VQEG Boulder meeting minutes Tuesday 30th January 2010
Review and approval of Monday’s minutes

Hybrid session

Review of latest updates in the hybrid test plan following decisions made at the last meeting in Berlin.
Beginning of discussions on the remaining issues:

Source material:

· Review of which sets of source material from MM1 test can be re-used in the hybrid project and which ones need to have NDA re-signed
· Material from Opticom, Yonsei, NTT, KDDI, Psytechnics, Swissqual need NDAs

· Material from NTIA, Acreo/SVT don’t need NDA

Transmission errors:

· Issue: what are the maximum transmission errors allowed?

· Decision: Any transmission errors will be allowed as long as the corresponding PVSs meet the calibration limits

Calibration/registration limits:

· Decision: remove the distinction between recommended and required limits, and specify a single set of maximum limit values
· Decision: the following limits apply
· Maximum allowable deviation in luminance gain is +/- 20%

· Maximum allowable deviation in luminance offset  is +/- 50
· Maximum allowable Horizontal Shift is +/- 8 pixels for QVGA,  +/- 16 pixels for SD/HD
· maximum allowable Vertical Shift is +/- 8 lines for QVGA,  +/- 16 lines for SD/HD
· No PVS may have visibly obvious scaling.

· The color space must appear to be correct (e.g., a red apple should not mistakenly rendered be rendered “blue” due to a swap of the Cb and Cr color planes). 

· No more than 1/2 of a PVS may consist of frozen frames or pure uni-color frames (e.g., from over-the-air broadcast lack of delivery).  

· Pure uni-color frames (e.g., from over-the-air broadcast lack of delivery) must not occur in the first 2-seconds or the last 2-seconds of any PVS.
Codecs:

· Discussed the following codecs and profiles to be considered
· QVGA: H.264 baseline profile
· SD: H.264 baseline and main profiles, MPEG-2 main and high profiles
· HD: H.264 main and high profiles
Number of PVSs in a single subjective test and length of PVS:

· Length of PVS: 

· Proposal to change the length from 15 to 10 seconds for SD/HD
· Vote: 

· Organizations in favor: KDDI, Opticom, Symmetricom, NTT, ACREO, AGH, NTIA, Yonsei, BT
· Organizations against: SwissQual, FT, Witbe, Ericsson, DT

· Decision: keep 15 seconds
· Decision: the following number of PVSs will be used
· For 10-sec PVSs: 160

· For 15-sec PVSs: 120
· For 16-24 sec PVSs: 90
· Issue for the 16-24 sec PVSs: Yonsei raised the issue that a number of 30 PVSs in common set is too large for a test with a total number of 90 PVSs. 

· Proposal to change the number of common PVSs from 30 to 24

· Organizations in favor: SwissQual, Symmetricom, FT, Intel, Ghent, AGH, NTIA, Yonsei, BT, DT
· Organizations against: none
· Decision: number of PVSs in common set is changed to 24. 

Test design:

· Decision: ILG will determine the test conditions in each test.
· Decision: A set of sample sequences showing the best and worst conditions will be produced to guide the ILG in the selection of test conditions. All organizations are invited to submit sample sequences; these will be reviewed in the next meeting.  

· Comment from BT that there needs to be a sufficient number of test conditions covering a family of conditions, e.g. codec, to allow a meaningful data analysis.
· Comment from Yonsei that currently there are 4 different types of models considered (QVGA without re-buffering, QVGA with re-buffering, SD and HD) so the number of tests per type of model (and hence number of test conditions) could be limited. 

Data analysis:

· Proposal to use the same data analysis than the one used in MM1 (i.e. common set included in data analysis).
· Proposal by Opticom to use an analysis similar to SG12’s P.OLQA statistical analysis, i.e. use a modified RMSE to take into account the confidence interval around MOS

· Discussion on data analysis postponed to later date
Participants for hybrid:

· Proponents: 

· SwissQual, Opticom, Yonsei University, Symmetricom, NTT, BT
· Others that may submit: KDDI, Psytechnics, Lancaster University, NEC, Tektronix, Ghent University, DT
· ILG: 
· CRC, Intel, ACREO, IRCCyN, NTIA, FUB
Subjective tests:

· Since there are 4 different types of models/formats to evaluate, there should be a need for a minimum of tests per type of model. Minimum number per type/format to be decided.
· Option to use MM1 approach, with both ILG and proponents test labs, or HDTV approach, with only ILG test labs:

· BT would prefer to have all HD tests performed by ILG labs only as dedicate high-end equipment is often needed for HD tests and proponents may not have such equipment available 

· Organizations in favor of ILG test labs only: KDDI, Symmetricom, FT, Witbe, BT
· Organizations in favor of ILG+proponents test labs: Opticom, SwissQual, DT, Ericsson, NTT, AGH, Ghent University, Yonsei University
· Decision: subjective tests will be conducted by both ILG and proponents test labs

· Number of tests (tentative): 

· Proponents: 7 tests

· ILG: 4 tests 
· Proposal by Opticom that all or some the ILG tests (MOS and video material) be kept secret so that they can be used as validation material in other (future or on-going) projects

HDTV session
Presentation of the sharepoint secured website set up by NTIA to exchange documents and edit the HDTV report
Division of labor for the writing of the HDTV report:

1. Executive summary: Phil Corriveau

2. Introduction: Phil Corriveau

3. Acronyms and definitions: Yves Dhont, Filippo Speranza

4. Test laboratories: Kjell Brunnström
5. Subjective evaluation procedure: Filippo Speranza, Kjell Brunnström
6. Limitations on SRCs, HRCs and calibration:
6.1. ILG
6.2. Margaret Pinson
6.3. Chulhee Lee

6.4. Chulhee Lee

7. Model Evaluation Criteria:  Lucjan Janowski
8. Common video clip analysis: Lucjan Janowski
9. Official ILG data analysis: Margaret Pinson
10. Secondary data analysis: Margaret Pinson, Chris Schmidmer
11. Conclusions: Phil Corriveau, Margaret Pinson
12. Appendices: All proponents to write their section on model description, all ILG labs to write description of their test facilities, Phil Corriveau to put everything together 
Revision of schedule:

	ILG decides on any PVSs that may need to be discarded or modified
	January 29th, 2010

	Objective model data run on all subjective datasets. The ILG needs to make decisions and there are 2 proponents not here.
	January 29th, 2010 

	Objective model data posted to secure HDTV Website
	February 19th, 2010

	Objective scores checked (validated).  
	February 19th, 2010

	ILG fit objective model data to subjective data.
	February 26th, 2010

	Proponents optionally submit replacement model fit coefficients
	March 12th, 2010

	Statistical analysis 
	March 26th, 2010

	Draft final report.
	April 9th, 2010

	Approval of final report.
	April 30th, 2010

	Subjective data published (all experiments)
	Released with the HDTV Final Report

	Objective data published (only models in the Final Report)
	The following ITU-T SG9 or 

ITU‑R  SG6 meeting ITU-T SG12

	Video sequences made public  (only experiments to be made public)
	Released not sooner than the HDTV Final Report 


Issues with PVSs:

· Test vqeghd2:

· Common set of PVSs converted from progressive to interlaced format using 3/2 pulldowns for vqeghd2:
· Proposal by SwissQual to use a different pull-down method for these PVSs before giving them to the models
· Proposal by KDDI to eliminate from data analysis the common set of PVSs for the tests using interlaced format

· Test vqeghd1:

· Proposal by SwissQual to shift back all PVSs in vqeghd1 test by 5 pixels to correct existent 5-pixel shift
· Test vqeghd6: 
· PVSs were progressive although this was supposed to be an experiment with interlaced videos
· Proposal by ILG that proponents can re-run their models on these PVSs
· ILG made the following final decisions:
· Decision: VQEGHD1 – Swissqual can make the change to the search limit with ILG watching (i.e., increase search limit) using the encrypted source that was supplied to the ILG (Filippo).  Swissqual must re-run all objective data.  Swissqual must accept the new results (i.e., for all six datasets).  Validation will be re-done.  Oversight will be done by Filippo and Marcus. ILG will check consistency of new and old results. 

· Decision: Regarding VQEGHD2, the common set will be excluded from data analysis of set VQEGHD2.  The common set for VQEGHD2 will still be used for aggregation mapping. Thus, all subjective analysis will include the VQEGHD2 common set; and all objective data analysis will exclude the VQEGHD2 common set.

· Decision: Regarding VQEGHD6, proponents may at their option re-run their model using a progressive flag (on the entire dataset), as long as they do this by the objective model data submission deadline. For validation purposes, all proponents must tell the ILG whether they processed this dataset as interlaced or progressive. 

· Note: The ILG must review common set objective data inclusion/exclusion for VQEGHD1 and VQEGHD3.
Presentation by NTT on comparison of subjective assessment methodologies and rating scales:
· Conducted 3 sets of experiments: each set used the same test material and different methods or different scales

· Results show equivalent subjective results between methods and scales

· There were a lot of discussions again on rating scales
· There was a suggestion that VQEG should write a liaison to SG12 on their views concerning the choice of rating scale

· There was a comment that the proposal of using a 11-point scale (instead of 5-point scale) in the hybrid project was initially motivated by the reason that the 11-point scale would provide better results (smaller confidence intervals) than the 5-point scale but that recent studies from NTT (presented at this meeting) and Psytechnics (presented at the Berlin meeting) have shown that this argument is not true, i.e. experimental results from these studies have shown that both scales provided the same results.
