pressure from ITU/IEEE groups is high.  Mike Brill (Sarnoff pointed out the resources problem). Arthur pointed out that the multi-lab effort lends credibility to the effort, however the uncertainty about the process and results affects the willingness of labs to commit.  About the FR-TV activity, Vittorio (WP 6Q chair) indicated that selection and production of test material, is a major task, yet no indication of commitment by concerned parties.

With respect to RR/NR-TV, Jamal gave the historical perspective and present status.  Source selection (Michelle), test plan writeup (Harley), HRC selection (Stephen), call for submissions (Philip), generation of impaired test sequences (Alexander Schertz, need new person) are among the activities that are under way. Updates will be given during the meeting (full list of tasks in Test Plan draft 1.1).  It was clarified that the goal is not just to declare a winner, but to generate key recommendations to address the needs of the standardization groups. To the question of whether the state of the art is that no standard can be recommended for FR-TV, it was indicated that there are workable solutions, that could be adopted. For RR/NR-TV it seems more feasible to have standard because according to D. Fibush the requirements are less strict.

Declaring a winner vs. contributing to the adoption of a standard.  Stephen proposed that VQEG focuses on providing data for calibration and validation of alternative methods.  Support of the T1A1 activity, which at present is focussed on evaluating methods, addressing calibration and comparison means.

About MM the status of the ad-hoc group is dormant, it can be re-activated if a new chair is found.  Jorge indicated that MM has the opportunity to start working on adaptation of models for RR/NR-TV, and report results in that forum. Of course, there are plenty of specific needs for MM, the first step is the creation of a requirements document. Harley proposed to address MM in an ad-hoc meeting.  Jamal proposed to do it during the Florida conference special session on OIQ methods.

Dave Brill, T1A1.1 is the US group in charge of quality standards, later taken up by VQEG. And now T1A1 has taken the initiative to pursue a standard again (with some objections).  The first action was an attempt to standardize the Tek method. End-to-end QoS across the network allows using different methods to measure at different points.  This committee has looked at interoperability/compatibility of different methods to address today’s needs. The document list has been sent to the reflector.  The main issue is a conversion factor among FR methods (more complex than that really, but not explained). The topics of the technical reports produced:

Accuracy and comparative relationships of video quality metrics (VQM). The logistic functions used to correlate with MOS are the conversion factors to convert to common scale, a normalized 0-1 subjective quality scale.  The comparison method is to be proposed by Stephen to be used by VQEG to evaluate metrics. The use of VQEG data was flagged as not entirely reliable.  The answer was that the method is not dependent on that data, it was used as an example.

Presentation of full details on this and other reports was not continued in the interest of time.  However the main message that the evaluation method is worth considering for VQEG was delivered.

Monday Afternoon meeting

ITU-T SG9 status reported by Arthur. Communications stating FR-TV interest, MM quality.

ITU-R 6Q status by Vittorio.  Vittorio described new approach adopted in order to speed up selection procedures.  About FR-TV, it was pointed out that it is a small, professional market. Also that the viewers are experts rather than naïve users, i.e. experts assess quality and make decisions about equipment purchases.  Further issues on FR-TV sequence and HRC selection and generation deferred to the specific session later in the meeting.

IEEE report by A. Godber.  Measurement standards have been done by IEEE, work similar to VQEG, OIQ work started some 5 years ago, and later deferred to VQEG.  The issue of lack of a scale of impairment has been addressed. The JND scale work has been going on, recently with A. Watson’s contribution.  The document draft available on the Website. JNDVIS, and EASE method are described in the paper.  [See VQEG-2001-023 and VQEG-2001-002.]

R. Kawada presented the KDDI proposal to estimate PSNR using invisible markers.  This technique is sensitive to image shifts, the shift would need to be estimated in order to be applicable.  This watermarking is linked to the DCT block positions.  It was claimed that this watermark is weak.  Also, whether it can be really used in RR/NR will depend on whether the estimated PSNR estimates perceived quality.  Costs (extra coding effort) must also be considered.  Extra work involved in subjective and objective testing was also discussed.  Initially, it looks not feasible to include this proposal into the HRCs, further discussion for the HRC selection discussion. [See VQEG-2001-015.]

J. Caviedes discussed requirements for subjective testing. Preliminary selection of HRCs is to be used as a way to ensure setting the endpoints of the scale, selection of an arbitrary reference, and to secure that the data points are well spread out and are representative of the effects of the HRCs at multiple levels.

Status of the preliminary selection of HRCs indicates that there are not enough volunteers to generate the samples for initial screeening.  Moreover, the actual subjective testing also lacks enough independent labs.

Discussion on reduced reference standard feature set ensued.

May 8, 2001

D. Fibush proposed several analysis/performance/comparison methods/metrics, for example:

1. Non-linear correlation

2. Outlier ration

3. Resolving power

4. Error classification

As part of the test plan, a list of these methods must be generated and evaluated in order to select a final set.

No method to be recommended.

Comments were made on the methods, it was agreed to discuss and refine in the context of the test plan preparation.

RRNR-TV test plan

Objective definition: To emulate sscqe compensating for viewer reaction times, and objective amplitude scaling.  On-the-fly editing done by Phil, update to be reflected in the test plan.

Steve presented refinements to the Fibush proposal made during the break.  The text details what will be provided to ITU, and states what is expected of ITU.

Here is the revised goal, as agreed by the participants:

Goal:

· Evaluate video quality metrics (VQMs)

· Provide a complete description of VQM accuracy and other analyses and cross-calibration methods, and the results obtained from test. 

· VQEG provides to ITU

· A report (for consideration as a recommendation) that contains the VQM analysis methods and cross calibration techniques (i.e., unified framework for interpretation and utilization of VQMs)

· A report that gives results for all submitted VQMs

· VQEG expects ITU to use these results together with their application specific requirements to write recommendations

· Where possible, emphasis should be placed on a common (ITU-R/ITU-T) VQM for each FR, RR, and NR

Discussion of the RRNR test plan.

SSCQE choice, 4H, no audio, and non-expert viewer decisions from Munich were ratified.

About the subjective evaluation procedure (Sec. 2) it was agreed to include in the text the use of SSCQE according to Rec.500, with the use of a hidden reference.

Michelle pointed out that the monitor description agreed in Munich should be included in the test plan.  Sec. 2.1.2 was modified accordingly. In Sect. 2.1.3 it had also been agreed to include explicitly that the soundtrack was not to be included.  Text was updated.

Phil explained that the use of quality scale rather than impairment scale is advised for sscqe. This was accepted.

Other corrections that have been agreed upon in Munich and were not in the text (pointed out by Michelle) were included.  Discussion of number of viewers and experimental design followed. Balanced ANOVA design requires a minimum of 16 viewers that give valid data.  Labs use a real minimum of 20 to 25.

Tuesday Afternoon 

After lunch the text describing the use of hidden reference in the sscqe test was reviewed and approved for inclusion in the test plan.

Big discussion on scales objective, subjective, scaling, and final objective of the VQM.  It was agreed that calibration and offset (and fitting) was to be allowed. This is similar to the logistic fit stage of FR phase 1.

In the end there was agreement to allow fitting as in Phase 1.

Section 2.2.3 on Data Analysis (changed to Subjective Data Analysis).  A priori ANOVA  will be used. The instant variance will be associated with the mean.  The practicality of doing ANOVA on points taken every .5 seconds was questioned, but it was agreed to decide whether to collapse or not after the data is collected and first ANOVA is tried.

Review of doc. 006 overview of test design, led by Stephen, on-the-fly editing.  Agreed to incorporate that text into test plan; at the end of Section 2. 

Review of Section 3.

It was proposed to see if Pixelmetrix/KDD can calculate PSNR, it was argued that it could be used as a minimum performance level for the models.

Wednesday May 9, 2001  Morning

Continuation of review of Section 3. Discussion on content selection followed, but it is tied to HRC choice. 

Jamal pointed out that transcoding is an HRC that is missing, but Setphen indicated that nobody requested this during the time he posted a request for HRC proposals in the reflector.

It is clear that experiments must be run to check quality range of several SRCxHRC combinations.  Test material is in D5 at this time, conversion to D1 may be needed.  Processing needs to be done, if completed before the Orlando meeting, review could take place in Orlando.  Austin is a place where encoding could be done but they do not have a D5.

HRC discussion – Stephen. Pre-processing is dealt with implicitly because encoders are expected to include it. On the subject of noise, it was agreed not to use a full SRC to include noise. It was advised to include some appropriate noise briefly in one of the HRCs.  About stat-mux, it was discussed that the HRC must be applied so that it has an effect on quality that is relevant to the test. At least one high bitrate output will have the analog effect HRC.

Agreement was reached on the 7 points included before the HRC table presented by Steve.

With respect to section 3.2.2. the bullet on pre-filtering options was striked out.

The soundness of the experimental design must be insured, Phil as the expert is the de facto auditor of the design. His is encouraged to insure soundness of the experimental design.

Arthur suggested that generation of preliminary SRCxHRC samples and coordination of screening (perhaps in two sessions, Austin and Orlando) be handled by an ad-hoc committee.

Vittorio asked if the expenses associated with independent lab activities can be paid for. Financial reimbursement beyond 5 days work is appropriate.  However, the VQEG policy is to use the resources the group can generate without asking for a fee to the proponents.  To the question of whether proponents would be willing to pay a fee for participating, only R&S’ Alexander indicated that it could be considered. Jamal also indicated that budget for the Subjective Test was not out of the question. Other people indicated mainly that it was unlikely that a fee would be acceptable.  However, expenses associated with VQEG participation up to a certain level (e.g. $2500 in the case of NTIA), seem manageable to most participants.

Wednesday May 9, 2001 continued

Ad hoc comity for selection of the sequences : Alexander, Jamal, Vittorio, Philip, Arthur, Michele.

Was decided that it is OK for proponents to produce HRC, but not run the subjective tests.

Editing on document 29R1 (RRNR-TV test plan)

Second paragraph to be addressed : segmentation of the test material (3.2.3)

Last paragraph related to transport stream was stroked. 

Harley's email indicates lack of consensus at the Munich meeting on first paragraph of chapter 3.2.5. 

Dave - The number given for cropping (10 pixels) is not consistent. 

Arthur - The cropping can be 10 pixels per side except in the case of 704 pixels per line.

Dave - upstream processing is the only one to be able to use the reference signal. 

First part of paragraph 3.2.5 is modified.

Steve - Figure 5 should be provided as an example.

Jamal - perhaps Steve's paragraph regarding randomization should be included in at this level of the document. 

Steve - procedures regarding the randomization (not twice same HRC following each other, or same sequence) should be inserted at this level.

Jean Louis - is there no training sequence ?

Philip - The first seconds of the sequences should be ignored in the result.

Ann Marie - 3.2.7, sentence regarding the first vote is deleted, because the first seconds of result will be dropped anyway.

Philip / Steve - between each session, the break should be of about 15 minutes minimum.

Jean Louis - No mention of the training session at this level.

Kjell - It should be specified than both half-hour sessions should be done in the same day.

Section 3.3

Steve - Different kind of synchronization in the test:

 - subjective data synchronization (all lab should take sample of the slider position at the same timecode)

 - The timecode sampling information should be provided to the objective models.

Each of these issues has to be addressed in a paragraph at this level of the document.

Jamal - there is already something about time alignment

Steve - this is different and need different paragraph.  Frames that are going to be sampled need to be indicated.

Steve / Dave - the accuracy of timecode 

Jean Louis - Problem: the accuracy will be only of 1/2 second. The offset accuracy is 1/2 second, although the delay remains constant over the whole sequence.  The original design of the slider equipment doesn't allow accuracy regarding the starting point of the voting sample.

Philip - CRC's equipment is instantaneous.

Alexander - This might not be such an important issue because of the reaction time of the subjects (-+ 200 ms)

Vittorio - minimum reaction time as been shown to be between 1 to 2 seconds according whether the subject is hypo or hyper reactive.

Alexander - The delay will be averaged over the subjects

Steve - But how to average the viewers ?

Jean Louis - The slider data is sampled every 1micro second, but software can introduce delay the first sampling.

Vittorio - Time code is reported from D1 to computer continuously, but software is not real time and can drift. 

Steve - what is the variability?

Philip - thinks that it's less than half frame

Jean Louis - delay never been measured because wasn't a problem up to now.

Philip - thinks it's not a big problem

Dave - probably a way to measure it, using sample strobe through the video. 

Margaret - Suggests different title to 3.3.2: "synchronizing timecode sampling of timecode slider and objective model."

Steve - The second issue is the synchronization of the video sequences itself. Because of the editing process, there could be up to a frame delay between sequences.  Need to either out figure out the delay and give the information, or resynchronize. 

Jamal - Could be tools provided to do the resynch ?

Steve - it is possible to check synchronization with field accuracy.

Margaret is agrees to do it.

Jamal - Problem also comes from the HRCs: some codec can modify the time stamping.

Vittorio - Latency can change from one system to another.

Steve - other point on synchronization: spatial synch.. Two approaches:  the models find it by themselves or it is measured once for all and provided to the model. Scaling is not allowed.  This values do not change across the test.

Vittorio - how the broadcaster can obtain this information ? Therefore why should it be provided to the models?

Steve - foresee two recommendations : one about objective model, the other about calibrations needed to make the model work.

Vittorio - an umbrella recommendation covering the two fields.

David - in real life, the synch info might change, so some of the bitrate should be kept for synch information.

David - Because some methods might not need synch, alignment should be taken care by the model.

There is one value per HRCs, so the whole sequence is not realistic compared to real life application (except assessing different channels on cable for instance)

Other solution could be to minimize the number of HRCs that generate these effect, or use the first unused seconds of the sequence to synch.

Margaret: why should temporal shift info available and not the spatial one ?

Decision: tomorrow

Arthur : com by ?? : section 5.2 should be taken out

Margaret : what if there is a letter box movie, what is the window of interest ? Should it be specified that valid video should be present at given coordinates ?

Jamal - back on synch problem: limit the HRC to one generating a max horizontal shift of 1 pix and no line.

Section 4:

Comment on section 4.1 (document 6). Description didn't match the figures. Change agreed.

Output can be binary, not only ASCII. Need also to pass in information parameter as described in 3.3.1 and 3.3.2.

On section 4.2 : bitrate changed to 1 - 6 Mbit/s

Alexander : the fact of talking about 2 different bitrates (video and reduced reference channel) is confusing. This need clarification. 

Dave - The figure describing the reference model might not be generic

Steve - The operating systems proposed are out of date and do not include SGI.

Jamal - it was proposed at Munich that the proponent could run their model on their systems, solving compatibility problems. The executable will be given in advance to Vittorio who will keep them in case of later contestation.

Harley's note also suggest that the proponent pays for any extra verification required.

Jean Louis : could a proponent test other proponent’s model ? Answer : no, too easy to spy on competition. 

10/05/2001

3 new documents, inc. draft for liaison statement to SG9 that has to be discussed (tomorrow)

FRTV issues (Vittorio)

Two contributions to be discussed. See how decisions taken for RRNR-TV can be translated on FRTV. 

Main concern : most effective test.

Efficiency has to be improved.  One possibility is to do the test only on one field frequency.  Vittorio would rather choose 60 Hz because more sensitive (lower resolution).

How many sources to select ? V. proposes no more than 8, so will be easy to select later on in Orlando. Test sequences 8 or 10 seconds (10 possible because test probably less engaging).

Is 10 better than 2x5 sec ? Jean Louis : no, it's the same.

Dave is concern about having only one field frequency.  (political implication, 80% ITU country are 50Hz...)

Arthur : this test is trying to narrow the sources - HRCs used. 

Jean Louis - Why no seen cuts.

Vittorio - If in a 10 seconds sequence, the 5 first seconds are very engaging, not the 5 next, the user will make his judgement only on one section.

David - In short : Looking at a better design for the experiment, with less scope but concentrated on the point of interest, then analyse the result, without telling what the winner is.

Modification of the FRTV document : focused on distribution TV.

David - Would be interesting to include DV, because part of digital television (used in some studio)

Jean Louis - DV may be consider as a cascading effect.

Vittorio - Current equipment that can be used in distribution is MPEG based. 

Change the scope of the experiment for "error free distribution TV"

David still think DV should be included : one mean of error free distribution is tape...

Sources selection

There will be 8 sources, 8 seconds each, homogenous

HRC selection

Is 8 a too large number ?

Dave - If 5 compression rate, too many things will look the same.

HRC should be well separated in term of visual quality: 1 2 4 8Mb/s

The compression will be taken in agreement with RR NR TV.

FR should at least have 8Mb/s, 6 being bellow common practice in TV.

Steve - should use different brand of decoders.

Vittorio - if 8 HRCs instead of 10, 50/60Hz can be saved.

The number of HRCs is kept at 8, in order to accept both 50 and 60 Hz.

Viewing distance

Vittorio - at 3H you can see the lines in 60 Hz, 

Dave - 5H was a mistake in previous experiment, should have been 4

Vittorio - Monitor display verification was not useful in previous experiment because everybody passed it.

Visual test procedure for the subject is removed from the test plan.

4 laboratories will run the test (2@50Hz, 2@60Hz)

64 cases to be seen per user. 4 tapes have to be edited, 1 hour of testing in each frequency field.

Vittorio : Each source is shown to the expert (about 5 people), and is ranked by their quality (group agreement).  This process is done for each source (one source at a time).

Dave - What if one person is most influential on the 5 people ?

Vittorio - Not to make ultimate ranking or decision, but anticipate a work that the standardization  body will have to face. 

Steve - how is it going to be combine between sources ?

If able to say that careful analysis of expert was able to point out that given proponent would perform for each source. It could come out that some proponent performs better - say - on sport, that others /**/

Steve - good experiment if it is ranking, not quality ranging.

David - The DSCQS has to be run with enough people, expert or not.  This special expert viewing must be in addition of DSCQS.

Arthur - Would be interested to run DSCQS on experts as well.

To avoid viewers to remember, DSCQS is run previous to quality ranking by the experts.

21 viewers per lab with two tapes orders. (20 are needed for ANOVA, 21 to respect 3 viewers per test constraint)

Michele - Ranking each combination of HRC / source instead of HRCs by source. 

Vittorio - Goal of full ref:  substitute the golden eye. 

Jean Louis - Could also rank the sequences for each HRC.

Vittorio - The results will be available as soon as the DSCQS tapes are available.

Conclusion on Kjell's proposal : it could be proposed as an additional test, but would need more support for it. Can write a proposal for an alternative test, and then look for resources to run it.  Same for Jean Louis' proposal.

Concern that the expert's test would be available before the DSCQS's results on one side, but also that the expert test results can be available soon. Current position : the expert results will not be released until the DSCQS results are available. However, if the DSCQS are not available by a given date, expert results would be made available.

Vittorio - Maximum is March 2002, because is 2 weeks before the 6Q meeting. 

Steve - results between sources cannot be put on the same graph.

Vittorio - Not in his experience. + DSCQS with 5 experts and 30 naives give same results.

Arthur - Pressure on T1 to wait for VQEG.  3 months delays may be acceptable, but not beyond that.

Dave - add a new method every time someone thinks it's ok. 

Phil - What is the definition of an expert ? (offline)

Vittorio - All this will be in the test plan, and comment can be sent, but at least as an email.  If a report signed by 5 experts give a result, it would be consistent piece of material.

Presentation of Ryoichi Kawada Contribution (VQEG2001-16)

Extracting basic structure common in the proposed models and standardize it. Hope it would speed up the standardization, without ranking the proponents.

David - Good for the KDD model but doesn't represent the other models.  Sarnoff's model for instance cannot be broken down into this model.

Kjell - it's not about breaking down, but taking the best parts

David / Ann Marie - Sarnoff and Tektronix have no interest in doing that.

Steve - Sent a proposal in that sense, but no one seemed interested in doing that.

Kjell - Main problem: it's a side activity, and not the main VQEG activity, and the collaborative group suffers because of it. It will not get the momentum until it becomes the main goal of the group.

NTIA, Pixelmatrix, Acreo are interested in collaborating.

David - Some models cannot be combined

Steve - There are always ways to combine two methods

Arthur - Already have RR / FR / RRNR multimedia ad hoc groups. Another group can be dedicated to that effort.

Kjell - don't think there is enough approach for this effort at the moment.  Earlier effort suffered from  competition. 

Vittorio - ITU support if in very short time executive of company can release formal statement of will to cooperate + release their copyright.

Mr Kawada accepts the chair for collaborative work.

FR-TV phase 2 test plan 

NTIA comments on FR test plan phase 2

Section 3.4: Any new material brought by Michele will not be in the public domain.

Section 3.4.1 : What metrics will be used for VQM ? Developing 

The fact of being in public domain is not required to measure accuracy.

Other points already taken care of.

Section 5.2 : 

Steve - no need for analysis on the individual opinion score results.  Hasn't been useful in previous test.

David - if no score for individual viewers, not enough information about how subjective testing really works.

David - provides a view for people that will look at the report what kind of data we get, that there is a mean although a given viewer may be a in a given distribution. 

Steve - if it is added how the data are going to be used, then ok.

Arthur - agree that it was useless in the previous test but that an indication of the variance should be available.

Decision - Comment about 5.2 removed.

Section 6 : 

Steve disturbed by the wording.

Arthur - might not be a need for section 6.

Current conclusion paragraph removed, replaced by all result will be reported to the ITU.

Full reference finished 11:50

RRNR-TV

Group test plan v1.2 doc 29

Change of the title is adopted (results analysis -> Objective results verification)

David - Sample of data output by each model in order to find out if verification lab can run the model properly.  This can be done on the test sequences used in the previous test. In case of problem, the proponent and verification lab can work together on the problem previous to the test.

David's proposal accepted.  Added in section 4.2.

Point 2 of section 4.3:

Steve - Given the accuracy of the subjective and objective data, the proponent should be 2% repeatable. Therefore, propose to change accuracy from 0.1% to 2%.

The change is accepted.

David - The group decide which model need to be verified. 

Steve - Question about the term "qualified" , which sounds like contest.

"Qualified" is removed from section 4.3.

Vittorio - who is volunteering to do the data analysis ?

Dave - Need to decide what analysis to do first.

Vittorio - needs to be defined

Chapter 5:

Steve - Alignment of subj and obj streams need to be in this chapter, before 5.1 (as pre-processing)

David - who does the pre-processing ?

Steve - algo will be provided

Include amplitude scaling ?

Jamal - keep it at time alignment.  Measurement are provided with timestamps, and the model are expected to give a timestamp of their measurement.

Steve - time alignment should correct subject stiffness as well..

Jamal - there is one part of the model that should insure the delay induced by the subject.

Steve - Should not be part because the slider could be a little bit stiff.  Why should the model emulate that ?

Alexander - Two problems : aligning labs data, and alignment with subjects. Users will want instantaneous answer, therefore no need to emulate the delay in the model.

Jamal - The models are tying to emulate SSCQE scores. Subject's delay is part of it.

Dave - Should be in the model, but real product should be usable as real time as well.

Proposal by Jamal : 

 - have a glossary of term to agree on words like video alignment, subjective data alignment (between labs), data collection synchronization...

Alexander - if there is a slight discrepancy between the sampling of slider and video sequence, the delay between video and results will be large at the end of a 1/2 hour sequence.

Phil - on his equipment, the largest error has been 1 frame.

Vittorio - same comment. No large delay at the end of test sequences.

Phil - can introduce a sequence if a slope in quality at the beginning of each test sequence to determine the response time of the user.

If the data set provided to the models is the same, the error is constant and therefore irrelevant.

Phil - Best option is to cross correlation data and line-up the picks.

Dave - if each sample comes with its time code, the problem is solved. 

Jean Louis - The modification can be done to the program to give constant time code.

Modification regarding alignment between labs done on 3.3.1.

Adding chapter 5.1/5.1.1 "Cross correlation of subjective and objective data"

Only one value of shift for the subj data is allowed per tape.

Adding a new 5.1.2 "

Logistic fit between objective and subjective data.

Jamal - comparison test, should not include post processing.  Possible post-processing can be add in the annexe. The issue is that to provide the final result of the model, the subjective data are used.

Arthur - Might report both processed and raw results.

Subjective test have an S shape.  Post processing is here to get the section of the S shape that fits best a given experiment / model.

Description of the fit properties 5.1.2

Definition of the metrics :

Vittorio - which process will be followed to select the best process. 

Jamal - if metrics are not defined before, everyone can push theirs afterwards according to the result of its own model.  That's why a list is needed beforehand, the standardization body choosing the one most suitable.

Section 5.5

Ann Marie -Nothing is being recommended about complexity. 

Jamal's proposal : estimation of the complexity, up to the proponent. This information is available to the standardization body, up to them to use it or not, and to check the values given.

Section 6 : (Calendar)

Arthur - Final report a bit far (August 2002). Also, some section of RR test sequence will be the same than FR, so may be used by some proponents to tune their model beforehand.

Submission of intent is necessary to plan how much work will be necessary. 

Jamal - Do we need the same schedule for RR NR ? 

Dave - RR NR will have more work, because FR has already done once.

Steve - At least 3 months.

Arthur - Final HRC and source selection, if enough can be done for Orlando's meeting, it wouldn't take 3 months.

Video Material delivery 1st October, and shorter time for tape editing. 

Kjell - Is there enough resources to carry out the calendar ?

David - If we know in advance that the schedule slips, then the model submission should slip as well, so that proponents don't have to rush for no reason. 

Note added to the calendar, stating that a confirmation will be given 3 weeks prior to submission date.

Chapter 7: recommendations

Looking at draft documents 032 and 029R1

Dave - Section on subjective model evaluation should have the modifications from Steve on T1A1 document. (section 4)

Steve - 5 seconds of data discarding is a little too small, should go for 8 seconds.

Kjell - Time plan for RRNR as been changed but was not discussed.  Need little bit more time to run the tests.

Vittorio - DSCQS and SSCQE are very different, so the same people could be used for both tests.

Phil - but then 2 hours of viewing

Document 29R1 is approved.

11/05/2001

Harley Myler is officially accepting the chair of the group for the Orlando meeting.

France Telecom wants to run multimedia subjective tests, but because of the lack of methodology standard, their first step is to try to pass this standard.

Vittorrio - no problem to standardize at 6Q, as long as the software is available at a reasonable fee.

Jean Louis - other problem : error transmission.  So developed software to extract the image after decoding. Simulator is used for packet loss, packet delay.  Timestamps problems as well. Some codecs are not compatible with some given multimedia formats.  Temporal delay between frames (mean temporal delays, but the real delay changes). Unknown effects introduced by the routers (black box).

Vittorio - real problem is access (copyright and all.) to the soft to run these experiment according to the standard. 

Question : where to focus the effort (internet / intranet, Real video / other standards...) Which variable should be fixed in the first test ?

vary errors, codecs, scene content, fix bandwidth and image size, viewing distance.

Two domains of image size : webcam, and issued from TV (CIF / QCIF)

H263 and MPEG4 standards but also proprietary (Real...)

At low bitrate, audio take a larger place.

Jean Louis - Problems to measure the distance, which depends on the size of the image and people's habits. Average viewing distance measured during tests : 55cm for CIF, 45cm for QCIF. Also depends on resolution and monitor size.

Alexander - Preferred viewing distance study should be done first.

Arthur - Can start doing work on the subject during the year and half covered with RR NR FR experiments. 

Need to prepare liaison to SG9, 6Q, T1A1 about agenda. 

Editing on documents 30R1

Watermarking cannot be put in the sequences collected by Michele for political reasons. 

Partial validation of Mr Kawada could be done on collection of public domain sequences. The extra watermarked sequence can then be processed through the HRCs and subjectively assessed. 

Ann  Marie - Problems with this : would cause complications to the objective models, so should be removed from the evaluation on models. Also, doesn't give any information about the visibility of the watermark.

Arthur - Michele is going to edit a source tape, we can include a couple (5 minutes) of watermarked material, run it through the HRCs, calculate PSNR, get validation...

A special procedure should be set up to ensure that this algorithm is not modified during the test period.

The sequences used for watermarking will be Flower garden, Suzie, Calendar mobile. Room for one extra sequence to be decided. The sequences will be sent by Mr Kawada with and without watermark. 

Sequences and executable (NT) will be sent to NTIA on CDs.

Added to liaison statement that attempt will be done to incorporate KDD's system into the VQEG test, and description of our plan to test the model. 

Editing on document 031

Vittorio - Are we talking about a framework of recommendation or framework of model?  The current document seems to suggest to the normative body to build a complex scheme fitting the model of each proponent.

Added that any such model will be considered by VQEG.

Alexander - Since this is an expert group, why shouldn't be doing the work of setting up a common standard ourselves ?

Added : we have no authority to make a recommendation. 

Created new liaison to SG9, 6Q, T1A1 and IEEE G-2.1.6 regarding availability of the new RRNR and FR TV test plan, the intention not to nominate a winner, and importance of adopting common VQM for each methodology.  [see VQEG-2001-034]

Next meeting 

Ad hoc meeting in Orlando.  Dates need to be decided as soon as possible for budgetary reasons.  Question is will the editing and HRC processing be done in time for the meeting...

Mr Kawada has to send the sequences (3 sequences, sources and modified in 625 and 525, DAT tape or 12 CDs).

