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Report for MBS SWG ad-hoc #58 conference call
1. Opening of the session (16:00 CEST)
Participants: Frédéric Gabin (Ericsson, MBS SWG Chair), Bernhard Feiten (DT), John Lambrou (Motorola), Yiting Liao (Intel), Charles Lo (Qualcomm), Ozgur Oyman (Intel), Paul Szucs (Sony), Vered Bar Bracha (Intel), Woosuk Kwon (LG), Nikolai Leung (Qualcomm), Zhiming Li (Huawei), Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm).
Frédéric will take notes.
Huawei had asked Qualcomm to host the telco who kindly organized it.
2. Approval of the agenda and registration of documents
	S4-AHI565
	Proposed agenda for MBS SWG ad-hoc #58 conference call on IQoE (13th June 2016)
	MBS SWG Chairman (Ericsson)
	2
	agreed


Agenda approved.

Tdoc allocation agreed.

3. Reports and liaisons from other groups

4. IQoE (Improved Streaming QoE Reporting in 3GPP Services and Networks)
	S4-AHI581
	IQoE: PCR TR 26.909 on Headline Structure
	Deutsche Telekom AG
	4
	agreed


Bernhard Feiten (DT) presented this contribution.

581 was agreed. 
	S4-AHI582
	IQoE: Additional Input Parameters for Video MOS support in 3GPP PSS
	Intel
	4
	noted


Yiting Liao (Intel) presented this contribution.
The goal of this contribution is to propose additional input parameters to be added to the current list to support various video MOS models for video QoE estimation. The source believes that the proposed modifications and additions to the current parameters list allows for enhanced video MOS estimation.
Discussion:
Fred: What was discussed was screen size at last SA4 meeting instead of device type. “Device size” as mentioned may not be appropriate as a device might be e.g. a car.
Yiting: Yes. We propose screen size.
Ozgur: This is important text to complete signaling support of P.NATS for TR
Nik: is Aspen slow motion?

Yiting: Aspen is very complex picture scenery.

Bernhard: yes we had the discussion on screen size. ITU tested certain device models and not all screen sizes. So although you may signal the screen size it remains to be defined how the model would use it.

Yiting: I’m not involved in P.NAT development. The video MOS estimator is out of scope here.
Ozgur: Intel checked ITU-T colleagues and Intel was not very active in the work item. While we went through TR 909 we concluded that the existing signaling had very little help towards estimation of the MOD score. We could send a LS to ITU-T about our view on this potential usefulness of screen size information and P.NATS can take this into account.
Bernhard: very similar tests and results were obtained during ITU-T work. It’s good value to compare this and there should be support to introduce screen size.

Fred: it’s good to add the results to justify our decision to add screen size.

The subjective test setup is described in a public reference.

Screen size agreed in principle.

Bernhard: we need to consider how the QP parameter can be made available. In lab it’s ok but in the filed it’s more difficult to access it. In Mode 0 you only have the headers or side information. In Mode 3 you have the full bitstream.
Yiting: the complexity depends is on how frequently you want to send the information. We propose one QP per segment. Of course you can add frame level QP to be more accurate.

Thomas: ITU-T has developed the P.NATS and have thought about it. Why do we put this forward  ? We seem to be developing a model for ourselves.

Ozgur: the motivation of this contribution is not to develop a model of our own. We were not in ITU-T and among the input parameters that are listed to enable video MOS some were missing. The estimation could be better with these additional parameters. We also would like to inform ITU-T about this.
Bernhard: in mode 2/3 the model can use this information as well. It’s likely that these parameters are used.
Zhiming: we have the same concern. We assume mode 0 in the TR. QP is not in scope. It would be a better proposal to make in ITU-T.
Ozgur: agreed we documented mode 0 only in the TR. What was the exact reason not to consider mode 1-3 was complexity.
Bernhard: not decided yet.

Ozgur: mode 0 does not require new parameters. Existing framework can be leveraged.

Fred: need a decision on QP

Thomas: do we intend to evaluate P.NATS ?

Ozgur: our commitment is to enable the signaling in PSS to allow for such Quality evaluation tools. But there is no particular commitment for P.NATS. Our scope is open to improve MOS estimation.
Bernhard: would have some problems to add this at this stage although agree it could enhance the MOS model.
Zhiming: Q/P to help the MOS calculation. My concern is that we have selected Mode 0 for future work and this adds more complexity. Also in case of HTTPS traffic Q/P value cannot be easily derived from the client side.
Zhiming: framerate proposal on ITU-T will be introduced in Phase 2 of ITU-T. The point is valid. The issue is that it is not aligned to ITU-T.

Bernhard: results are probably similar between 50 and 60 Hz. We could extend it to 60Hz and use the same results we have from 50Hz.
582 is noted.

	S4-AHI583
	IQoE: Draft CR to TR 26.909 on Additional Input Parameters for Video MOS support in 3GPP PSS
	Intel
	4
	noted


Ozgur Oyman (Intel) presented this contribution.

Fred: reference is missing

Ozgur: should be [1]. Ok to reference a conference paper?
Fred: yes if persistent and public

Bernhard: you talk about improvements but we have no description nor evaluation of P.NATS to be able to talk about “improvements”.

Ozgur: Proposed several ways forward. We intend to demonstrate the dependencies on these parameters. Add an editor’s note calling for more information. Our simply add just the results.
Bernhard: not ok with a note. Need to change title and add information on how the model might work.
Ozgur: maybe rephrase.

Zhiming: only include screen size and the MOS result.

583 is noted.

	S4-AHI593
	IQoE Use case: WebTV Quality Monitoring
	Deutsche Telekom AG
	4
	noted


Bernhard Feiten (DT) presented this contribution.

Zhiming: thanks! The content of this use case is good and we support it.
Thomas: What is the use case ? Having this Dash board is ok. I would like to know what is the route cause of the quality and this is all hidden here. Is it the encoding parameters, is it the network ? Why using a monolithic model rather than just the throughput/transport level. Combining it yit ends up being hidden. The Dash Board can not be used for analytics.

Bernhard: we want to have an overview of how happy our users are and also use the network in the most efficient way as possible.

Thomas: you have no control on the encoding. So you’re not measuring the service. Third party define how encoding is done.

Bernhard: we control the bitrate. Some parameters we cannot control of course. Having this model in agreement with service providers then would improve accuracy. It’s only a rough view.
Thomas: it is confusing that you want to monitor your service but you only provide a distribution means.

Frédéric: service providers don’t always have end to end control. E.g. service providers have no 100% control on movies they offer.
Thomas: point taken. But then it’s only fair if you can control encoding parameters. E.g. content is badly prepared and your transport is perfect.
Bernhard: the goal is still valid.

Zhiming: agree with Frédéric’s point. We do have some plans to bring test results at the next meeting and include other parameters like encoder parameters and transport parameters. We support both case: managed and OTT.
Thomas: I agree what you’re saying but can not extract the use cases from the Tdoc. Would like to decompose the problem in more details. Managed, OTT ? What is controllable in which cases. This should go beyond just P.NATS adoption.
Bernhard: ok to remove P.NATS altogether and add some introduction on that it is OTT. What is important is the quality evaluation of the user experience that we’re after. 
Thomas: if you evaluate for netflix, why would you include parameters you don’t control?
Ozgur: all those questions are relevant. Even if the MNO doesn’t have any control over encoding the operators still wants to monitor this and optimize in response. This is a potential differentiator.

Thomas: the codec level and profile is controlled by the third party provider.

593 was noted

	S4-AHI596
	IQoE: OTT streaming service deployment model analysis
	Huawei Technologies, China Mobile
	4
	noted


Zhiming Li (Huawei) presented this contribution.

Ozgur: what metadata ?

Zhiming: the MPD.
Ozgur: good to clarify as an example.

Zhiming: ok.

Thomas: define lite-PSS server

Zhiming: agreed

Thomas: there is no PSS server in the picture although you have a PSS client.
Ozgur: the client is only QoE enabled? 

Zhimming: PSS client gets metrics from the application.

Ozgur: There is no interaction with application defined.

596 was noted

	S4-AHI597
	IQoE: use cases and recommended requirements for IQOE
	Huawei
	4
	

	S4-AHI598
	IQoE: Conditional reporting
	Huawei
	4
	


	S4-AHI590
	IQoE: QoE and User Integrity
n/a 13th June 2016
	Ericsson LM
	4
	

	S4-AHI591
	IQoE: QoE Windowing
	Ericsson LM
	4
	

	S4-AHI592
	QoE and Client API
	Ericsson LM
	4
	


All noted without presentation due to lack of time. To be prioritized at SA4#89 meeting.
5. Review of the future work plan
The next IQoE session will take place at SA4#89

6. Any Other Business

None


7. Close of the session (18:00 CEST)
The chairman thanked the delegates and closed the session.
�	M. Frédéric Gabin
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