1) The 20% clause
“For each proponent subjective test, no more than 20% of test sequences may be derived from a single proponent.”

This restriction is a killer.  Each proponent will need help from 4 other proponents, who will need to be available & willing to produce HRCs, and this will slow down the testplan implementation.  The complexity and size of the MM test has already delayed implementation of the RRNR-TV and HDTV testplans, so this further delay is undesirable.  The very large amount of data produced by large numbers of experiments means that cheating highly unlikely.  

Proposal:  The 20% clause should be eliminated. 
2) De-Interlacing 
The approved de-interlacing algorithms do not always produce high quality output at VGA resolution. Our effort should be to identify and approve a better de-interlacing method. The alternative is to use all three software methods currently approved, and select the ‘best’ result. This will be time consuming, and largely subjective….

Currently we have the option to remove a SRC whose rating is below a threshold (I believe 4). This is fine. The problem is that we would lose not only the datum for that SRC but also the possibility of calculating DMOS for all HRC using that SRC. That is, loss of a good amount of data for FR-RR models.

To avoid loss of too much data, the same SRC should not be used in many experiments. Ideally, it should be used in only one so that only that experiment is affected (of course I am assuming that the same SRC will likely be rated poorly <4 across experiments). The scenes used for the common data set are particularly vital for de-interlacing, since in all data sets.

Intel had volunteered to do the de-interlacing using a proprietary algorithm, however they might not be able to supply de-interlacing.

Proposal:  Modify section 6.1.4 to allow other de-interlacing mechanisms, e.g., proprietary algorithms and hardware de-interlacing. 

3) The use of actual broadcast hardware for the creation of HRCs, which might seem desirable as it would represent a real-world scenario, seems incompatible with the test plan. Using CRC’s Envivio 4Caster hardware encoder as an example:

-the only inputs accepted are source video (SDI), not de-interlaced and re-scaled formats 

-with NTSC inputs, the CIF and QCIF outputs do not match the VQEG specification (352x240 vs. 352x288, 176x120 vs. 176x144). I don’t know if this is a quirk of our particular encoder, or true in general of NTSC hardware encoders. Pal inputs will produce the more standard 352x288 and 176x144 outputs. 

The point here is that the hardware seems to be using a SIF standard (which varies with the format/frames rate: NTSC and Pal). 

-hardware often forces its own de-interlacing algorithm when certain conditions occur, like output resolutions below 50% . The result is that SRC and HRC might use different de-interlacing algorithms. This is not a problem for the model, I suppose. But it should be made clear…..

- Hardware may require both SDI input and SDI output. 

If we want to allow the use of hardware encoders to produce HRCs, then we may need to tolerate the use of SDI video sources to create PVSs, accept occasional hardware de-interlacing within an HRC, allow some variations in image dimensions, and allow for re-scaling and perhaps de-interlacing within the HRC. 
Notice that the video output by the hardware (e.g., to an AVI file) may also be of a different resolution than required by the testplan (e.g., 352x240 instead of 352x288, or CIF resolution but up-sampled to standard definition, 720x486 or 720x576).

The ILG would REALLY like to use these hardware systems, because of time constraints and availability.  

Proposal: Modify test-plan to allow use of SDI input, SDI output, rescaling, and de-interlacing. Additionally, allow SDI input (prior to de-interlacing and rescaling) to be used as the SDI input when creating such hardware PVSs.  The source video (seen by the models & subjective testing) would be the QCIF/CIF/VGA de-interlaced and rescaled source, as stated in the MM testplan. Where required, the processed video sequences will be clipped, padded  and/or rescaled to match the source video resolution (see calibration restrictions in section 7.3).
4) Detail about schedule.  Currently, the entire source pool is to be de-interlaced as a whole.  This is very inefficient.  Several hours of video will be de-intrlaced when only a few seconds will be used.  

Proposal:  First the ILG selects 12-sec clips for experiments, and then only those clips are de-interlaced.  So, reverse order of these two steps. 
5) Distribution of originals.  This is very difficult due to vast size of data involved.  As a group, we suggest this not be done formally.  

Proposal:  Continue to redistribute source material under current “best effort” scheme. 
6) Secret Source & HRCs.  Do we really need to have secret sources and HRCs into each proponent test?  The ILG doesn’t have enough secret material to put one SRC & one HRC into each test without repeating.  We would like to put the secret material into the common set instead.  This will be easier & cost effective for the ILG, and leave more secret material for the ILG’s secret tests.  The MM testplan does not appear to disallow this.

Proposal:   The secret material in each proponent test will be part of the common set.
7) Replicating experiments. The ILG would like to have the option open to use some of the secret tests to replicate experiments (i.e., run viewers through another lab’s experiment).  This would most likely be used within the ILG to replicate an experiment at two ILG labs.  The MM test plan does not appear to prohibit this, but a clear yes/no would be appreciated.  Replication of experiments would simplify data analysis and remove noise from the data, so that the model fit would be less on noise and more on the underlying signal.  The ILG have not decided whether or not this would be desirable.
Proposal:  The ILG would like to have the option open to use some of the secret tests to replicate experiments (i.e., run viewers through another lab’s experiment).  

8) Section 8.3.2 appears to contain both RMSE and Outlier Ratio. However, the “Outlier Ratio” section head is missing, between Equation (9) and (10).
9) Equation (17) in section 8.4.1 appears to be missing.  Several references are undefined also.

