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1 Introduction
The exception sheet for HSD in document S4-110354 includes among others the request to improve the QoE work in TS26.247.
In this document we provide some background in section 2 on continuous discussions in MPEG and 3GPP on this matter and some concrete proposals in section 3.
2 Background

2.1 Discussion and Conclusions in MPEG

During the recent MPEG meeting, a reporting framework was introduced. We believe that this reporting framework should be instantiated by 3GPP for OMA and MPD-based reporting.
In MPEG also new metrics based on the 3GPP metrics were discussed. There is an open pending question on all metrics if they are all needed, if they are redundant and so on. 
2.2 Logging or Client Side Computation

We believe that the simple metric definition to observe events as in the MPEG DIS has significant advantages over the derived as it avoids:

· complex definition of metrics

· assumption of client implementations

· hiding information to the reporting server

The metrics also may serve completely different objectives and this is one of the confusions.

The only justification for doing such metrics as defined below is a reduced amount of uplink traffic. We should carefully check if this is indeed a problem.
2.3 Comments and Suggestions on Metrics

2.3.1 General

During SA4#63, the metrics in 10.2 were rushed into the TS26.247. We agree on the principle of some of the metrics and supported the inclusion of the framework. However, we were very uncomfortable with the usefulness of some metrics as well as the details of specification for them. It was agreed to keep these metrics documented as a baseline, but to carefully reconsider if the can be justified and computed. 
Some of the metrics are too verbosely described. It requires substantial pruning and much crisper definitions. Also no "shalls" in terms of "reporting" can be added. It Section 10.2 only documents how to compute. 
Also a significant amount of editorial cleanup would ne necessary.

In general we are not very happy with the QoE metric definitions as defined now. We believe that as long as the reporting framework is defined, we should really minimize the amount of active metric computation at the client and really only include crystal-clear metrics with a clearly understood use case. 
2.3.2  10.2.1 Introduction

The introduction mentions "media presentation time". This needs definition. It is proposed to define this as the presentation time of one of media components that is currently presented. The media presentation time should be relative to the @availabilityStartTime of the MPD. 

2.3.3 
10.2.2 MPD Fetch Time

What is the fetch time referring to? Media presentation time or wall-clock time.

From a use case perspective it is still not clear why there is a benefit in reporting the fetch time instead of logging each HTTP request. What is the client's advantage in having this metric being computed.
2.3.4 
10.2.3 Initialisation Segment Fetch Event

The same comments as for 2.3.3. It is also proposed to not duplicate any definitions, but define the event HTTP resource fetch event and just refer to the URL that is requested to differentiate the Metric. This may be done by a code, but again most easily by specifying the URL. 
2.3.5 
10.2.4 Representation Switch Event

As mentioned in the description, it is the client's decision to decide to declare a switching event. Also the definition is very vague and it is not obvious that based on this information, there is sufficient clarity such that this metric is useful.
If the definition of the metric can not be sufficiently improved, it is proposed to remove the metric.

2.3.6 
10.2.5 Client State
Without a clear definition of a state model, this metric if of no use. Also the definition is completely unclear. Is it reporting a series of event states?
We believe that this metric is way beyond the actual scope of the work and propose to remove.
2.3.7 
10.2.6 Average Throughput

The definition is unclear. Also the exact definitions for different access bearers is unclear.

BTW one may also have multiple TCP connections over the same bearer.
If the definition of the metric can not be sufficiently improved, it is proposed to remove the metric.

2.3.8 
10.2.7 Average Segment Fetch Duration

In this case, all segments are treated equally, no matter what bit-rate it’s encoded in? What’s the use case for this metric? Is it possible to up the fetch duration of segments according to the rate that each segment is encoded? What if each segment has different length (e.g. 2 sec, 5 sec, 10 sec). In the case of variable segment length, the “per segment” view is no longer fair.
We believe that this metric is of no use and shall be removed.

2.3.9 

10.2.8 Download Jitter

This metric assumes segment by segment request. It is not clear what the meaning is if you do partial requests. The metric is not fully justified what would be the value for the QoE reporting. If no further justification is provided the metric shall be removed.
2.3.10 10.2.9 Inactivity Time

A better description is necessary, especially avoiding the notion of negative inactivity time. Also the type is completely unclear and should be removed. In general, inactivity shall only be reported at the same time when the media is actually consumed

A general concern with this metric is that it reports something that is not happening, and it seems to be much more suitable to report what is happening. Then the reporting server can decide whether a metric of inactivity may be derived. Based on this we would not prefer to remove this metric entirely.

2.3.11 10.2.12 Buffer Level

The following is not clear 

· what existing amount of buffered media “in terms of playback time duration” or in terms of number of bits means.

· if the buffer is per media component
· what is included in the buffer and what is not included

· how the exact reporting would be done

If the definition of the metric cannot be sufficiently improved, it is proposed to remove the metric.
2.3.12 10.2.13 Rebuffering Event

Do we need to distinguish the cause of rebuffering? (e.g. due to buffer exhaustion, or due to a user’s seek action) Otherwise, how can someone getting the data interpret a rebuffering event?

2.3.13 Audio and Video Metrics

These metrics are not justified on what would be the value for the QoE reporting. It is also not clear if not the values present in the MPD can be used and if not, why not. If no further justification is provided the metric shall be removed.
3 Proposal

It is proposed to

· adopt the reporting framework from MPEG and instantiate it with MPD-based and OMA based reporting

· switch to a simple logging framework as introduced in MPEG that reports the actual observable client actions, especially the issued HTTP requests rather than doing an interpretation of the HTTP-request at the client w/o any justification why.
· remove any metric for which either no justification is provided at this meeting or for which there is any doubt on the usefulness or which there is doubt in redundancy to another metric or for which the way how to obtain it is not crystal-clear. At this stage this basically applies to all defined metrics.
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