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1 Reason for Contribution

Some review comments on SG TS.
2 Summary of Contribution

Review comments on SG TS
3 Detailed Proposal

	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	
	Y
	2.1,2.2,3.3
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Definitions / abbreviations / references not sorted alphabetically.

Proposed Resolution:

Sort alphabetically.
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	5, 5.1, 5.11
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

No introductory text. 5.1.1 starts with a figure. Furthermore, Figure is followed by a Note! Appropriate text should be provided before, introducing the figure.
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 
Comment:

Why do we mandate that the Purchase Data is linked to a least one Purchase channel: we could imagine in some cases that any telco operator offers the link to the subscription? 

Proposed Resolution:

Change cardinality 1..n  by 0..n.
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	Y
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 
Comment:

Editorial changes
The Service fragment describes at an aggregate level the content items which comprise a broadcast service.. The service may be delivered to the user using multiple means of access, for example, the broadcast channel and the interactive channel. The service may be targeted at a certain user group or geographical area. Depending on the terminal capabilities and the type of Service it may or may have interactive part(s) as well as broadcast-only part(s).

Proposed Resolution:

The Service fragment describes at an aggregated level the content items which comprise a broadcast service. The service may be delivered to the user using multiple means of access, for example, the broadcast channel and the interactive channel. The service may be targeted at a certain user group or geographical area. Depending on the terminal capabilities and the type of Service it may have interactive part(s) as well as broadcast-only part(s).


	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 
Comment:

There is no reference to free bundles services in purchase item fragment

Proposed Resolution:

The PurchaseItem fragment represents a group of one or more services (i.e. a service bundle) or one or more content items, offered to the end user for free, subscription and/or purchase. 


	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 
Comment:

There is no reference to schedule in purchase data fragment

Proposed Resolution:

The main function of the PurchaseData fragment is to express all the available information about the specific service, schedule, service bundle or content related to purchasing or subscribing

	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 
Comment:

There is no reference to content and schedule in the second sentence of purchase data fragment

Proposed Resolution:

The PurchaseData fragment collects the information about one or several PurchaseChannels and may be associated with PreviewData specific to a certain schedule item, content item, service or service
 bundle
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Typo and there is no reference to schedule in the purchase channel fragment

Proposed Resolution:

The PurchaseChannel fragment carries  information about the entity from which purchase of access and/or content rights for a certain service, service bundle, content item, or schedule may be obtained, as defined in the PurchaseData fragment
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	Y
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

SGDD is not a fragment of the data model: it shouldn’t be located in this section
Proposed Resolution:
To remove SGDD from Service Guide Structure and Fragmentation

	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment on SGDD:

Does it mean that the scope of (fragmentID, transport ID) of an ESG is global: i.e. independent of the network?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 
Comment:

To add content reference in the first sentence

Proposed Resolution:

The preview data contains information that is used by the terminal to present the service or content outline to users, so that the users can have a general idea of what the service or content is about. 


	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Description of Access fragment does not mention service and content protection information. As this is important to BCAST 1.0 it is suggested to add this to the description.
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Purchase Channel section talks about BSM. Do we need to say we can have one per profile or can both profiles also be used by a single purchase channel?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

ServiceGuideDeliveryDescriptot has note highlighted in yellow.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	Y
	5.1.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Missing introductory text to whole section
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	Y
	5.1.2 sections
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Subsection headings don't include "fragment". Should this be added e.g. 5.1.2.1  Service Fragment etc.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.1
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:

There's no element about service provider. 

Proposed resolution:

For “Service Provider” element, 

· Category: “NO/TO”

· Cardinality: “0..n”

· Description “Specifies which service provider has provided the service” 

· Value: “string”


	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.1
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:

Don't we need to add free or not free element to this fragment to simplify terminal processing 

Proposed resolution:

For “Free” element, 

· Category: “NO/TO”

· Cardinality: “0..1”

· Description “Specifies if services is provided for free” 

· Value: “boolean”


	Status: OPEN

	
	
	Y
	5.1.2.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Typo over-write to override
Proposed Resolution:

Intended order of display of this service relative to other services as presented to the end user.  The order of display is by increasing Weight value (i.e., service with lowest Weight is displayed first).

User preference, if available, SHALL override the Weight.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:
Why using a GlobalServiceID and not the ID? 
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:
Many elements defining the Service Guide fragments have a section tagged between “Start of program guide” and “End of program guide”. However, there is no the  weight element define in this section. Shouldn’t we move weight element between “Start of program guide” and “End of program guide”?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Element Genre has no classification scheme. It needs to be added.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Polarity Attribute is defined as NO/TO with cardinality 1. This is not consistent

Proposed Resolution:

Change cardinality by O..1
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Type Attribute is defined as NO/TO with cardinality 1. This is not consistent

Proposed Resolution:

Change cardinality by O..1
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.1, 5.1.2.4
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Service and Access fragments have ServiceProtection "element". But we have service and content protection. So this should either be called ServiceContentProtection or perhaps simply Protection. 
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	5.1.2.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

ServiceBaseCID attribute exists, but what about ProgramBaseCID? Furthermore, what is the equivalent Smartcard profile parameter? Is it the same?
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	5.1.2.1, 5.1.2.4
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

ServiceProtection description says if encrypted Boolean is set to false, if not set to true. It should be the other way round: serviceprotection is true if the service is encrypted and false if not encrypted.

Proposed Resolution:

Specifies if the service is encrypted (falsetrue) or not (truefalse). This element will be used for presentation purpose to users.
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	5.1.2.1 and other occurences
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

At the end of the table, legend is provided. This explains NO, NM, TO, TM. NO and NM say whether the *use* is optional or not, but nothing about whether it is mandatory to support. As in both cases it is mandatory for the network to support, this should be stated explicitly.

This should be reflected throughout the document.

Proposed Resolution:

Category: NM = Mandatory for network to use and mandatory for network to support; NO = Optional for network to use and mandatory for network to support; TM = Mandatory for terminal to support; TO = Optional for terminal to support
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

This sentence is not clear: “The schedule fragment is the technical declaration of the media sources of which is a content or service fragment that it refers to is composed of”.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.2
	Source: Orange
From: 
Comment:

According to second paragraph of 5.1.2.2 the timing information related to schedule fragment is determined from Session Description for the case of live streaming media. This method is not the habit.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

This sentence is not clear: “When content item - related to schedule fragment ‘A’ with attribute set to ‘default’ - is related to a service fragment - which has a schedule fragment ‘B’ related to it set to ‘default’ -, than ‘A’ takes precedence over ‘B’.”

Proposed Resolution:
In case one schedule fragment A refers to service B and content C and one schedule D refers to service B (and doesn't refer to any content fragment), ‘A’ takes precedence over ‘D
’  
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

There is not Element about the fact that a given schedule could be or not encrypted
Proposed Resolution:
Add an element to this fragment to refer about free or paid services
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Second sentence of InteractivityDataIDRef element description need to be clarified. Is it really a reference to a schedule fragment or an interactivity fragment?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:
In case a user starts watching the content after the AutoStart time, he can’t see the InteractivityData except if he requests it. It is more relevant to have an AutoStart window instead of given times.

Proposed Resolution:
AutoStart should contain 2 attributes that refers to this period (AutoStart_Start_Time and AutoStart_Stop_Time)
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Do we need to introduce an element RepeatInterval? Can’t we use the start time and stop time

Proposed Resolution:
Delete RepeatInterval or have clearest description
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

The cardinality of AudioLanguageIDRef is 0…1. It will be possible to have more language for the same schedule 

Proposed Resolution:
Change cardinality to 0…n
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

What is the precedence of PreviewDataIDRef wrt the PreviewData associated to the content fragment?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.3
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:

There's no element about keyword (for searching), credits list. We need to add these elements
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.3
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Do we need to introduce an attribute GlobalContentID? Can’t we use attribute id

Proposed Resolution:
Delete GlobalContentID or have clearest description
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.3
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:

Regarding Attribute Weight: Is there a possibility to have the same content with differents weights depending of the services it relates to?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.3
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:

In case of a file, a length can be expressed in bytes. Do we assume that the length is only for A/V programs

Proposed Resolution:

Clarify the scope of the length field
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.3
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:

What is the precedence between content broadcast_area and service broadcast area.

Proposed Resolution:

Clarify this issue
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.3
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:

It would be better to have a cardinality 0..N for FileDescription and  have the complete set of attributes describing a file (TOI, Content location, content-length,…). 

The same content may be linked to different services: do we assume  that all these attributes and sub-elements will be the same whatever the service provider nad whatever the delivery session?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.4
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
There is no reference to schedule in access fragment

Proposed Resolution:

An access fragment describes to the terminal how it can access a service or a schedule during the lifespan of the access fragment.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.4
	Source: Orange

From:
Comment:

What is the rationale to have such exclusive value for transmission media. 
Proposed Resolution:

Clarify the description of such field
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.4
	Source: Orange

From:
Comment:

Interaction channel is not a Broadcast Distribution System 

Proposed Resolution:

To remove Interaction channel from BDS Type
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.4
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
What is the use of the receiver IP address in the access fragment ? Could we clarify the description of this attribute?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.4
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
What about the possibility to use protocols like FTP in AccessMechanism?

Proposed Resolution:

Specifies the transport mechanism that is used for this access. Currently defined values are

· “3GPP-PSS” (3GPP packet-switched streaming service)

· “3GPP2-MSS” (3GPP2 multimedia streaming services)

· “HTTP” (HTTP file download)

· “FLUTE” (FLUTE file delivery)

· “FTP”
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.4
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
What about the possibility to use protocols like RTSP in TransmissionSchemeType?

Proposed Resolution:

1 : Interaction Channel provided by Interaction network

2 : MMS

3 : WAP 1.0

4 : WAP 2.x

5: SMS

6: HTTP
7: RSTP
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.4
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
What is the difference between servicedeliverytransmissionscheme and interactiveservicedeliverytransmissionscheme? The description needs to be more explicit
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.4
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:

Does TerminalCapabiliy Requirement  mean that the terminal has to fetch and parse first the SDP before having information about the terminal capabilities required? Doesn't seem optimized. Adding information like MIMETypeset as it is defined in downloadFile element should be valuable for both video and audio elements
Proposed resolution:

Add an element MIMETypeSet (see the MIMETypeSet description for DownloadFile)
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	Y
	5.1.2.4
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:

typo in AccessServerIPAdress

Proposed resolution:

“URL”
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.4
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:

Description of NotificationReception is not clear.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.4
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:

Why NotificationPort cardinality is 0..1 (optional) whereas in the description in NotificationReception is mandatory.

Proposed resolution:

Change cardinality to “1”
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.4
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Sentence describing access fragment should talk about service and content protection information.

Proposed Resolution:

An access fragment describes to the terminal how it can access a service during the lifespan of the access fragment. If the content is protected, the fragment also contains Service and Content Protection information.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.4
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

No information is available in Access Fragment on encryption type i.e. whether SRTP, ISMACryp or IPSec is used. It may be a good idea to give the option to signal this so as to allow terminals to determine whether or not they can decrypt protected streams (without accessing SDP or STKM).

Currently the terminal would only know when looking at the SDP or STKM. Actually, is it signaled in SDP explicitly? 
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.5
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:

First paragraphe of Session Description is in conflict with the unique type of a session description (see Session Description Reference in Access definition) 

Proposed resolution:

The session description can contain either:
· An SDP formatted SessionDescription fragment (or MBMS User service Description)

· Or, an XML formatted AuxiliaryDescription fragment"
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.5
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:

The type of the Session Description described in the Access fragment is SDP or MBMS. We should align the type

Proposed resolution:

Change desciption by: 

 “Type of the session description referred by this SessionDescriptionReference

1 – SDP

2 – XML
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.5
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:

Add a reference to IPv4 and change service guide by SessionDescription

Proposed resolution:

The following applies to the SDP formatted SessionDescription fragment.

· For IPv6 support in SDP, RFC 3266 is used. 

· For Ipv4 support in SDP, RFC 2237 is used

· SessionDescription fragments may also contain other SDP extensions.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	Y
	5.1.2.5
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:

The text seems wrong

Proposed resolution:

Change 
“The following applies to the SDP formatted SessionDescription fragment.

· For IPv6 support in SDP, RFC 3266 is used. 

· Service Guide fragments may also contain other SDP extensions.”

 by:

“The following applies to the SDP formartted SessionDescription fragment.

· For IPv6 support in SDP, RFC 3266 is used. 

· SessionDescription fragments may also contain other SDP extensions.”
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.5.1
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
The SessionDescription can provide a list of sender IP adresses. This should be added in this normative section 
Proposed Resolution:

Additionally, the SessionDescription MAY provide the following parameters:

The sender IP address or list of sender IP adresses
The mode of MBMS bearer per media

FEC configuration and related parameters

Service language(s) per media
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.5.1
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
The sentence should be aligned with the normative text in section 5.1.2.5.2  
Proposed Resolution:

Change the sentence

“For the above parameteres, either SDP [RFC 2327] or MBMS user service description (MBMS-USD) [26.346], or [DVB JTC 188] section 5.2 SHALL be used to describe a broadcast streamed media session. An example is given here.”

By

“For the above parameteres, either SDP [RFC 2327] or MBMS user service description (MBMS-USD) [26.346], or [DVB JTC 188] section 5.2 SHALL be used to describe a broadcast streamed media session. The format of SDP as specified by clause 8.3 of [3GPP MBMS] or section XXX of [DVB JTC 188] SHALL be used when SDP is used to describe streamed media session. An example is given here.”


	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.5.1
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
SDP example is buggy and needs to be fixed
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.5.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Contains SDP example that includes service and content protection information. The example should either be completely removed or corrected to remove any spcp information. Such SDP examples are in the SvcContProt specification.

Proposed Resolution:

Remove incorrect example.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.5.2
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
In (MBMS-USD) [26.346] number of channel is equal to one. In Bcast specification this number “in the session can be one or more”. We should provide a descriptor in the specification that indicate the number of channels 
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.6
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
What about free bouquet in purchase item? We should provide an attribute that specifies free bouquet
Proposed Resolution:

Add a free attribute in PurchaseItem fragment.

For “Free” attribute, 

· Category: “NM/TM”

· Cardinality: “0..1”

· Description “Specifies if declared services or content are provided for free” 

· Value: “boolean”
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.8
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
A purchase can also be made by SMS… Connection element need also to mention a Purchase by SMS element or another
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.8
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
We need to define a classification list of bearer
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.9
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
How does the terminal work when VideoURI and AudioURI are the same. We should proposed a text.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.9
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
In case of dynamic preview data, how a URI provides the means to the A/V player to render the video. Isn't there a need to have a SDP file?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.9
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
Codecs are already defined in Access fragment. Do we need to specify it here?

Proposed Resolution:

To delete Codec element
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.9
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
There is only one AccessIDRef. Are we sure that all the elements from the preview data are delivered through only one Access: some preview data can be downloded and other streamed..
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.9
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
Word “signal” seems more adapted than word “carry”

Proposed Resolution:

“ID of the Access fragment. The referenced access fragment might signal a continuous stream (for example, a dedicated preview channel) which is a simplified version of the original content (smaller frame size, less bit rate).”
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.10
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
Access fragment is not indicated in the table. We should delete it from the second sentence of the section

Proposed Resolution:

“The InteractivityData fragment can be associated with service fragments, content fragments, schedule fragments, a set of presentation windows within a schedule fragment or InteractivityWindow.”
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.10
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
Word “signal” seems more adapted than word “carry” in the InteractivityMediaDocumentPointer attribute

Proposed Resolution:

“Reference to the GroupID of the Interactivity_Media Documents which signal the interactivity media objects. The pointer points to all InteractivityMedia Documents with the same GroupID. The InteractivityMedia Document with the highest GroupPosition (see [TS Services] section 5.3.6). is rendered.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.10
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
Description of InteractivityType is not clear.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	Y
	5.1.2.10
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
There is a data type value in the schedulerefence element

Proposed Resolution:

Delete anyURI
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.1.2.10
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
There is an error in the description of PresentationWindowID. Remove access to interactivitydata.

Proposed Resolution:

“ Relation reference to the PresentationWindowID to which the interactivity data fragment belongs”

	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

TBD need to be resolved.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

It would be very useful to illustrate what is said in the text by providing a diagram.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.1.1
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
Some texts are redundant information. Cleaning up the text as “the following enhancement apply when the file is conveyed in the SG or in a file delivery table “and “in conjunction with ALC”  are redundant.

Proposed Resolution:

SG-D in BSDA MAY utilize the split-TOI scheme as specified in section 5.4.1.1.1, for signalling the identifier and version of any transported object (e.g. the Service Guide Delivery Unit or Service Guide Delivery Descriptor).
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.1.1
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
Some texts are redundant information. Cleaning up the text as “the following enhancement apply when the file is conveyed in a file delivery table “and “in conjunction with FLUTE”  are redundant.

Proposed Resolution:

SG-D in BSDA MAY utilize the scheme as specified in section 5.4.1.1.2, for signalling the identifier and version of the Service Guide Delivery Unit.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.1.1.1
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
Some texts are redundant information. Cleaning up the text as “using ALC”  is redundant. Cleaning the text by removing SGDU by object

Proposed Resolution:

To provide a mechanism for terminals to easily track SG updates when the SG is delivered over broadcast channel, this section specifies a method to use the TOI of a transported object to indicate the identifier of the transported object and its version, so that terminals can track the changes of a given object without parsing it.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	Y
	5.4.1.1.2
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
Typo “should shall” 

Proposed Resolution:

The initial proposal was “SHALL”
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.1.2
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
How do the terminal retrieve the first SGDD over the interaction channel. Does it imply the same mecanism used in 6.2 (entry point mecanism)
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.1.2
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
Why not using the ServiceID rather than the GlobalServiceID?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.1.2
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
Last sentence is not clear as we are not sure that HTTP response can be delivered in only one SGDU. Remove “a”

Proposed Resolution:

In all of the above cases, the response to the request SHALL be an HTTP response that delivers the requested Service Guide fragments in SGDU, that is, the Content-Type field of the HTTP response SHALL be set to "application/bcast-sgdu".
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.2.1
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
The last bullet point is not clear does it means that a given entry poin may convey different ESG: if not the mapping is only one – to – one due to sentence above.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.2.2
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
The first sentence says that SGDD declares all the fragments that describe several services. Isnt’ there in conflict with the definition of grouping
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.2.2
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
The second sentence refers to announcement. In case SGDD and SGDU are transmitted into the same session as it is said in chapter 6.1.1, how the terminal knows which transport objects are SGDD, specially when Flute is not used? 
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.2.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

NotificationPort Attribute is defined as mandatory with a category NO/TM and a cardinality 0…1. This is not consistent

Proposed Resolution:

Change cardinality by 1 and cardinality by NM/TM
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.2.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Could we clarify the specification for the following issues in Groupincritieria element; Is there a possibility that the same fragment is declared into two different DescriptorEntry of the same SGDD?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	Y
	5.4.2.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

ServiceProviderCriteria description is not clear

Proposed Resolution:

Change to “Specifies each service provider by unique name”
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.2.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

We have the possibility to have N AlternativeAccessURL. What is the expected behaviour of the terminal if there are several URL
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.2.2
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
What is the need to have a version element in each XML fragment if there's this information at the transport level
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.5
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
How can we determine the identification, version and validity in case of SDP fragment?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.5
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
In the second and third bullet, we assume that fragment is valid. Is it still the case when new version is send containing same metadata but a new validity time
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.5.1.1
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
Figure 3a: these mecanisms assume that the annoucement channel convey only SGDD. This is in conflict with chapter 6.1.1
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.5.1.1
	Source: Orange
From:
Comment:
Figure 3a: We should say Split TOI is not used neither for SGDU nor for SGDD.

Proposed Resolution:

Change “Figure 3a: SG fragment change and its propagation on the different levels of Service Guide, when Split-TOI is not used neither for SGDU nor for SGDD”
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.5.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Figure 3b: Split TOI can also be used for SGDD
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.5.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Figures 3a et 3b are differents (split TOI is used or not used). However, the text on process is different. We should harmonize the specification
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.5.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Text description for figure 3c is not a wrong copy paste

Proposed Resolution:

Change by “In addition, the SG-C is able to detect the indicated new fragment as a new fragment added to the SG”
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.5.1.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Regarding the first bullet. How this grouping is done into the FDT?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.4.5.1.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

In case of ALC, how the scheme is specified?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.5.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

It misses BDSA

Proposed Resolution:

Change by “Service Guide Source is generated in CC, BSA, BSM, BDSA”
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.5.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Whole series of messages follow, with little explanation, and no message flow showing how they are used. A proper message flow chart should be provided in each case or a description if it's simply a "request" plus "response"..
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.5.1.2.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Does the description of SGSDId mean that all the fragments (those that are modified and others) have to be send at each time?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.5.1.2.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

We should have a definition of the network mandatory element
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.5.1.2.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

The second sentence is not clear.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	5.6.3
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

First sentence says with or without Service Protection. What about Content Protection?

Proposed Resolution:

The BCAST services can be provided with or without Service or Content Protection. Even when the service is service-protected and a particular user does not have rights to access the service, the preview of the service can be visible in the Service Guide.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	6.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

The entry point information consist of either IP destination Multicast Address and Port or URI

Proposed Resolution:

Change the specification to: 

“The entry point information SHALL consist of :

either

· (optionally) IP Source Adress

· IP Destination Multicast Adress and Port

or (optionally) URI of the SDP fragment which escribes the file distribution session(s) that carry the Service Guide or SGDDs”
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	6.1.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

What is the expected behaviour of the terminal if he received the IP Destination Multicast Adress and Port and it doesn’t know the IP Source Adress or it doesn’t have the TSI.
Proposed Resolution:

Boostrap session SHALL be delivered to declare destination IP Adress and Port: there SHALL be only one session on that multicast group / Port. The receiver MAY assume that the first session detected whatever IP Source Adress / TSI on that destination Adress Port is the Bootstrap session.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	6.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

The second paragraph seems to be in conflict with section 5.4.1.2 Delivery over Interaction Channel that says that the first step is to use the AlternativeAccessURL in SGDD.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	7.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Why do we use notification message” file download or update notification” and not the normal ESG schedule process?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	7.2
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

We should have a type for general announcement, roaming support, start of service… 
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	7.3
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

It should be worthwhile to have Extensiondescription associated to each URL especially if we have several ExtensionURL
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	7.3
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Is there a need to have a relation between TOID and ESG fragment?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	7.3
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

How the picture are transmitted?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	7.3
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Transport element contains SessionID attributes

Proposed Resolution:

We should rather say “TransportSessionID”
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	7.3
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

FilterRules element is defined a cardinality 0…1. This is not consistent with  the set of filter rules from FilerIDs

Proposed Resolution:

Change cardinality by 0..N
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	7.4.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

What is the expected size if the notification message transport an SGDD (isn’t it more that 1500 bytes). Are the notification message compressed?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	7.4.1
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

How the terminal knows in the carousel the elements it has already received from the new element? Does it have to parse all the XML element since there are no means in the transport level to detect the elements?

Proposed Resolution:

The message MAY contains a header that consist to a NotificationID and versionID. This version and ID provide information to the terminal which detect that Notification have been already received or not. This header is inserted between the Notification Message and UDP header.
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	
	Source: Orange

From:
Comment:

No information is available in Access Fragment on encryption type i.e. whether SRTP, ISMACryp or IPSec is used. The option to signal this should be given so as to allow terminals to determine whether or not they can decrypt protected streams.

Currently the terminal would only know when looking at the STKM. Should we not consider signaling this in SDP as well?
	Status: OPEN

	
	
	N
	all document
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Missing example section with figure of how multiple services are provided e.g. with a single channel each
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	all document
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Missing example of how you bundle multiple channels into a single "service"
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	all document
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

No text or example on service and content protection. This section is needed to link ESG to SvcContProt specification. How do you use the ESG to indicate a service is protected?
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	all document
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

No example of service and content protection ESG signaling showing use of both Profiles
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	all document
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Missing example of how the ESG can be used to provide ESGs for multiple service providers. This is an extremely likely scenario and is needed as an example.
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	all document
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

Is it possible to have a common ESG "backbone" shared between service providers and to have specific fragments having service provider specific information i.e. a mixed scenario? An example explaining this would be very useful.
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	Y
	all document
	Source: Orange

From:
Comment:

OMA template spec is at the bottom of each page of the document.

Proposed Resolution:

Remove from document.
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	N
	all document
	Source: Orange

From: 

Comment:

No example of service and content protection ESG signaling showing use of both Profiles
	Status: OPEN


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

Above comments to be discussed and relevant solutions agreed in BAC BCAST SWG.
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