[bookmark: _GoBack]Dear colleagues, 

Below are the MoM from the AVHD-AS/P.NATS phase 2 call 2nd March 2017. Comments are as always appreciated. 

All the best, 

Silvio 


Participants 

Huawei: Paul, Lily 
Ericsson: Gunnar 
DT/TU Ilmenau: Werner,Alex 
Netscout: Simon, Craig 
AT&T: Al, Eric 
UPEC: Sajid 
StreamOwl: Savvas 
Rohde&Schwarz: Silvio 
ITU: Martin 
Yonsei Univ.: Chulhee 
NTT: Kazuhisa 
Kingston Univ.: Nabajeet 


ToDos: 

* All: Add your current/proposed devices(smartphone,...,TVset) to the sharepoint until next week. 
  
* Think about possible very simple baseline model, to determine min. performance for bitstream 
  mode0 and pixel-based no-ref model. 


Agenda: 

* Agenda interim meeting 
* Device specifications 
* Statistical evaluation 
* Any other business 
* Next call 



Device Specification 

Device types that will be used: Smartphone, Tablet, PC monitor, TV-set. 
    
Currently: decided to use same phone for all tests. 
Tablet: use same device for all tests? 
  
Phone and tablets will be of QHD resolution. 
Model to be determined. 
  
Status for some of the proponents: 
DT, Rohde-Schwarz: Proposal on sharepoint (https://extranet.itu.int/sites/irg/avqa/pnats2/Wiki/Display%20Devices.aspx) 
Ericsson: have a TV set, but no ohter device. 
Netscout: no devices yet. 
NTT: 4K monitor (quite expensive model, 60k-Euro). 


Please send your proposed device to the list, such that possible concerns can be raised. 
  
Todo all: Add your current/proposal device to the sharepoint until next week. 
  
Decide at the face to face meeting, which devices are OK, according to the list on the sharepoint. 
  
  

Agenda for Interim Meeting 

Under discussion. planned to be distributed by email until end of week. 
  

Statistical Evaluation 

There is an issue with the heading numberings, Silvio will try to fix it. 
  
The yellow marked paragraphs on page 2 need update (number of databases...) 
  
Otherwise, document is OK until "2.1 Selection procedure and test databases", page 5. 

There is a proposal to use the following relations to guide for model selection 
(copied from document, see there for full explanation): 
  
Bitsream models: mode0 < mode1 < mode2 < mode3 
  
Pixel-based models: no-ref < reduced-ref < full-ref 
  
Hybrid no-ref models: mode0 < hybrid-mode0   and    pixel-based no-ref < hybrid-mode0 

Proponents are OK with the above relations. 
  
Comments: 
Should pay attention, that we do not perform too many comparisons, and end up in 
complicated situation with model selection. 
  
Recall: there was a selection procedure for phase 1, but in the end it proofed to be more 
complicated than initially thought. 
  
Remark: It might be that the thresholds for statistical significance test (used to 
determine the winning models) are tighter than in P.NATS phase 1, as there will be 
many more samples. This might avoid a situation as in P.NATS phase 1. 
  
Most difficult part is probably to define the selection procedure 
for bitstream models, as there are four different modes. 
  
Missing: detailed selection procedure (step by step guide). 
  
Missing: decide about minimum performance of the simples models: bitstream mode0, pixel-based 
no-ref model. 
  
Todo: Think about possible very simple baseline model, to determine min. performance for 
bitstream mode0 and pixel-based no-ref model. 
  
  
  
  
Next audio call: 

March 9, 15:00 - 16:00 CET. 
  


  














----------------------------------------------------------------- 


Alex -- TU Illmenau 
Al, Eric -- AT&T 
Gunnar, David -- Ericsson 
Werner  -- DT 
Irina -- InfoVista 
Simon -- Netscout 
Shahid -- Opticom 
Kazuhisa -- NTT 



Agenda 
  
The draft agenda is: 

- Interim meeting 
- Processing chain: status update 
- Device specification for subjective tests 
- Statistical evaluation 
  * Model complexity. Define criteria for comparison? 
  * RMSE* vs. RMSE 
- Any other business 
- Next call 




Action/ToDo 
-          Shahid: Get back with more info about Opticom solution for decoding/playing out   
-          Silvio: Check the status report from January Geneva meeting to verify that monitor requirements are in place 


Todos form last week: 

* Opticom solution described in email. For sharing subjective testing app, 
  first confirmation from NTIA needs to be received, but should be no problem. 
  DT has a cheaper version of the card, will be checked if cheaper version is sufficent. 
  Currently software is for Windows, but source code will be shared, thus it shoulld be possible 
  to be used under linux, too. 
  
* Email sent describing monitor specifications as known so far, together with additional qestions. 
  
--> Todo: Werner will add above emails to sharepoint, and send link to sharpoint to all. 


Interim meeting: 

* Please subscribe to the meeting webpage if you plan to attend remotely or in person. 
  The participants are really encouraged to attend in person. 

* Schedule: according to the usual ITU time slots: 
  Wed start at around 9:00 
  Fri until around 16:00 or 17:00 


Processing chain: update 

* Opticom prepared an ubuntu virtual machine, together with a clone of the git for the processing chain. 
* Werner proposed to use a virtual machine, generated on the fly, using the command line interface only. 

Probably either approach can be used, dependent on the users preference. 
For the first approach, the correct version of ffmpeg needs to be installed. 

Very soon, both approaches will be shared to the group. 


Devices: 

* Are there any preferences for smartphones / tablets ? 

  Should high resolution smartphones be used (>= 1440p)? 
  
* What is the output resolution of the processing chain? 
  Proposal: Up-scale it to the playback resolution. 
  E.g. 1080p source --> 480p PVS --> upscale to 1440p for a 1440p display 
  
  
Proposal: All use the same smartphone/tablet for the subjective tests. 
Tentatively agreed. 

Todo: Check which are the most used phone display sizes, to determine 
the best choice of phone to be used. 

Continue discussion via email. 



Statistical Evaluation: 

* Use RMSE* instead of RMSE? 
  Proposal from Opticom: Use of RMSE* might lead to some improvements in model 
  training. 
  
  The analysis using RMSE* might be more complex, as the error distribution might not 
  be approximately normally distributed. There is a peak at 0. 
  
  Could re-evaluate phase 1 data using RMSE*. This might give some more insight. 

  Todo: Please re-check P.1401 about the RMSE* and think about it. 
  
  Proposal: Change RMSE to RMSE* only if there is a real benefit of using RMSE* over RMSE. 
  
  Will re-discussed in 2 weeks. 




Next audio call: 

February 16th, 15:00 - 16:00 CET 



