Resolution of comments on BCAST-Client-CON-ETS and BCAST-IOP-ETS from BCAST – WG 
Comments listed in black

Resolution in blue
Open issues in red

General Comments
· What’s the difference between CON_Client and IOP in ETS perspective? 
· The Client CON (Conformance) ETS focuses on testing client implementations of the specification against a test tool. They are intended to be tested by client implementers in-house prior to attending an OMA test event. 

· The IOP (Interoperability) ETS focuses on Client-Server interoperation. These are conducted at test fests hosted by OMA and their results are compiled to track maturity of implementation, problem areas/inconsistencies/errors in the specification. 
In case of BCAST the Client CON ETS identifies a set of basic client functionality that we expect to be implemented in time for the first test fest and the IOP ETS focuses on the same set of scenarios. As we proceed with testing the CON ETS shall expand to cover more functionality as well as negative testing.
· ETSs should be consistent to BCAST specifications (E.g. terminology, interfaces) 

· Example 1: ESG and EPG are not BCAST terms. 

· Example 2: “Service Provisioning” is the function related to subscription and purchasement in BCAST. 

· Example 3: TP-5 for broadcast delivery of TP messages is removed in BCAST specification. 

Check for consistency of terminology with the technical specification need to be done before the final approval of the document.

· Test for Service Protection is missing 

The present version of the ETS focuses on a very basic and limited set of functionalities to help startup the test process for BCAST. These ETS will be expanded with more test cases in its later releases. Consult SmartCard and DRM experts within the IOP group regarding this issue. 
· Test of Terminal Provisioning function 

· The reception and update of TP messages are identical to DM functionality.  Test of DM in BCAST seems redundant. 

· Declaration of TP in Service Guide may be tested. 

Terminal Provisioning have been identified as low priority testcases. They are focused on accessing TP via the service guide.
· SCR References in each items should be cross-checked between the two groups 

· Example 1: SG-C-009 is not necessary in the test of Service bootstrap because GZIP compression has separate test item. 
I am not sure what is being referred to by ”between the two groups”. This comment needs clarification. 
[Bosun] Two groups meant two WGs, BCAST and IOP-BRO.  So members in each WGs may need to check SCR items if they are interested in test case.

Though the SGDU does not need to be GZIP’ed, however this is an implementation specific detail. It is likely that it will be compressed to save access bandwidth. Since there is a separate test case for use of GZIP’ed SGDU the SCR can be dropped from the other test cases to allow implementers who do not use a zipped SGDU to execute them.

CON_Client and IOP
· Clarification for “Interactive Channel” in precondition is necessary because it is included for every test items. 

· Some items having only broadcast capability (e.g. bootstrapping in DVB-H) 

· Test items related to Service Intearction may only need to test with Interactive Channel. 

I am not clear on what this comment is trying to emphasize? 
[Bosun] Most items describes ”Interactive Channel” for pre-condition. But considering Broadcast-only terminal, it does not have ”interactive capability’ and it couldn’t have ”interactive Channel” as a pre-condition.

Also considering broadcast scenario, I am wondering why ”interactive channel” is an precondition although it is not necessary in the scenario. 

This is an either/or selection for the CON ETS channel where the the implementor will select the relevant scenario.
For the IOP ETS such test cases will be split into two separate test cases.

 
· Usage of SDP needs to be clearly described because BCAST defined various type of SDP Delivery (e.g. inlined delivery in Service Guide, separate delivery of SDP file.) 

· Example 1: How to deliver SDP for testing delivery of GZIP encoded file 

· Example 2: How to delivery SDP for regular service when testing XHTML MP interactivity and MMS Interactivity 
Do we need to add more details to the test cases ?
[Bosun]  Session Description can be included in Access Fragment as a text format.  Or you can give a reference in Access Fragment for terminal to receive SDP file.  So there are different way for terminal to discover SDP.  So, it is clearly described how terminal can get SDP, in other words or how SDP will be delivered.

Since all the service guide test cases perform an action to receive an access fragment enabling access to the service content using SDP information. Some test cases can explicitly require use of SDP reference while others can require provide SDP information with the access fragment. 

The alternative is to replicate each test case with either mechanism which would result in too many test cases.

· Pass Criteria needs to be described based on title 

· Example 1: no need to additional test “without interrupting the ‘regular’ broadcast stream” 
· Title: XHTML MP, SMS, and MMS Interactivity 
· Pass Criteria: “The media objects attached in the InteractivityMediaDocument can be acquired and rendered without interrupting the "regular" broadcast stream.” 
Apparently there is no explicit requirement on how the broadcast stream gets affected, keeping the pass criteria as is does not have any major impacts either. We can simplfy the pass criteria by removing the condition.

· The figure “Structure of the test Service Guide” needs to be checked whether it is consistent in the spec. 
Following items need to be confirmed 
· According to the TS every schedule fragment must refer to a service fragment, figure does not show such relationship. 

· According to the TS every interactivity fragment must refer to a service fragment, figure does not show such relationship. 

· According to the TS every interactivity fragment must refer to a schedule fragment, figure does not show such relationship. 

· There are no references to or from an access fragment, test cases providing SDP information imply existence of an access fragment. 

· Purchase item does not need to refer to a purchase channel but purchase data must have a reference to a purchase channel. 
During review of this comment it was agreed with the CON-ETS author that the figures provided in the appendix are to be considered informative and the editor will add a note accompanying the figures to that effect.

Section 5.1.1 - service bootstrap and single content: 

· a) Test case description is unclear - what is meant by "Bootstraping a service with content. Associating content with service. This test case also tests that the reception of the SG is performed correctly"?  Is it about discovering the bootstrapping info for SG discovery and hence service discovery via SG?  If so please clarify the description 
The test cases will be modified to reduce the the scope by focusing on the Service Guide discovery. The discovery and delivery of a service is tested by the Service Guide section 5.1.2 and hence can be removed from 5.1.1.

 
· b) Is this test case to be conducted over actual BDS environment?  If so, why aren't BCMCS SCRs included?
If a BDS implementation is available then the SCR’s listed in the appendix, become applicable respective to the BDS used. The relevant SCRs for DVB-H and MBMS are listed as part of the appendix.
No party has yet provided a contribution for coverage of BCMCS SCRs.  An alternative is request the BCAST WG to help provide such a contribution, for incorporation into the CON-ETS. 

Section 5.2.3 GZIP compression of Service Guide Delivery Unit 
· This could be done in two ways (FLUTE FDT, LCT header is ALC is used), is the current wording enough to capture these two cases? 
File delivery using ALC is tested as part of the File and Stream Distribution test cases. There is no need to intorduce a similar set in the service guide delivery section.

Section 5.2.4 Content hierarchy 

· It is not clear what is the expected instantiation of the SG. 
This test case is intended to test definition of multiple programs related to a service and their access via the service guide. Test cases description needs clarification.

 Section 5.3.1 Delivery of GZIP encoded file 
· What is the transport method used in this test case? 
ALC delivery scenarios have been provided as part of CR contributing File and Stream distribution test cases.

Section 5.4 Service Interaction 

· How far does this test go (e.g. are interactivity media documents going to be updated) ? 

· Would there be an interest of having a template payload for interactivity? 
The present test case deals with a very simple scenario where an Interactive document is delivered and rendered. Update of interactive documents is not considered for now. 

A template interactivity document and payload may need to be provided to ensure uniform execution of the test scenario. 

 

