Minutes from VQEG the Meeting, Morning 5 March 2008
Definition of outliers
The definition of the outlier calculation is ambiguous. The definition has previously been change, and can been interpreted in two ways.

Decision: The decision was to change the name of the two definitions in the test plan. The name of the top one will be changed to “outlier ratio using standard deviation of the mean” and the other will be changed to “outlier ratio using the standard error of the mean”.

Information

- There will be a cultural event and a dinner arranged on Thursday. 

- An ETSI workshop will be held in Prague about Multimedia Quality assessment. 

Analysis of MM Test Results

Statistical analysis for the MM test was presented by Filippo. There are three ways of calculating the confidence interval in the presented tab file:

- Polynomial No Monotonic Constraint

- Standard error of the mean

- Constrained (calculated with Optimap, in line with the test plan)

Christian provided another Excel file containing statistical data and charts with confidence intervals, RMSE and outlier ratio for the MM models (charts only for the MM models), based on Optimap. 

The data files were uploaded to the VQEG ftp server (for the Kyoto meeting).  The data is not the official ILG data analysis, but no major changes are expected. 

The meeting when unusually quiet when the data was presented…

Jens pointed out that the NR models got significantly lower correlation when using Optimap than the polynomial with monotonic constraint confidence interval (in the data provided by Filippo). Filippo will do some more statistical analysis to double check the correlation values. 

There was a discussion about what data to put in the final report. At least the graphs presented by Christian should be included in the report. 

Chulhee suggested that the final report should contain enough information to be able to validate an implementation of the standardized model(s). However, this requires that the test sequences are open source. 

There was a discussion about what to include in the final report. Arthur said that the MOS and DMOS values from all subjective tests should be included in the final report. Chulhee brought up the issue if someone would like to use this data for any kind of analysis, will they be allowed to do that? Filippo said that including only the graphs makes the data more difficult to use for others.

Arthur brought up a number of important questions:

· Are the models significantly better than PSNR?

· Should we use the average correlation over all tests?

· Are some models not significantly different?

Christian presented the average correlation values (per video format, taken from the Opticom Excel file). For the FR models Psytechnics and Opticom are the two best, followed by NTT and Yonsei, followed by PSNR, and then the others. 

MM Final Report
A first version of the final report was uploaded to the FTP server and to the Kyoto meeting directory. The file name is VQEG_MM_Report_Final_v1.doc. Thank you all authors! 

KDDI requested that the KDDI results will be removed from the final report. 

Decision: It was decided to remove the KDDI results from the final results and also from the calculations and data discussed at the meeting. Two sets of data will be saved on the secure MM ftp site: One including the KDDI results and one not including the results. 

The goal is to have the MM final report ready before May 3rd. The SG 9 meeting starts at May 5th. 

The final selection of proponents’ fitting coefficient will be selected in two steps:

1. The proponents will, before March 14, send in coefficient to Chuhee

2. At March 21 the proponents will make a final selection of what coefficients to use for each test.

At this point, the note taking has been taken over by Carolyn Ford, NTIA/ITS

It is alternatingly sunny and snowing in Kyoto.

Discussion of the revision P.910 and the use of labels (numbers). 

Alexander (DT) presented a paper that studied this issue (on the VQEG website).

Experiment is proposed to study the effect of numbers/no numbers

Arthur will write something up about the issue and put in the JRGMMQ report and present to NHK.

Discussion of J.255 (calibration).  Agreed to let NHK have further review.

Carolyn presented a brilliant overview of proposed test method P.trv (Target Recognition Video).

Proponents are reminded that written descriptions of their models need to be available before the SG9 meeting.  It will be determined later what the options are for delivery.

The snow has stopped.

Chulhee proposed wording for guidelines for the use of the VQEG MM Phase I data.  It will become a statement at the front of the draft final report.

Marcus requested the use of the MM Phase 1 data for use in his PhD dissertation.  No objections were raised, it falls under item 3 in the guidelines.

Jens asked who has the IP on the subjective score database.

The snow is back.

Chulhee has contributed a list of contributors to the subjective data, and guidelines for use of the data for the writing of papers.  The document will be on the website under the MM project folder, and sent to the MM reflector.  The text is included as the last page of these minutes. See attatched.

Jens announced that SwissQual is no longer a proponent for FR but is still for NR.

Metrics tools are available on the website.

Review of schedule:

Draft final report will be worked on this week, finished over a teleconference. Audio call on March 27 to decide how to proceed.

Stayed late and divided into small groups to work on sections of the final report.  

Marcus was tasked to write sample acknowledgments. Will be included in papers. 

Here they are:

Begin text from Marcus:

For papers which propose a new model:

Acknowledgement

This publication is [partly] based on the subjective scores collected by 

the Video Quality Experts Group (VQEG). The results presented in this 

[paper/publications] are not to be compared to the results presented in 

the VQEG Final Report of Multimedia Phase I [reference_goes_here] 

because the models in the report were validated using this data. Thus, 

the data was not available to the models that were submitted to the VQEG 

evaluation.

For papers which use the subjective data for some kind of analysis:

Acknowledgement

This publication is [partly] based on the subjective scores collected by 

the Video Quality Experts Group (VQEG). [The/Some of the] subjective 

experiments used in this study were conducted by several contributors as 

listed in the VQEG Final Report of Multimedia Phase I [reference_goes_here].

End text from Marcus

The executive summary was drafted and added to the draft final report.

It is not approved at this time. It will be readdressed later Thursday or Friday morning.

Below was discussed, but not agreed.

Begin not agreed text:

Issues

· Use of subjective and objective data of copyrighted materials for publication

· Additional use copyrighted materials (e.g., research, paper publication)

· Contributors of subjective data: ILG design, PVS generation, subjective test, provider of source materials (acknowledgement)
Options

(1) Includes all contributors as authors if the subjective data is not published. If an author(s) contributes significant new works, they are entitled to make the author order. 

(2) Provide proper acknowledgement to all contributors. 

Scenarios.

(1) If a paper is written using only the available subjective (objective) data, all the contributors of the subjective data included in the paper should be listed as authors.

(2) If new data constitutes at least 50% of the data used in the paper and the main conclusion can’t be drawn from the existing subjective and objective data, acknowledgement of the contributors would be sufficient.

(3) If a paper is submitted in 2008, all the contributors of the subjective data included in the paper should be listed as authors.

(Note)

1. If some of the subjective data is published (e.g., Recommendations, VQEG report in the public domain), everyone is entitled to use them with proper citation.

2. If a paper(s) mainly consists of VQEG MM results (e.g., subjective data analysis), all contributors should be included with ILGs on good seats.

3. Each proponent is entitled to publish papers which present their models with proper acknowledgement to all contributors.

4. If a paper uses objective data of other proponents, their permission is required.

Potential paper topics using the subjective data
1. Subjective data comparison across cultures (countries, languages)

2. Effects of descriptive adjectives

3. Differences between genders

4. Age effects on subjective data

5. etc

Potential paper topics based the subjective data, which require additional works
1. Comparison ACR-HRR with numbers

2. Comparison with DSCQS

3. etc
End of not agreed text.

From here down is agreed to:

Begin agreed text:

An organization that has access to the subjective data and plans to write a paper using the MM subjective data of the other contributors (ILG which designed the tests, organization that generated the PVSs, organization that performed the subjective tests) are asked to inform the contributors about the paper (abstract, goals, etc) and invite them to be co-authors, by sending an email to the MM reflector. The co-authors are expected to make a significant contribution in writing the paper (data analysis, experiments, writing, etc). If there is no response to the invitation within 4 weeks, the organization will proceed to write the paper.

List of the contributors of the subjective data

Proponents


NTT
Opticom
Psytechnics
Swissqual
Symmetricom
Yonsei
ILGs

Acreo
BT

CRC
Nortel

Ericsson
Intel
FUB
NTIA/ITS

Verizon
IRCCyN

FT
Others

KDDI
End agreed text
