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1 Reason for Contribution

There is continuing debate and considerable confusion within the BCAST group regarding the intended functionality, and need for as explicit Service Guide parameters, of the Distribution Window and Presentation Window.  Doc 287R02 summarized the fundamental principles and explained the separate functions of Distribution and Presentation Windows in the Service Guide.  As follow-up, this IC proposes optional paths in SG TS modifications to include these parameters.
2 Summary of Contribution

Two options are outlined with regards to updating the SG TS to support the Distribution Window (DW) and Presentation Window (PW).  The BCAST group is requested to evaluate these alternatives and decide on one of them for corresponding SG TS modification.
3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Service Guide Modification Options in Support of DW and PW
The following alternatives, two of which are under present debate, should be considered as means to update the SG TS in support of the DW and PW parameters.
1. Multiple ContentIDs per Schedule fragment.  This represents the current group agreement on cardinality between Schedule and Content fragments, as reflected in the latest SG data model table for Schedule.  As was affirmed by the Chair during the San Diego meeting last week, the SG data model in Figure 1 of the TS, by showing only one ContentID per Schedule fragment, is incorrect.  Subsequently, Nokia, Panasonic and Samsung, in Doc 284 (agreed during San Diego BCAST meeting), updated the Service Guide data model diagram as copied below:
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In accordance with the cardinality between Schedule and Content as shown above, Doc 195R04 proposes the SG TS changes to include Distribution Window and Presentation Windows. In particular, given there can be multiple pieces of content/programs represented by one Schedule fragment, the Distribution Window parameter, separate from the validity interval of the Schedule fragment, is needed to represent the delivery times of the associated content.  Note that a correction to Doc 195R04 is proposed in Doc 287, to represent the DW as a sub-element of the ContentID, as opposed to element directly subordinate under the Schedule Item.
2. Single ContentID per Schedule Fragment.  As proposed by Nokia et. al. in Doc 286, there should be a single ContentID referred to within each Schedule fragment.  As Nokia argues, given the atomicity of single ContentID referenced by Schedule fragment, the DW parameter can effectively be represented by the validity interval (time difference between ‘valid from’ and ‘valid to’), and is no longer explicitly required in the Schedule.
3.2 Discussion on Options 1 and 2 above
3.2.1 Number of ContentIDs per Schedule Fragment

On the topic of whether one or multiple ContentIDs should be contained in each individual Schedule fragment, there are performance tradeoffs between the two approaches which depend on the service model used by the operator.  An argument which has been advanced against multiple ContentIDs per schedule fragment is that change in one content/program item would require the entire (larger) schedule fragment to be updated, relative to a smaller schedule fragment update if it contains only one ContentID, and lead to a bandwidth penalty in a “dynamic” service model.  Conversely, for a more “static” service model (which some operators suggest may be the norm), limiting the number to a single ContentID per schedule fragment would result in a bandwidth penalty to transmit the full SG relative to multiple ContentIDs per schedule fragment.  This is because there are a host of mandatory attributes and sub-elements in a Schedule fragment which must be repeatedly transmitted on an individual ContentID basis, as opposed to bundled ContentID basis.
Both scenarios are valid, and therefore the SG structure should support both.  The simplest way to do this is to allow the operator to determine the number of Content IDs per schedule fragment that is appropriate for his particular service model (subject, perhaps, to a maximum limit).  In this way, the operator of a service with a schedule subject to frequent last minute changes can choose a small number of Content IDs per fragment, as few as 1 if appropriate, while an operator who plans to offer a service scheduled well in advance (as in most television services) will normally prefer to use a larger value.

3.2.2 Presentation Window vs. Usage Restriction

In addition to single or multiple contents referenced by a Schedule fragment, Docs 286 and 195R04 differ significantly between the role of Presentation Window (Doc 195R04) and that of Usage Restrictions from a temporal sense (Doc 286).  The PW, as clarified in Doc 287R01, informs the user of the scheduled viewing time of a content/program item, from the clipcast service perspective.  In Doc 286, since the Distribution Window is defined to be equal to the Schedule fragment lifetime, the means for representing the Presentation Window appears to be moved to the Content fragment.  However, the time-based Usage Restriction seems to imply a means for applying service or content protection, and represents a fundamentally different service rendering concept than Presentation Window.
With reference to Doc 287R01, it is our view that the “clipcast” business model (subscription of streaming content cached on the terminal for later viewing) is not supported by Doc 286.  Doc 286 implies strictly the “purchaseable content” business model with some attached usage restrictions for such content which are still under discussion.
3.3 Required Decisions to Progress Forward
The BCAST group members are asked to make a decision on the alternatives outlined above re. SG changes to accommodate Distribution and Presentation Windows.  In particular, the group should agree on the following two questions:

1. Should the Schedule fragment contain one or multiple ContentIDs?  The current group decision, per the San Diego meeting is the latter.

Qualcomm recommends retaining the current structure.

2. Does the group agree that Presentation Window and Usage Restriction (from temporal perspective) represent very different functions from a rendering perspective?  Regardless of the intended meaning of Usage Restriction, the Presentation Window (in conjunction with Distribution Window) represents scheduled rendering time for either live or cached streaming content.
Qualcomm’s view is that the Presentation Window and Usage Restriction represent fundamentally different concepts reflecting fundamentally different models of service operation.

4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

BCAST group members should evaluate and decide among the two alternatives described above as means to progress the modification of the SG TS in support of the DW and PW functionality.
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