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1 Reason for Contribution

Editor’s response to MAG comments on Application Performance Report.

2 Summary of Contribution

See Section 3. Text without any indentation and in red colour is the response.
3 Detailed Proposal

      i) general: the author(s) use dollars in many places, e.g. voting

      with their dollars, which is colloquial and somewhat biased to one

      currency. Intent is clear, so state the intent, e.g. voting with

      their wallets or money.

Agreed with the comment. Document updated.   

      ii) 5.1.1 I think the equating of cumbersome and high futility is

      inappropriate. An application may be cumbersome but is it not useless

      (futile) just more awkward or painful to use that it might be.

Agreed with the comment. Replaced high futility with low usability. 

Also added one sentence to the definition of QoE, for clarity.

      iii) 5.1.2.1 concerned re measuring QoE before a service is rolled

      out. A) its subjective in most cases, B) by the time you have

      something to measure you are probably too far down the development

      track to change easily. The approach has to be clearer, to understand

      the QoE based on the usual human factors assessments and to budget

      the overal criteria between elements involved, e.g. network

      delays/reliability/etc, stack/protocol performance, UA performance

      and server/application performance. So the analysis has to performed

      ahead of the service development not when it is done. Examples re

      fluorescent lighting and TV are suspect, many people suffer from

      their flicker effects of both and the combination is worse, hence the

      moves to higher scan rate TVs and many peoples preferece for

      incandescent lighting or at least that with long afterflow

Some text is added to this section and to section 5.1.3 to make the approach clearer. I still believe these examples are very illustrative especially when they are considered in the right context, that is to say, at the time when they are offered to the public for the first time. The commercial success of these products are good indications that right level of QoE had been reached. 

      iv) 5.1.2.3 human-centred or human-centric ?

Though, both seemed to have the same meaning according to webster, human-centred is changed to human-centric, since the latter seems to be more common.

      v) 5.1.4 and 5.1.5 the argument that one should not deliver content

      faster than the acceptable range and even what that range is is

      suspect. The lower level of acceptability may well be a 10 second

      response but if the information is valuable to you you would wait

      longer. 

As shown in the curve, there is no cut off point, people can wait as long as they wish. The 10 second figure is only given as an example, and it is by no means a normative reference.   

      The higher level of acceptability seems very suspicious;

      unles we are talking about pushed content or applications

      automatically updating the presented information it is the use who is

      in control. Therefore placing any artificial limit to speed seems

      inappropriate. I have never complained nor heard complaints that

      accessing a website is too fast ! Of course there are may reasons why

      deployers of content will want to avoid excessively fast response

      times if this costs, either device processing power, battery power,

      network resources etc, but if its no additional cost why preclude it

      which his how the paper presents it.

The given range must have been misunderstood by the commentators. The time window (2-10 seconds) represents the range of acceptable delay for the end user. There is no text or implication in these sections (direct or indirect) suggesting a delay target/limit for delivering a content for web browsing. What it is saying is that if the users are already “quite” satisfied with the performance of the system when the page downloading delay is 2 seconds, anything faster will not make significant changes in their satisfaction levels. The costs that may incur to make the system performance better will not worth the effort at the higher level of the acceptable range..

      vi) section 6 - what justification does the author(s) have for the

      acceptable delays ? If there identifiable treatise on the subject we

      should reference them but none are quoted. I am generally concerned

      re some of these accetable delay discussions as in most cases where

      the service involved end users, e.g. SMS, MMS, Immediate Messaging,

      some email..... there is a really big unquantifiable element in the

      overal QoE, and that is the other end user, i.e. how fast does he/she

      answer the MMS, etc. and this almost make irrelecant many of the

      discussions of performance of the protocol performance, or MMSC

      latency..... Compared to the time taken to deliver e.g. an MMS a

      recipient user will take a significant time to read and compose any

      substantive reply so where does this fit into the discussion ?

All the figures have already been removed from this report, so I would appreciate if the comment could be specific to refer to the exact section and the figures. The only figures in seconds are mentioned in the Video Services section, in parenthesis and as examples, and only after extensive discussions with various OMA members.

      vii) section 6.5 the concept of demanding interactive applications is

      introduced in the context of interactive games. What are these and

      should they be defined here or elsewhere ?

The wording in the report is not clear. The intent was to say that interactive games demand immediate response and require very short delays because of their inherent nature of being interactive. 

      viii) 6.6 the author may well be presupposing the POP mail service

      where emails are downloaded. Such an assumption is not universally

      reasonable due to storage limitations. It may well not be the case

      for IMAP based email, certainly not for web based mail etc. yet all

      fall into the same category of email. Suggest this is revisited.

Modified one word in the report to clarify the intent and address this concern.

      ix) 6.9 - 1) suggest author clarifies "... TCP/IP is appropriate,

      though it is possible that the file could arrive over WAP.." since I

      think the author means WDP or WTP+WDP and not WAP since WAP V2.0

      includes TPC/IP.

Agreed. The report is updated to replace WAP with WAP/WDP.

      x) 6.9 - 4) While not disputing the references given there is much to

      be learned from the broadcasting community. Lipsink is something

      broadcasters (TV) take seriously and it is well known that the sound

      coming later than the lips moving is more acceptible than the sound

      before the lips since the human perception is tuned to the

      differences between speed of light and sound. The metrics used are

      asymetical and less stringent, yet you do not see mass complaints.

      Can dig out some references if needed.

I would appreciate some suggestions on new content and references. 

      xi) 6.9.1, 6.9.2, 6.9.3 etc.. For frame rate please be careful. If we

      are talking about TV frame rates they are 25 frames (50 fields

      interlaced) for much of the world. The US is 30 frames / 60 fields

      and it is normally tied to the electrical frequency of the country,

      in part to avoid flicker from fluorescent lighting. Additionally if

      we are considering 25/30 frames we need to be aware that this will be

      perceivable as flickering if not interfaced or appropriate decay

      characteristics are not specified for the display.

It is not TV frame rates, rather they are frame rates of the video content.

      xii) 7.2 Application Turns is not an expression I have come across

      before. Is this well known ? If not why not use a well known one.

The expression is used frequently in the context of application performance optimization and associated tools. I can furnish references if required. I will add a brief definition of the term in the text.

      xiii) 7.2 generally  - I am comfortable with many if not most of the

      points made but there are few real recommendations here. I am

      concerned that inferring the recommendations from this text would

      imply wireless is somehow different and that applications have to be

      written especially for it. Not so and if this were the case I think

      we would fail. Sure there are optimisations - some are alluded to in

      this section - and we need to say what they are and the motivation

      and that is reuse of applications over whatever network is used,

      whether wireless or otherwise.

I have added some text  to alleviate the concerns that these sections might be misinterpreted to imply that applications have to written specifically for wireless. I would welcome other contributions to make this section more precise.

      xiv) 7.3 - some of these discussions have taken place in the past,

      e.g. mandating certain content types such as graphics as they are

      known to be efficient or good or IPR free or .... and there was a lot

      of resistance. I think there will be challenges here even though the

      motivation is OK

OK.

      xv) 8.1.1 HTTP pipelining - some have shown that implementations of

      HTTP1.0 to be faster, with enough bandwidth, at delivering complete

      web pages than HTTP1.1 because you have have multiple requests

      outstanding whereas implementations using HTTP 1.1 may well limit the

      number of outstanding requestings in the single HTTP 1.1 session. Its

      a tradeoff between application performance and efficiency. I feel the

      intent is OK but have some concerns as written which implies HTTP1.1

      is the answer - its not, only in conjunction with the right approach

      to implementation.

OK. Text added to eliminate any such assumptions.

      xvi) 8.1.2 here too compression et al is a balance between OTA

      efficiency and client+server side processing and memory heap

      requirements - a factor that might deter from using HTTP deflate

      which is already specified as an option. There is no mention of

      anything other than the pro-compression here

I would welcome any contributions on this topic.

      xvii) 8.1.2 Caching is beneficial in the device and also in the

      network but the impacts are more often noticed in QoE with device

      caching. You are not

OK.

      xviii) Conclusions. Here I have some concerns.

      a) Sure QoE is important but it has to be in conjunction with QoS and

      so we need a mechanism to be able to request and have updated the QoS

      for the transport to have a hope of QoE to be met. This requires

      semantics at the applciation level to state the required QoS for a

      QoE, means of backoff and the APIs to ensure the transport can

      achieve the QoS.

Even though, I have some reservations of the usage of the word QoS here, I wholeheartedly agree with the intend of this comment.. I was not courageous enough to suggest this as one of the conclusions.

      b) Further you need a QoS or an equivalent for an applciation server,

      client and intermediaries. It may be possible to design in the means

      for the Client QoE as there are less variables, though some like

      other tasks in hand. However for the intermediaries and servers

      loading is a factor that cannot be ignored and the higher load the

      more likely the response time increases.

Third bullet is suggesting this work, which captures the text agreed by the WG. Would you like to revise the wording?

      c) it is not clear how any QoE is determined in  point 1. What

      criteria, what human factors determination is to be used to determine

      it etc.

QoE is measured using behavioural science techniques for looking at opinion, perceptual sensitivity, and so on. The methods used rely on careful experimental design, control of extraneous variables, and usually involve statistical analysis in the determination of the result. 

The most common approach is to simulate the key aspects of the target experience with control over suitable parameters and then to ask a number of subjects to rate the experience on a scale of good to bad. By averaging the results over a reasonable number of subjects, a graph can be produced mapping the relevant parameter setting to the average score obtained. This approach is generally known as a Mean Opinion Score (MOS). Variations on this include comparison to an ideal experience and scoring the degradation with respect to that experience (DMOS) or comparison with a fixed standard (CMOS).

An example of such an experiment and corresponding QoE targets determined by this experiment have been presented to the Req WG for the PoC application.  

      d) I don't know how the use case would reflect this. A requirement

      might, e.g. must have a completed response to a request in 1 second

      for a 10KB transfer over GPRS but not the use case. "The use case

      would be Joe requests the vital piece of information and waits for

      the response." It could add "Joe would be very disappointed if it

      toook longer than 1 second" but it adds no value.

Why do you think it doesn't add any value? The use case section of the RD template already has a sub-section to capture this kind of QoE requirements. You may refer to PoC RD to review a populated example.

      e) being able to determine all the variables in all the layers of the

      protocol stack and the QoS of the network, intermediary performance

      and server performance is a lot to hope to specify when you set up a

      session yet this is what is suggested by bullet 3. So a Browser would

      have a completely different configuration for protocol stack

      performance, TCP performance, network QoS and so on than a concurrent

      Download. I think this more that you realy want. Surely you want TCP

      to do its best, to have the right network QoS and let TCP manage its

      own delivery in that provided channel. Sure you want QoS to be

      specifiable at the application layer but at all points in the chain.

I think we are in agreement here. Do you have any suggestions to add or modify any content as a result of this comment?

4 Intellectual Property Rights Considerations

No IPR known.

5 Recommendation

Review the comments and the corresponding response from the editor, and agree on the modifications that need to be done in the Application Performance Report.
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