Dear Arthur

I tried my best to be in Japan but it will not be possible.

I have just recommendations on both future tests and use of the results.

1) Test design and conduction

My modest opinion on the test is that, mainly for the conduction of single stimulus tests, the Acreo program is really excellent.

As you know I was among those experts that, in the now very far 90s, participated to the work related to the efficiency of the various test protocols.

The so called “contextual effect” in single stimulus protocol was scientifically recognised and measured.

For that reason I submitted to ITU-R a variant of the SS method based on three different presentation of the same video clips (using different presentation orders).

Now technology (and Kjell’s blood sweat and tears) helped us, and produced a very efficient and powerful tool.

My considerations are limited to the use we made of this program, and I want to submit them to your consideration for any future test.

a) man machine interaction is tiring subjects more than paper.

b) interruption in the middle of the test does not actually release form mental effort in the test execution.

c) black border may create some fatigue effect in the analysis of images (this is only my personal impression)

Cases a) and b) have been verified observing the behaviour of the participants to the tests (just here in FUB obviously) and asking their opinion at the end of the tests.

For case a) at least one half of the subjects reported to prefer paper votes other than mouse click, and this particularly due to the very long extent of our test.

Behaviour of subjects was really different, regardless a clear advice made to try to get immediately a comfortable position with arm and body respect to desk and chair.

The distance from the screen did not varied during the test (a part for just one hyperactive subject) and was generally quite the same (I expected this not to happen).

What instead was very different was the way the mouse was handled. 

All the subjects begun the test holding firmly the mouse.

After a while (few minutes later) more than one half tried to get some rest living the mouse; some rising their hand, some (a few) moving all the arm to their chest or to the desk.

A few moved their sitting position (the same that moved the hand from the mouse.

I can say that one half suffered from the prolonged use of the mouse; and this reflected the impression given after the completion of the test session.

For case b) I noticed that really few people did a real rest after the message coming out in the middle of the test.

My impression is that we should actually split in two separate session the test and not simply ask the people to take a rest; this choice is too related to each one hurry or concentration skill.

Nevertheless I found very few errors (out-layers) in the voting process (e.g. people voting 3 or 2 instead of 5) and this probably means also that my concerns are too strong.

2) Instruction to subjects

I was very surprised (but not that much) in seeing how my subjects used the whole scale and produced a very low deviation in judgements (CI computation provides excellent results).

I my modest opinion this was due to the instruction I gave to my subjects.

Instructions were given in line with the proposal I did on the reflector.

========================

You will see video clips that may show some problem.

Problems may be:

· loss of continuity in image flow

· loss of definition

· presence of tiles

· presence of discontinuity in the images 

Vote 5 if you don’t see any problem;

Vote 4 if you think there is some problem or you did see them but paying a lot of attention

Vote 3 if you see some one problem without paying a lot of attention

Vote 2 if you see more than one problem without paying a lot of attention or problem is wide and really evident

Vote 1 if you hardly understand the scene.

========================

I run a trial session before each test session.

I used all the same subjects for the three tests.

This because I was obliged to ask all the subjects to come in different days for each test (CIF ad the two VGA)

Unfortunately I did not run any QCIF test, this prevent me to make more considerations about the viewing distance.

Costs and benefits

Finally let me express a consideration about the cost and benefits in this experiment.

I made a rough calculation of the resources spent in participation to this MM-test and the money received hardly covers the cost of the subjects and of the laboratory (in this case my one).

If I should consider the spent man power the equivalent cost raises to several tens of euros.

On the other hand I have to consider that I have some relevant advantages considering the availability of the Kjell program, the huge data base of MOS data and the really huge amount of SVSs and PVSs produced for the MM Project.

And this is really not peanuts!

So the balance is not that negative, but it would be hardly approved my management!

International standardization process

I will participate to ITU-R activities also if I will not be any longer chair of WP6Q (recently disbanded).

This will allow me to contribute to the normative activity to make visible the VQEG activity.

I hope this can help in the next meeting discussion.

