VQEG Meeting, San Jose, Jan. 2009
Friday 
Thanks to Greg Cermak of Verizon for taking notes.

 Introduction of two Symmetricom execs.
Review of Thursday’s minutes. No additions or changes to minutes.

HD Test Plan.  

Section 2.3:  Should raw viewer scores be released, as well as MOS and DMOS.  Text to that effect is being added.  Also, viewer demographics and country where they watch TV (to indicate whether they watch NTSC or PAL), type of video (HD, IPTV, videoconferencing) they watch. VQEG will write a questionnaire to collect these data.  The questionnaire is intended to be automated.
3.5  Submission of models:  Text agreed to yesterday was inserted in Test Plan and agreed to.  Issue regards submission of hardware; also schedule.
Section 4.2:  Question of having a common set of PVSs – sense of the group is that having a common set is useful. How many PVSs in common set?  Proposal: to analyze model performance on common set separately from other PVSs.  Sense of the group was that 24 common set PVSs rather than 18 should be included.  Should common set be included in all data analyses?  Mixed opinion.  D. Hands recommends 168 rather than 162  PVSs.  Proposal: That the common set include PVSs that are composed of the same set of variables and same range of variables as is likely to be used in the other experiments.  Agreed: That the common set will not have transmission errors.  ILG will check for errors introduced by frame rate conversions.  Proposal: That common set span the full range of quality, subject to the restriction about transmission error.
Section 4.4 Subjective Test Method (ACR-HR):  How many points in the scale? 5? 11? Something else?  Vote on 5 vs. 11.  For 5-point: 5 votes. For 11-point: 8 votes.  A second votes:  5-point: 6 votes. 11-point: 9 votes.  Decision:  We stay with the 5-point scale (2/3 majority is required).
Text accepted to the effect that subjects will see each scene once.

Section 8.1 Artificial Changes to PVSs:  Proposal (1) to allow manual shifts of video sequence to bring the video sequence within Test Plan specs; (2) to manually re-scale a video sequence to accommodate a transmission-error  HRC that otherwise would not be allowed.  Clarifying text added to limit the extent of spatial  re-scaling.  Proposals were accepted.
Section 8.2 Recommended HRC Calibration Constraints:  Accepting changes to tightening calibration to pixel.  Accepted proposals (1)  that the entire PVS should be contained in the 10-sec SRC, and (2) a max of 2 sec might be cut off from a PVS.  Paragraph on ILG judgment discretion was accepted.

Section 8.3 on Required HRC Calibration Constraints:  [Note: see Test Plan for exact text.] (1) max luminance gain of +- luminance gain of 20%;  max luminance offset, horizontal shift, vertical shift, and scaling statements all accepted.  Color space constraint accepted; frozen frame constraint accepted but moved to section 8.2; statement added that pure black frames should not occur in the first 2 or last 4 sec of PVS [a note is being put in the subjective testing warning subjects not to do a rating until the end of the PVS, even if black frame occurs (and they think the PVS has ended]; text regarding 10 and 14-sec SRCs was accepted; text regarding first frame alignment was accepted; text regarding field order was accepted; text regarding “realistic impairments” was accepted.
Section 9.4 Common Set:  Opinion vote on whether common set should be analyzed in all data sets – 11 votes for analyzing all data sets, 4 votes for analyzing in just one data set.  Accepted: That the common set be included in all experiments and will be analyzed. It is noted that in section 4.2 there is text saying that common set PVSs should be representative of test PVSs and not be weird or exotic.  There is text saying that VQEG does not want to discuss this issue again after model submission.  

Section 9.6.4 Error Distribution: Proposal to include error histograms rejected – no one stepped up to volunteer to do the work.
Section 9.7 Averaging Process: Section deleted.

Section 9.8 Aggravation Procedure:  Three proposals considered.  Proposal 2 was deleted (aggregating data without rescaling).  Proposal 1 regarding counting the number of times each model “wins” was accepted and text was refined.  Proposal 3 regarding aggregation via mapping (as in MM) was accepted and text was refined.  A minimum lab-to-lab correlation is proposed as a condition for doing this aggregation.  Considerable discussion.  Vote regarding use of correlation vs. “Chi-Square Pearson test” of distribution as a basis for deciding to aggregate was inconclusive.  The specific value of a minimum statistical criterion for aggregating was NOT agreed to.  It was agreed that the general principle of eliminating as few datasets as possible from the aggregation be adopted.   Second paragraph beginning “A linear fit…” was accepted.  The paragraph regarding subdividing the superset for analysis was accepted.  
10. Test Schedule.  

Proponents: Yonsei (4-5 models), KDDI (1-2), K-Will (3, depending on cost), Tektronix (1), Opticom (1), NTT (1), BT (1), Symmetricom (1-2), Telchemy (1), SwissQual unknown.
Dates for specific events were approved as follows:

Estimate of cost to proponents:  Feb. 11, 2009.

Intent to participate:  Feb. 17, 2009.

Fee payment date is difficult because of the economic situation. Agreeing on fees and invoicing is more important than receiving payment at this point; date for invoicing = March 3.  
Payment date:  March 31; date can be extended for proponents with special needs.

Proponent-supplied SRC made available:  March 22.
Monitor specs: ASAP = Feb. 26.

ILG obtain agreement regarding purchased SRC:  8  March.

Sample video sequences distributed:  28 Feb.  Yonsei volunteers to produce test vectors.
Video sequences and subjective data distributed: June 24.

Proponents submit MOS for experiments on different monitors, if they feel like it:  Aug. 30.

ILG decides on PVSs to discard:  July 30.

Objective models run on all datasets:  July 30.

Objective scores validated:  Aug. 30.

ILG fit objective model to subjective data:  Sept. 16.

Proponents optionally submit replacement model fit coefficients: Sept. 30.

Statistical analysis: 30 Oct.

Draft final report:  Nov. 11.
Approve final report:  Dec. 16.

Publish subjective data: Released with the Final Report

Publish objective data: Following SG9 or WP6 meeting

Video sequences made public: Released with the Final Report

