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MINUTES

1) Opening of the meeting

Mr. Gilles Teniou (Orange, Video SWG Chair of SA4) opens the session on Oct 1st, 2019 at 9:10am CEST. Mr. Gunnar Heikkilä (Ericsson) is assigned as scribe.

	SA4 Video SWG telco on VRQoE; October 1, 2019, 09:00-11:00 CEST; host Ericsson.

Document submission deadline: September 29, 23:59 CEST
	· Review and agree draft CRs to 26.118

· Review and agree draft CRs to 26.247


2) Approval of the agenda and registration of documents

The following documents were registered

· AHVIC-204
Draft CR 26.118 QoE Metrics for VR

· AHVIC-205
Draft CR 26.118 VR metrics

3) Issues for immediate consideration

None

4) VRQoE (VR QoE Metrics)

WID: SP-190331 New WID on VR QoE metrics (VRQoE)
	AHVIC-204
	Draft CR 26.118 on QoE Metrics for VR
	Ericsson LM
	4


Presenter: Gunnar Heikkilä (Ericsson LM)

Discussion:

· Gilles: “Metrics1” etc in XML is just a placeholder, will be replaced?

· Gunnar: Yes

· Gilles: Suggest to use section 9.4 for both config and reporting, and merge the subclauses.

· Gunnar: Will work on it as editor.

Decision:

· Document agreeable, need to wait for the agreed metrics to be illustrated into the XML schema.

· Further edits left to the rapporteur.

· Draft CR expected at the next SA4 meeting

AHVIC-204 is agreed.

	AHVIC-205
	VR metrics
	Fraunhofer HHI, InterDigital Communications, Inc., Ericsson LM


Presenter: Gurdeep Singh (Fraunhofer HHI)

Discussion:

· Gurdeep: New “Metric Measurement Process clause

· Contains details about how to measure.

· Effective resolution, and lowest resolution added

· Gunnar: Why both first and second viewport qualities, should they not be the same? Are there scenarios where they are different?
· Gurdeep: If bitrate adaptation, could be different

· Gunnar: In X.4 says that should not send if not equal?

· Yong: Need to clarify what match is. Could be slightly different.

· Gunnar: Agree, need to define threshold.

· Gunnar: We probably need to define what we mean by comparable quality.

· Yong: Indeed, but exactly the same quality is harder to define, that’s why we mean comparable.

· Gunnar: Let’s say we have threshold, it should be pretty small?

· Gunnar: If you can’t reach the quality, the metric cannot be used. I can’t see the scenario. We need to think a little bit on how we can handle that case in figure X.3.

· Gunnar: Need to report in all cases, current text says to not report when update comes too late.

· Yong: Idea was to avoid too frequent reports.

· Gunnar: Would prefer to have a concept which covers both cases, i.e. a single metric.

· Gunnar: Should maybe just use height, not width x height. We have seen that a linear change is more correlated to the user quality from ITU studies. The quality is more dependent from linear changes than quadratic changes.
· Gurdeep: Could be a good proposal.

· Gunnar: Which criteria (quality/resolution) is ending the delay calculation?

· Gurdeep: Service providers could use both, it really depends on how they implement. But we were reluctant to add a flag. Open to consider either one or the other in some cases.
· Gunnar: We could calculate two different delays.

· Yong: We probably need two different delays, to be strict. We may have 2 different ending conditions.
· Gunnar: I like the resolution weighting, it’s clearly defined

· Gunnar: Can you do the metric calculation based on events?

· Gurdeep: Should be event-based. We already implemented it in our Github repo.

· Gunnar: Did you also did a QR-weighting in the Git test?

· Gurdeep: Depends on the thresholds (=equal quality). Could be a weighted in the future.

· Gilles: Still some discussions on the new definitions. ok with the clarifying figures in X. Orange needs some more time to consider the implementability. Feedback is appreciated.

· Gurdeep: Where should the clause X go?

· Gunnar: Either in the metric section, or as a separate annex. Or even put it into the TR and refer to that.

· Gilles: Good to keep the size down, so that the QoE part does not “take over” the main content of 118.

Decision:

· Good progress on the document

· Still need to refine some approaches and clarify when/how those metrics are collected/reported.

· More work expected in order to improve the draft CR and resubmit a new version for the next SA4 meeting.

AHVIC-205 is noted.

5) Any Other Business

None
6) Close of Conference Call

Gilles Teniou thanked the participants and closed the meeting.

The meeting was closed at 10:06am CEST. 
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Annex A - The documents status
	Tdoc number
	Title
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	SWG Agenda Item
	Replaced by
	SWG Status
	SA4 A.I. for Tdocs presented at SA4 plenary*

	AHVIC-203
	Proposed agenda for SA4 VIDEO SWG conf. call on FS_XR5G (Sept. 19th, 2019)
	Chairman
	2
	
	approved
	

	AHVIC-204
	Draft CR 26.118 on QoE Metrics for VR
	Ericsson LM
	4
	
	agreed
	

	AHVIC-205
	VR metrics
	Fraunhofer HHI, InterDigital Communications, Inc., Ericsson LM
	4
	
	noted
	

	AHVIC-206
	VIDEO SWG telco report on VRQoE 1st Oct. 2019
	Chairman
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