Notes

Monday

ILG:

Review of model submission. Some bugs.

Test designs not complete.

I NEED TO SEND OUT MATRIX OF FEES.

Subject of overloaded ILG raised.

RRNR:

Model submision Nov. 2007

Subjective test Dec. 2007

Data analysis Feb. 2008

Report April, 2008

Combine RRNR & Hybrid?

Counting proponents for RRNR = 4-5. Should proponents go it alone?

MM:

See ILG notes.

HD:

Margaret is co-chair. Vittorio is also co-chair, but he’s been busy with MM. Vivaik of Intel has been inactive.  No progress since last meeting. Replace Vittorio and Vivaik? Could HD be merged with some other test?  Would require using the same methodology – probably NOT continuous response.

Subjective labs:

Issue of PVS details, e.g., registration, exact length.  Filippo says registration should not be left to ILG.

Regarding transmission errors – affects which test plans could be merged.

Maybe ACR is only way to do all subjective tests.

What is status of free tools for various needed items such as registration?  Not much.

Status of SRC and HRCs.  Licenses expire in 18 months.

Hybrid – Perceptual/Bitstream:

3 types of hybrid models. All require open-source codecs and possibly open-source packetizers.

Time is big issue.

Fast-moving area of work.

Pero says hybrid should be at least as good as best FR model??

Christian: Is there a market for hybrid that is FR?

Calibration/verification metrics:

Require standardized methods for registration calibration. Hope to get ad hoc group of Yonsei, NTIA, Psytechnics to make recommendations to ITU SG9 and WG6Q.  NTIA is offering theirs for MM.

*************************************************************

MM Ad Hoc Group

Regarding the scenes chosen.

Psytechnics and separately Opticom have identified original SRCs that seem to be of low quality, often due to deinterlacing, some due to going from 30 to 25 fps.

Separate issue: Should an SRC be used in both the common set and the general pool.  Not specified in Test Plan.  Currently there are 5 SRCs used in Common and Non-common set. Filippo suggests just re-naming these as necessary.  Vote: OK to use same SRC more than once if necessary. However, two versions will have unique identifier names.

Examining individual videos for anchors in the Common Set. Question is whether the Common Set should be a full matrix of bit rate by transmission errors.  Answer: ILG can choose any combination of defects to achieve the required range of quality.  Group would like to see more combinations of the main error types, as opposed to single-variable defects.

Question about 25 fps originals being too few.  No big objection because of practical limitations.  Only five of the six possible scene-type categories are represented; ok.

De-interlacing.  Looking for volunteers to help fix de-int problems.  Marcus, Quan, Patrick, Alex, Chulhee, John Bottoms volunteer.  

Problematic sources, other than di-int, mainly noisy scenes.  Noise is considered typical of home video.  Most of the artifacts I can’t see – a lot of single-frame artifacts.

TUESDAY

Review of yesterday’s notes.

MP regarding test scenes discussed/replaced yesterday.  proposing 4 new scenes as replacements for those rejected yesterday.  

KBS_SRC_mudbank_vga to be sent to committee for review.

SVT_SRC_closeuplegs2_vga

SVT_SRC_FirstGirls2_vga

SVT_SRC_OldTownCrossPP_vga

Some discussion by Marcus and Quan about details of obtaining and fixing the scenes to be reprocessed by the de-interlacing/reprocessing committee.    DECISION:  Marcus will try to get the new source content by week of May 21 (most content is already on hand). Then one week for reprocessing (June 2), one week for internal committee review (June 9), one week for VQEG review (June 16).  New content will be on FTP site under a folder called “Reprocessing.”  

Presentation by Leigh Thorpe of Norte regarding video sample production (written by Tim Rahrer):

Not even going to try to describe the detail of the lab setup.  Setup is for inserting packet loss using empirical packet loss burst distributions.  CIF and QCIF content used to represent current mobile video operating conditions.  Outcome depends a lot on the paricular player, e.g., loss concealment mechanisms, stability in the face of packet loss.  Some packet loss results only in frame loss. Questions raised about the SQQTClient Capture Tool (from SwissQual).  Displays the QCIF production matrix of parameter settings to produce 136 sequences plus 16 further sequences.  There was a similar CIF production matrix not displayed.  In questions from audience:  How much diversity in frame rate does a model have to cope with?  Answer seems to be that a model should be able to handle a ‘reasonable” amount of frame rate diversity.  Marcus:  Proponents need to supply very much information about HRCs, especially about error-handling.  This presentation is available on FTP site.

Later:  Quan and Margaret show examples of the Nortel PVSs.  The bursty 1% packet loss showed up mainly as occasional distorted blocks.  

Test Design:

Psytechnics (Quan).  Currently we have 8 SRCs X 17 HRCs + 24 common PVSs.  Notes that 24 PVSs are created from 6 common SRCs by 4 HRCs. Including the hidden reference as a 5th HRC would give a total of 166 PVSs (136 + 24 + 6).  Proposes that this be made explicit in the Test Plan.  Filippo says the hidden reference is implicit in the Test Plan (by having 3 HRCs); Quan’s proposal means adding an extra common set HRC.  The new proposal is to have 6 SRCs and 5 HRCs as the common set, one of which is the hidden reference.  New common set would be 30 PVSs in common set. Voted (by over 2/3 majority) to amend the MM Test Plan.

Nortel-CRC test plan (Filippo).  Only Nortel-CRC and Psytechnics have their designs in; all others are late.  Filippo strongly encourages all others to submit their test designs.  Also, we would like to avoid duplication in designs.  Displays the design matrix.  Shows several levels of quality as well as quality levels that are of intrinsic interest to their industry.  DH encourages all organizations to supply test designs.  Opticom has their test design.  DH suggests a target date of May 18 for getting test designs in to Arthur, Margaret and Filippo:  Spirent, KDDI, NTT, Yonsei, Genista.  Nantes and NTIA/Verizon will produced their designs after the proponent designs are in.  Opticom suggests that design-makers include an eyeball-estimate of MOS for the various PVSs. 

Software for running tests:

Psytechnics.  Regarding Acreo software.  Worked on CIF and QCIF, but problems with VGA.  (1) Software crashed during VGA. (2) Some distortions were introduced. Supposedly 256 meg on the video card (?) are required.  Also, suggests that next PVS be presented once a vote is entered, rather than requiring a click to start the next trial.  Suggests that controlled randomization be added to software.  Also suggests having black borders around video to be added to software.

Kjell notes that current version doesn’t check file names; that VGA does require 256 meg on video card; the extra click; the border; all these are to be corrected.  Filippo recommends external randomization software rather than randomization within the Acreo software.  DH suggests presenting the randomized common set AS A BLOCK after the practice trials but before the non-common source. LT (Nortel) suggests randomizing across the whole set of common + non-common sets.  Suggests externally-produced randomization.  DECISION:  The group opinion is that there should be a full randomization across both common and noncommon sets of PVSs.  

Kjell says he will add a parameter to disable randomization if the user wants, and users can supply external randomization.  Margaret says the current player does not handle both 25 and 30 fps; Kjell says it does handle both frame rates.  Kjell will mail around the name/location of that player.  Having a reasonable file-naming convention should disambiguate common-set and noncommon-set sequences.

Composition of MM Reflector:

Are we happy with the MM Proponent Relector list?  Christian goes through Proponent list.  Toyama is a potential MM Proponent, but is not currently a proponent.  There also is an MM Test Reflector which is more general.  An issue is that general issues are getting onto MMProp, so the distinction between MMProp and MMTest is becoming blurred.  So, do we need MMProp?  Proposal:  Keep parties on MMProp who have signed the confidentiality agreement or who are in the process of signing.  Group seems to agree, although there has been no vote.  TDF deleted.  Toyama deleted.  Lucent deleted.  Intel retained (Phil).  Nortel retained (Leigh added).  Genista list adjusted.  BT deleted.  Ericsson retained.  Other not named were retained if they were on the list.  

MM Test Plan & Schedule Version 1.16:

Target date for test designs due now is May 18.  Target date for review of Test Plan to be completed is proposed to be June 16, the same day the final source sequences are due.  What to do about groups that miss the due date for the test design?  Proposal:  Those proponents who do not meet the June 1 due date for test design will not be allowed to do the MM subjective test.  Margaret notes that the defaulters may still get to see their model validated, but will not get to see any subjective data, nor will they have access to the source material or to the processed sequences.  So voted 12-1.  Addendum:  Also noted that if they want their model validated they will have to pay an ILG lab to design and run a subjective test; this will also allow them access to the processed sequences and the subjective data for the MM test.  Arthur is word-smithing this statement for posting to all the VQEG reflectors.

Date for sending out fee payment matrix is May 11. Filippo and Greg conferred on payment matrix; Filippo will send it out.

Date for ILG sending invoices to proponents is 1 July.

Other points reviewed but not changed.

Date for signing NDAs reviewed, left as-is.

Point 22.  See notes above.

Point 23.  Filippo says ILG will not take responsibility for calibration of PVSs; the proponents are responsible for PVS calibration to Test Plan specs.  Does someone have calibration software to share?  NTIA offers to provide registration software.  Discussion about properties of this software.  It provides an overall pass-fail result, but is not infallible.  Opticom and Yonsei will also make their software available to the ILG.  Logistics of shipping all PVSs around discussed.  Proposed date for generating PVSs is 1 Sept. 2007.

Point 24.  Method of exchanging video data:  Filippo notes that since each proponent needs 50% of content from elsewhere, proponents are essentially paired.  These pairs of proponents would then be checking each sequence twice (once each) so that the checking process might be handled without video data having to be distributed out to everyone.  Therefore, the date for generating PVSs is Sept. 1 and the calibration checks will be done by the time of the next VQEG meeting in Sept.  It is noted that organizations generating HRCs should generate a few backup HRCs since some PVSs may fail the calibration check.

Point 25.  Date for contacting ILG about problem experiments will be the time of the next VQEG meeting in Sept.  

Point. 26.  Date also is time of VQEG Sept. meeting.

Point 27.  ILG performs validity checks of models. Point 27 deleted because it’s redundant with point 29. Points now renumbered.

New Point 27.  Proponents run their models and submit their objective data to ILG by Oct. 15.

New Point 28. Results of tests submitted to ILG. Subjective tests finished by 30 Nov.

Point 29.  Verification of submitted models by ILG by 1 Nov.

Point 30.  ILG distributes subjective and objective data to proponents by 15 Dec.

Point 31.  Optional mapping coefficients by proponents submitted to ILG by 15 Jan. 2008.

Point 32.  Statistical analysis by 31 Jan. 2008.

Point 33. Draft final report 28 Feb. 2008.

Point 34.  Approval of final report 31 March 2008.

