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1. Introduction

This document contains comments to the proposed video simulation conditions for MBMS presented in S4-050077 [1]. This document is submitted in response to the request for feedback from the SA4 Video Adhoc Chair in the SA4#34 Video Adhoc group meeting.
2. Comments to "Sec. 2 Original Video Sequence"
The current draft suggests using one single test sequence ("Glasgow") for different target bit rates (24, 48, 72, 96 kbps including FEC and header overhead). We think the achievable quality for Glasgow at the low bit rate range (24 and 48 kbps) is likely to be very low even with the best possible video encoder and FEC coder design and thus will not lead to meaningful evaluation of different algorithms. We propose to have at least two test sequences, one with low motion (e.g. news) and used only for testing low target bit rate (24 and 48 kbps), and another with high motion (e.g. football or Glasgow) and used for testing higher target rate (72 and 96 kbps).  The low motion sequence can have a lower original frame rate than the high motion sequence.

Another concern we have about the "Glasgow" sequence is that it has very frequent scene changes with each scene lasting very briefly, and thus it may not be representative of typical videos in the MBMS applications. 
3. Comments to "Sec. 3.1" Regarding the Encoded Frame Rate
The current draft suggests "All test sequences shall be encoded at a constant picture rate of 15 fps.  In other words, no picture skips are allowed". We feel this requirement is not necessary. The encoder should be allowed to choose the encoding frame rate to obtain the best quality for a given target bit rate, where the quality should be measured against the original video at its original frame rate (e.g. using the modified PSNR measure).
4. Comments to "Sec. 8 Presentation of Objective Results"
The current draft only addresses how to measure the video quality for a specific receiver with a given channel condition.  We suggest considering, in addition, some multi-receiver performance measures that will evaluate the overall system performance in the presence of a group of receivers with different channel conditions. The channel environment can be specified in a similar way as in S4-0348, i.e., specify the percentage of users each with a certain PDU loss rate and cell change duration. Instead of simply taking the average of the received video quality (e.g. in terms of modified PSNR) at all receivers, some other measures may be meaningful and this is a subject that could be discussed in the meeting. 

An appropriate definition of the multi-receiver performance measure is important especially for determining the FEC redundancy for an MBMS session. For example, if we choose to measure the system performance by the achievable video quality at the receiver with the worst channel condition, the FEC redundancy would be very high, unnecessarily penalizing users with good channel conditions. If we simply use the average of all users’ quality, the worst user may still adversely affect the overall system performance. 

For example, one possible general measure is a weighted average of the achievable quality levels by users with different channel conditions, where the weights depend on the user channel condition,
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is a chosen quality measure for a fixed channel loss rate for given source and channel coding parameters. 

Some possible forms of 
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are considered equally, users with higher loss rates are given weights decreasing with their loss rates

We also propose to consider an admission policy, whereby a user with a very poor channel condition will not be admitted to a MBMS session so that its inclusion does not adversely affect the achievable performance of others.
5. Comments to Sec. 8.3, No. 6
This item suggests reporting "Rate-Distortion plot (Luma Modified PSNR) where the distortion is the modified PSNR for the FEC blocks with correctable errors". We think the distortion should consider both FEC blocks with correctable errors and uncorrectable errors. Ideally, if we have a good objective measure of distortion that considers both types of blocks, we should use that distortion. If not, we may require rate distortion plots for the two types of blocks separately. In addition, we may require rate distortion plots where the distortion is the encoder distortion.
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