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1. Summarize the paper: 

Video rewrite is a system that resynchronizes video footage of a person speaking to a new soundtrack.  They accomplished this in 4 steps.  The first step was to train the system on a the particular person’s existing footage and the corresponding soundtrack.  A set of 54 points on 26 images had to be hand annotation; These points mostly corresponded to lip positions, jaw positions.  A set of 351 training images was generated by morphing combinations of the 26 images.

The second step is the audio analysis.  The system uses the idea of triphones, or a set of 3 phones.  To analyze the audio, a TIMIT speech database was used that contains approximately 2700 human utterances.  The frames that corresponded to the trained triphones were selected using an error function that measured the phoneme-context distance (the difference in sound), and the distance between lip shapes (the difference in the video).  

After the correct footage was selected the third step in the process was to keyframe the new video footage to the new soundtrack.  This was done by timing the center of the tri-phones to the center of the utterance.  To arrive at the finished video, the keyframed video footage was compressed and stretched to fit the new audio, and the new mouth movements were aligned and blended into the face.

1a. Summarize the paper's contribution to computer graphics: (for a historical paper, comment on the effect this paper had on later work)


This paper is pretty significant since the approach it takes to facial animation is completely a two-dimensional approach.  It does not take into account the three-dimensionality of the human head.  The significance of this fact is that a simple two-dimensional approach to facial animation can generate surprisingly good results.  

2. Comment on the paper's exposition - how could the author have made this paper easier to understand?


The paper’s exposition was generally very easy to understand.  A useful addition to the paper would have been a final overview of the system that listed the steps that Video Rewrite used to accomplish its goal.

2a. Could this work be reproduced given the paper and the references? What would the scope of the project be? (e.g. huge development effort, PhD thesis,  undergraduate course project, weekend hack, ...)


This work could be reproduced given the paper and its references, however it would not be a simple task since they did not specify exactly how the speech analysis was done and how the training footage was selected.  The scope of this project would require  a medium developmental effort.

3. Are the references adequate for the time when this was published? Are there papers that have come out since that the author could have used had they been around at the time?


The references are adequate and ample.  I don’t believe that there have been any paper that have come out since that the author could have used had they been around since this is a fairly recent publication.

3a. Describe some of the follow on papers. (don't just list papers that cite this one, but things which are direct improvements)


I do not know of any follow papers that improve upon this system.

3b. Often, papers are submitted with videos demonstrating the work. The paper is supposed to stand without the video. What video demonstration would you have liked to have seen to better appreciate the paper?


Several films demonstrating the system were included with this paper, and they were very important in judging the accuracy of the system.

4. What recommendation would you have given this paper for publication in its venue?

4 = Probably

What recommendation would you give this paper for inclusion in a Computer Animation reading list?

4 = Probably

5. Explain your recommendation? 


My recommendation is based on the fact that this paper describes a system that produces very good results by simplifying the problem in to two dimensions.  However, my recommendation could not be a 5 for either paper since it is not any groundbreaking work, but rather a combination of techniques that have previously been developed.

