Thursday Morning VQEG
Presentations

(Notes by Harvey Lieber (Dialogic) and Margaret H. Pinson (NTIA))

Nikil Jayant from Georgia Institute of Technology made a presentation on the visibility of digital artifacts in 3DTV.  See the slides available in the meeting files. Georgia Tech has a 2D NR model, and is developing a 3D NR model. This presentation summarized research, which asked people comparative questions about their opinion of 3D viewed on two monitors.
Jun Okamoto from NTT made a presentation on the “Guidelines for the Use of NICT 3D Content”. See the slides available in the meeting files. Approval for distribution of this 3D content to VQEG is in progress, so the terms listed are tentative. The stereoscopic depth of the computer generated content can be modified. Once distribution is approved, Jun (okamoto.jun@lab.ntt.co.jp) will coordinate redistribution of the NICD 3D content.  He will need recipients to email (1) the name of your organization (2) the requested contents, (3) your contact information: person, email, telephone number and address; and also to sign an NDA. 
3DTV Session II
The placement of a 3D monitor very close to the wall behind was discussed. Concerns were raised that viewers might be annoyed if the apparent field of view within the monitor display extends behind the wall, because the 3D monitor is situated close to a wall (e.g., wall mounted). Some people disagreed and said that such an annoyance would need to be proven (i.e., not based from the opinion of a few experimenters). Some viewing labs do not allow placement of the 3D monitor the proposed 3’ away from the wall behind. An assumption that this is a problem may hurt the wall-mounted television industry. Concerns were raised that adjusting the viewing lab for this constraint might be very expensive. Concerns were raised that the proposal (“monitor far enough from the wall so that no displayed object conflicts with the wall”) will be a very complicated requirement and thus ignored. A rough estimate is 3H from viewer to monitor, and another 3H from monitor to wall. See 3D test plan for proposed setups. 
Agreement was reached that distance between the 3D monitor and the wall is a variable of interest.

Hybrid Test Plan

· Offline Test Plan comments were received from Swiss Qual. The issues identified were considered.  It was decided to:

1.  To add a section to define the format of the bitstream data. 

2.  Update section 9.2 based on decisions made on Wednesday.

3.  Add a section to clarify that transcoding is allowed. 

4. Regarding  frame-rate section (7.3), add a constraint that if codec supports different frame-rates, then variable frame-rate can be applied in encoding  for VGA only. 
5. Insert a new section that defines the bit-stream: (1) bit-stream data is pcap file of the 14-sec video clip, (2) transmission protocols from Wednesday decision (see test plan), (3) pcap file for 14-sec given to model, and model must determine which part of the pcap file matches the edited PVS.
· Regarding the Test Plan execution steps/schedule, it was decided to:

1. Clarify that the ILG fee payment is non-refundable,

2. To add a step that “the confirmation that the training data is valid”

3. To add a clarification that everyone who produces a PVS must donate the training data asap.  An ftp site will be setup for the training data exchange.

· Going forward, the group needs another co-chair.  Margaret was proposed, and will think about whether she can take this on. 
HDTV

A vote was taken, and it was decided to begin the design of HDTV phase II using the HDTV test plan. 
JEG

A presentation was made by Savvas Argyropoulos of T-Labs regarding the impairment of pcap files. See the slides available in the meeting files (ask Marcus name of file to be inserted here). The presentation summarized the ideas for Hybrid model features and parameters. The JEG would like to encourage researchers to contribute their features to the Hybrid model.  
The Chairs asked for volunteers to focus on development of Hybrid model parameters. Timeframe desired for a model is approximately 2-3 years. The people & organizations that volunteered for involvement in each type of parameter development are as follows: 
· Image quality

· PVS: AGH, IP-Label, NTIA, Acreo, IRCCyN

· Bitstream: DT, IP-Label, AGH, Acreo

· Image/Sequence characterisation

· PVS / Bitstream: DT, NTIA, IRCCyN

· Packet loss analysis

· Bitstream: DT, Acreo, AGH

· PVS: AGH, Yonsei

· Saliency and visual attention

· IRCCyN

· Temporal visual attention

· IRCCyN

· Combination of indicators

· NTIA, OPTICOM, AGH, U-Vienna
3DTV Session II

Viewing distance options were discussed. Option #1 involves a complicated equation that is not yet available. Option #2, from ITU-R Rec. BT.1438, contains an interesting scientific description but does not appear to contain an actual viewing distance. Option #3 is 30º viewing distance. 
Agreement was reached to delete viewing distance option #2.

Agreement was reached to delete viewing distance option #3.

Agreement was reached to use one viewer per monitor for crosstalk.  The reason is that each PVS have been prepared for a particular pair of glasses. 
Other edits were made to make the document more easily understood. 

Agreement was reached that each lab would report the brightness of their display.

Other details were specified.  See the updated test plan.  For example, the background illumination options were chosen: (1) room illumination of 10lux without background illumination; and (2) 15% of the max brightness of the display as seen through the glasses with ambient light 10lux. New fluorescent bulbs were mentioned that have separate red, blue, green so that the color temperature can be adjusted. 
A long discussion ensued on the merits of quality experiments versus threshold experiments for 3D crosstalk.  This discussion lasted for more than 45 minutes. Threshold testing is significantly slower than quality testing. Jun (NTT) pointed out that none of these will identify the long term accumulative fatigue impact of crosstalk, which may need to be examined afterward. Options considered were:

1. ACR-HR (0 votes)
2. Impairment scale (i.e., imperceptible, perceptible but not annoying, slightly annoying, annoying, very annoying), with the choice of double stimulus versus single stimulus with the question “concerning crosstalk, is the impairment..” (7: Intel, NTIA, DT, FT Orange Labs, NTT, IP-Label, IRCCyN)
3. Threshold testing (3: Acreo, AGH, CRC)
Agreement was reached to use an impairment scale (with SS or DS undecided).

Show of hands indicating preference for DS or SS – 6 prefer DS, 3 prefer SS. Tentatively this will be a DS test. No time was given to discussing the merits of these choices.
Agreement was reached that the length of session will be about an hour, including breaks.
Agreement was reached that regarding the measurement and reporting of visual acuity and stereo acuity, the report the data for the subjects will be presented in a non-binary form (i.e.,. either they see stereo or not). (vote was 8 people for, 0 against)
� This decision is highlighted, because the topic inspires lengthy discussions when reconsidered.





