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This Working Document is output of the WG1 e-meeting held from 18-21 December 2006
Working Group 1 met electronically from Dec. 18 to Dec. 21 to discuss the progress of both the working documents on IPTV services requirements and IPTV architecture output documents edited by WG1, based upon the discussion and consolidation of the comments that were posted on the IPTV FG exploder by the IPTV FG members. Mr. Julien Maisonneuve (Alcatel, France) and Mr. Christian Jacquenet (France Telecom, France) consecutively chaired the e-meeting with the help of Mr. Ghassem Koleyni and the editors of both documents, namely Ms. Hanane Becha and Mr. Wei Kai 

 AUTONUMLGL  
E-Meeting Goals and Procedures

The electronic meeting was organized to progress the Requirements and Architecture output documents edited by WG1 and also to approve the WG1 meeting report that was published after the Busan meeting. To do so, the FG IPTV Chair as well as the WG1 Leaders encouraged the FG IPTV community to post comments on the FG IPTV exploder prior to the e-meeting itself.

Such comments would then be discussed and hopefully consolidated during the e-meeting itself, which has been split into two sessions:

· Session 1, from Dec. 18 to Dec. 19 has been dedicated to both the WG1 meeting report edited after the Busan meeting and the Requirements document,

· Session 2, from Dec. 20 to Dec. 21 has been dedicated to the Architecture document.

For the sake of efficiency, WG1 leaders have prepared a table for each of the output document. These tables aimed at summarizing each and every comment that was posted on the FG IPTV exploder and to reflect the "proposed action" as defined by the WG1 leaders, as far as such comments were concerned.

These tables (Annexes A and B of this report) also reflect the results of the discussions, based upon a color scheme that indicates whether the proposed action (as suggested by the WG1 leaders):

1. Has been approved (green color), and the output document has been updated accordingly,

2. Has been rejected (red color), and the position of the FG is then reflected in the corresponding "Proposed Action" column of the table. Such a position may possibly impact the editing of the output document,

3. Needs further discussion (orange color), based upon forthcoming contributions that will be discussed during the WG1 meeting of January in Mountain View, USA.

 AUTONUMLGL  
WG1 Meeting Report of Busan

There were few comments regarding the Busan report which are reflected in the revised version of the report based upon the discussions and the approval of the e-meeting participants. The revised version of Busan report can be found in (http://www.itu.int/ITU-T/IPTV/events/122006/wg1emeet.html).

 AUTONUMLGL  
Requirements Output Document

As per the procedures defined in section 1, Annex A reflects the consensus that has been reached by WG1 members about the Requirements document. Such consensus has yielded the publication of an updated version of the Requirements document, referenced as FG IPTV-C-0260.

 AUTONUMLGL  
Architecture Output Document

As per the procedures defined in section 1, Annex B reflects the consensus that has been reached by WG1 members about the Architecture document. Such consensus has yielded the publication of an updated version of the Architecture document, referenced as FG IPTV-C-0261
 AUTONUMLGL  
Output Documents

The following output documents were prepared. They should be used by the people to bring contributions to the January meeting.

	Document number
	Title

	FG IPTV-C-0260
	Working document: IPTV services requirements

	FG IPTV-C-0261
	Working Document: IPTV architecture
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ANNEX A
 Table of Consolidated Comments and Related Proposed Actions for the Edition of the Requirements Document

	Reference
	Comment
	Proposed Action
	Argumentation

	#1 REQ-5-1 JAZ
	Relocating some requirements in the document
	Approve comment and relocate requirements as proposed in new section 5.1.6.1. "Segmentation by Role" and its following subsections.
	Proposed relocation makes sense, as per the organization of the document and its section 5.1.6. ("Architecture").

	
	Rewording the header Accessibility Requirements to users with disabilities
	Reject comment and stick to the initial wording.
	Accessibility is a generic and widely-adopted notion that includes considerations about disabled people.

	
	Created a new header: Emergency telecommunications
	Approve comment and create section 5.7.2 on "Emergency telecommunications". Proposed "Public interest" title for section 5.7 is approved, as well as the accessibility section 5.7.1.
	There is a need to discuss requirements that may influence the way IPTV services are designed, even though such requirements are not IPTV service-specific (such as emergency telecommunications), or related to the capabilities of the disabled people, as IPTV customers.

	
	Removed the following headers (Subscription, Pay per View, Revenue Collection and the Needs to be discussed #4 : contains only Call Detail Record)
	Reject comment and keep the proposed subsections of section 5.1.4.
	Requirements extracted from ATIS document and located right after section 5.1.4 can be spread over the "subscription", "PPV" (to be possibly renamed), and "Revenue Collection" (to be also possibly renamed).

	
	Removed the text: The IPTV Architecture shall comply with all North American regulations with regards to the IPTV service. [IIF.ARCH.OPERATOR.02]
	Approve comment and delete the corresponding [IIF.ARCH.OPERATOR.02] requirement accordingly.
	The [IIF.ARCH.OPERATOR.02] requirement is North-American-specific.

	#2 Req-5.1 Christian Bertin
	Include the definitions of these terms:

· Linear/Broadcast TV (audio, video and data)

· Linear Broadcast TV with Trick Modes

· Multi-angle service

· Time-shift TV

· Pay Per View (PPV)
	Approve comment, assuming such terms will be defined in the yet-to-be-published glossary output document, as agreed during the Busan meeting. Definitions should capitalize on the terminology effort that has been conducted by ATIS/IIF (section 3 of the ATIS-080002 document).

Next steps: Ghassem to edit Glossay document based upon the definitions proposed and owned by every WG of the IPTV FG.
	Definitions are not specific to a topic of a subsection, but should rather serve as a reference for every document published by the IPTV FG, hence the proposal of a Glossary document.

	
	Remove the section 5.1.5: Services Definitions
	Approve comment and delete the section accordingly.
	Definitions should be generic to a document (or event a set of): in Busan, the WG1 had approved the need for a Glossary OD, which would compile all the relevant terminology to be used by the IPTV FG WG teams and documents.

	
	· Section 5.1.1.1  Content Formats should go in section 5.6

· Section 5.1.1.3 MetaData should go in section 5.6

· Section 5.1.2 Accessibility Requirements should go in section 5.6 

· Section 5.1.3 Bandwidth requirements and constraints  should go in section 5.2
	Approve all comments but the third about accessibility requirements and update the organization of the Requirements document accordingly. As for the Accessibility requirements, leave the section as it stands.
	For the sake of consistency, the proposed changes make sense, except the one that deals with accessibility, which is a very specific topic that deserves a plain section, and whose contents go beyond the scope of section 5.6 (regulatory aspects, for example).

	# 3 Reqs 5.1 & 5.2 Nadine
	Section 5.1: 

· Comment 1 

Replace the following: 

IPTV service should support operation over heterogeneous delivery networks 

With:

The IPTV Architecture should allow the delivery of IPTV services over different access networks (e.g. cable, optical, xDSL, wireless)
	Approve comment and reword the requirement accordingly.
	The proposed rewording is more accurate.

	
	· Comment 2 

Replace the following: 

The IPTV should support usage by different end devices

With:

The IPTV Architecture should allow the delivery of IPTV services to different end devices.
	Approve comment and reword the requirement accordingly.
	The proposed rewording is more accurate.

	
	· Comment 3 

Insert The IPTV Architecture at the beginning of this statement:

should provide the same type of IPTV service to mobile terminal using wireless access network where appropriate 
	Reject comment and elaborate on the requirement that the above comment #2 refers to: "The IPTV Architecture should allow the delivery of IPTV services to different end devices, including mobile terminals that can be accessed through wireless networks."
	There is no need to elaborate on a specific requirement for mobile terminals, considering that such terminals are part of the range of terminals addressed by the "The IPTV Architecture should allow the delivery of IPTV services to different end devices" requirement.

	
	· Comment 4 

In order for the following requirement to make sense, multicast should be enabled in both  strata, service and transport.  So, the following replacement is proposed: 

Replace the following: 

Should provide multicast capability at the service stratum regardless of unicast or multicast transport networks

With:

The IPTV Architecture should support multicast in both service and transport strata.
	Reject comment and corresponding requirement. This assumes that the corresponding requirement that refers explicit to unicast and multicast transmission schemes will be deleted.
	This is not a requirement per se, since it makes strong assumptions on technical options for transmission schemes (unicast or multicast) that may address a more generic requirement which could be worded as follows: IPTV services must be delivered to end users with the relevant level of quality and security, whatever the underlying transport technologies (fixed/mobile environments, legacy/NGN networks) that may be solicited to forward the IPTV service-specific traffic.

	
	· Comment 5 

Replace the following: 

The IPTV system should enable security of the user’s privacy.

With:

The IPTV Architecture should support user’s privacy.
	Approve comment and reword the corresponding requirement accordingly.
	The proposed rewording is more accurate.

	
	· Comment 6

Content provider requirements should be out of scope (i.e. not addressed in this document).  This document should not put any requirement on the CP – SP interface.   In cases where both Content Provider and Service Provider are the same entity, then this interface needs to be addressed/resolved internally.   

Content provider requirements

TBD
	Reject comment.
	There is a need to elaborate on requirements that would aim at qualifying interactions between the different actors of the IPTV service value chain, including the content and the service provider. For example, requirements such as "The IPTV service architecture should make sure that the traffic delivered by the service provider does not jeopardize the integrity of the contents defined and possibly owned by the content provider" seem to be relevant in this context."

	
	· Comment 7

Move this requirement under “Service Provider” section. 

 provide facilities for conversion of digital/analog television signals onto an IPTV network stream 

P2P mechanism in IPTV should not preclude the use of client server mechanisms in IPTV

Editor’s note: Support for peer-to-peer services needs to be discussed.

The IPTV system shall provide navigation capability for appropriate IPTV content
	Approve comment and relocate corresponding requirements as proposed.
	These requirements are indeed IPTV service provider-specific, not content provider's.

	
	· Comment 8

The following sentence belongs to a new “Home Network” section

The IPTV system may accommodate content sharing between devices in the home network.
	Approve comment and either put this requirement into the current section 5.5.3 or reorganize section 5.4.1 into the following sub-sections: 

· "Core Network requirements"

· "Access Network Requirements"

· "Home Network Requirements"

…and put the corresponding requirement into the latter subsection (presumably numbered 5.4.1.3 in the current ToC).
	This requirement is indeed specific to home contexts.

	
	· Comment 9

Under 5.1.1.1 Content Format, add a new bullet:

The IPTV service should support various encapsulation types
	Approve comment and proceed accordingly (but the requirement is not internationalization-specific, hence the suggestion to introduce an "Encapsulation requirements" subsection where this requirement would fit.
	This is a basic yet perfectly relevant requirement.

	
	· Comment 10 

This level of details doesn’t belong in this document.  It’s proposed to remove the following req.

It is proposed that the channel switch time is about 2 seconds.

(Editors Note: No consensus was reached wrt the last sentence)
	Approve comment, but not for the same reason. Delete the corresponding text accordingly. Would suggest "zapping" instead of "switch".
	Maximum zapping times of 2 seconds expressed as a requirement is pointless without any further elaboration on the nature of the service (TV broadcasting, number of TV channels that can be accessed), the possible coexistence of several services, the level of quality that can be associated to each service, etc. The requirement should stay more generic, but may indicate reference value (for example, maximum zapping times should be measured in the range of few seconds). 

	#4 Reqs 5.1 & 5.2- Nadine (Reqs 5.1 - Daniel) Few comments are based on the comments provided by Nadine
	Clarify what "different" means based on comment 2 from Nadine
	Approve comment and elaborate on the list of terminal devices examples accordingly – mobile terminal (cell phone), TV set, PC.
	Elaboration by means of examples often help clarify the wording.

	
	Based on comment 3 from Nadine 

Comment: this req implies the same type of IPTV service (entertainment, information, and whatever) should be appropriate over wireless networks regardless of its access capability. In short, if a provider sends a HD IPTV service to mobile terminal, it is not feasible.

My suggestion:

REQ_Arch_05: The IPTV Architecture should provide the same type of IPTV service to mobile terminal taking its wireless access capability over wireless network where appropriate.
	Approve comment and reword the requirement accordingly, as per the following wording ("IPTV services should be delivered to any kind of IPTV-enabled terminal devices, whatever the underlying technologies and access network capabilities involved, and whether the end user is in motion or not.")
	IPTV services should be delivered to any kind of terminal devices, whatever the underlying technologies and access network capabilities involved, and whether the end user is in motion or not. This is actually a very basic yet strong requirement (

	
	Based on comment 4 from Nadine 

Comment: It seems a new requirement. So, I am leaning to the original requirement with a bit change.

My suggestion:

REQ_Arch_06: When operating over a mobile network, the IPTV service should be able to adapt to possible change in wireless network characteristics.
	Approve comment and adopt proposed wording, by introducing the word "dynamically" in the following sentence: When operating over a mobile network, the IPTV service should be able to dynamically adapt to possible change in wireless network characteristics.
	Requirement makes sense, considering experience in accessing services from mobile phones.

	
	The network can provide enough QOS for the user's service.

CHANGE TO:

The network should provide reasonable and acceptable QOS for the user's service.
	Approve the spirit of the comment, but use another wording: IPTV services must be delivered over networks that participate in providing the relevant level of quality associated to the range of IPTV services the end users may access and subscribe to. This level of quality may have (or should be) been negotiated then contractually defined between the customer and the service provider, by means of an IPTV service-specific Service Level Specification (SLS) that would include IPTV network-specific parameters, such as the one-way transit delay, the packet loss rate, etc.
	"Reasonable" and "acceptable" wordings sound a little bit too fuzzy. See a proposed elaboration in the left column.

	
	5.1.5.3 Mobile TV (IP Wireless access)

REQ_SERVICE_CONTROL_xx: mobile TV

The mobile TV is deployed in some areas and countries. There are some implementation ways for mobile TV, such as DVB-H, CDMA-1x. It is expected that mobile TV is realized through mobile IP and wireless access technologies.

[daniel] I don't think we need to spell out specific examples in above sentence such as DVB-H, CDMA-1x, etc...Also, mobile IP seems too much specific term from the IETF perspective. So, I'd use IP Mobility for further generalization.

CHANGE TO:

REQ_SERVICE_CONTROL_xx: Mobile TV

The Mobile TV is deployed in some areas and countries. There are some implementation ways for the Mobile TV. It is expected that Mobile TV is realized through IP Mobility and wireless access technologies.
	Approve comment and reword the requirement accordingly.
	Mobile IP is indeed a strong technical assumption at least from an IETF perspective, hence irrelevant within the context of a requirements document. Implementation options such as those mentioned in the initial requirement (DVB, CDMA) are not relevant either, as far as a *requirements* document is concerned.

	
	5.1.7 Relationship with other services and networks The IPTV system should provide capabilities for the interoperability between different IPTV networks. For instance, for roaming purpose, the IPTV service could be accessed by the customer wherever he might be.

[daniel] For further clarification in terms of roaming purpose, I'd add User Mobility into the sentence above.

CHANGE TO:

The IPTV system should provide capabilities for the interoperability and user mobility between different IPTV networks. For instance, for roaming purpose, the IPTV service could be accessed by the customer wherever he might be.
	Approve comment, but slightly modify the proposed rewording: "The IPTV system should provide capabilities for the interoperability and user mobility between different IPTV networks. For instance, [for roaming purpose] – propose deletion of the roaming wording, the IPTV service could be accessed by the customer wherever he might be and whether he's in motion or not, possibly depending on the roaming agreements that may have been defined between participating IPTV network operators."
	This relates to the generic comment and requirement about the ability for an IPTV service customer to access IPTV services any time, anywhere and with any device (see proposed response to comment #4 above, second row).

	#5 Req-5.2-Ghassem
	Comment 1

The reqs [IIF.ARCH.HOME.30] ( [IIF.ARCH.HOME.40] to be relocated under sub-clause dealing with home network and also revise them so they are generic and not architecture specific.
	Approve comment and suggest the reorganization of section 5.4.1 (see "proposed action" related to comment #3 – "Comment 8 bullet").
	The delivery of IPTV services in home networks deserves a specific section. The corresponding requirements are extracted from the ATIS document, which uses a specific terminology that needs to be expanded (HN, HNS, DN, DNGF, etc.), and which may be adopted by the IPTV FG. The home gateway (or DNGF, presumably) is requested to support a set of QoS and security capabilities that need to be validated by WG5 of the IPTV FG. As far as WG1 is concerned, requirements may be summarized by a wording like:

"The delivery of IPTV services in home environments will involve the home gateway that connects such environments to the network that will forward IPTV service-specific traffic, among others. This means in particular that such home gateways are expected to participate in the enforcement of the relevant IPTV service specific QoS and security policies, as defined by the IPTV service provider. Participating home gateways should therefore support a set of QoS (IPTV traffic identification and marking, policing and conditioning, etc.) and security (filtering, firewalling, AAA) capabilities accordingly.

	
	Comment 2

Under Channel switch, replace the following by the proposed req: 

The IPTV channel switch time is much more longer than the traditional TV channel switch time. If the channel switch time is long, it is easy to cause the customer dissatisfaction for IPTV service.

So it’s necessary to specify the reasonable channel switch time in IPTV service QoE to satisfy the customer’s service experience requirement.

It is proposed that the channel switch time is about 2 seconds.

(Editors Note: No consensus was reached wrt the last sentence)

<End: Needs to be discussed 12>

With

The IPTV service channel switch time should be short enough to satisfy the customer’s QoE requirements.
	Approve comment and see proposed action as a response to comment #3 – Comment 10 bullet.
	See argumentation related to comment #3 – Comment 10 bullet.

	
	Comment 3

Replace “needs to be discussed # 13” by the following: The IPTV service should support efficient navigation between different channels
	Reject comment unless elaboration is provided on efficiency, and why this requirement is service-specific rather than technology-specific (for example, navigation's efficiency may depend on the technical characteristics of a TV set).
	This is a QoS-specific requirement that may be technology-specific, and which implicitly refers to zapping considerations that are discussed in the previous comment.

	
	Comment 4

Rewording the “needs to be discussed #14” as follow:

The IPTV service should provide the capability to monitor video quality
	Approve comment and reword the requirement accordingly.
	Assessing the overall performance of an IPTV service is one of the very basic requirements.

	
	Comment 5

Remove the “needs to be discussed # 15” since it is included already as [IIF.ARCH.OPERATOR.27]
	Reject comment and provide elaboration on [IIF.ARCH.OPERATOR.27] accordingly: "The IPTV Architecture shall support the relevant mechanisms for IPTV traffic identification, classification and marking, policing and conditioning, scheduling and discarding."
	Assigning priorities as depicted in [IIF.ARCH.OPERATOR.27] is a different thing than traffic identification and classification. See RFC 3290, for example.

	
	Comment 6

It is not clear what the requirement under the “needs to be discussed # 16” : Load balance requirement

( reword or remove 


	Approve comment and reword the requirement accordingly: "The IPTV architecture shall provide mechanisms for dynamic IPTV traffic load balancing so as to dynamically accommodate with the network load and congestion conditions at any given time, so as to deliver the set of IPTV services to the end users with the relevant level of quality."
	Load balancing capabilities can be viewed as a technical option to address network-inferred congestion situations, but can also be viewed as a basic requirement of the QoS policy that needs to be enforced to deliver IPTV services with the required level of quality.

	#6 (Ghassem)
	Comment 1:

Contributor’s notes: 

Note 1: There are terms such as “Consumer”, “end-user” and “Customer” which are used in this sub-clause. Attempt should be made to identify their relationship and if they are meant to be representing one item, then only one term should be used.

Note 2: Two terms “personal video recorder (PVR)” and “personal digital recorder (PDR) are used to address the same device. Only one term should be used or it should be stated what the differences between the two are.

Note 3: Term “device” is used in the text which needs to be defined.
	Note 1: Approve comment and provide consistent definitions accordingly (in the Glossary document to be published by WG1). Suggest the following wording for customer and end user:

· Customer: A customer is a legal representative who has the (legal) ability to subscribe to a service offering.
· End user: An end user is an entity (a human being or a process, from a general perspective) who has been named by a subscriber and appropriately identified by a service provider, so that he might benefit from a service according to his associated rights and duties. An end user can be confused with a customer in the case of residential services.
Recommend to *not* refer to the notion of consumer (and delete the word accordingly, and replace it with "end user").

Note 2: Approve comment by defining the two notions accordingly. PDR can be viewed as an instance of PVR, which assumes digital storage capabilities. PVR would then be seen as a recording capability that can be solicited and operated by end users to record and store video and audio data. Suggest to keep two terms.

Note 3: Approve comment and elaborate on the kind of device whenever possible. Considering the title of the section, a device can be any of the following apparatus: TV set, Set Top Box, Remote control, home gateway, etc.
	

	
	Comment 2:

Under 5.5.x.1
End-user requirements for Linear/Broadcast TV (audio, video and data) Req section, replace “The consumer shall be able to” and  “the consumer will want to ”to “The IPTV architecture shall provide the consumer ability to” and did minor rewording of some requirements (mainly English Second Language speakers related, too many to be all reported here)
	Approve comment in principle, but replace "consumer" by "end user". Typo correction is approved.
	This is a WG1-edite requirements document that aims at elaborating on the (functional) expectations that should be met by an IPTV service offering. From this standpoint, it is recommended to avoid any wording that may suggest some speculation about end users' behaviors.

	
	Comment 3:

Make some titles as headers 

All the level of header # 4 ( does not change  our initial table of content (extra details only)
	Approve comment.
	For the sake of readability.

	
	Comment 4: 

Contributor’s note: The following bullet should be moved from here and be used to define different types of VoDs to be placed in clause 3

Distinction has to be made between solicited VoD content (requested by the consumer) and unsolicited content (pushed by the operator without user request, e.g. advertisement, new movie in line with user preferences)
	Approve comment and relocate the wording in the yet-to-be-published Glossary document. Also avoid the use of "consumer" (to be replaced by end user).
	This is a terminology issue that needs to be addressed in the glossary document.

	
	Comment 5:

Contributor’s note: Move the following two bullets to another related location

· 3rd parties or service/content providers can provide recommendations, content referencing and resolution of content potentially from many other providers.

· Service/content providers can force download "premium/PPV" content to the PDR system (i.e. Local VOD).
	Approve comment in principle, considering the title of the corresponding section. But these are not requirements per se. Contributors are encouraged to elaborate on such "requirements" and provide rewording accordingly. From an editorial standpoint, keep the yellow marking and discuss the relevancy of such wording in a requirements document.
	This requirement should deserve some elaboration.

	
	Comment 6:

Contributor’s note: Move the following two bullets to an appropriate location

· An advertiser will want to ensure that any replacement of advertising spots complies with national, regional advertising rules and regulations

· A provider of a premium service wants to ensure that the consumer is charged for content only after they have watched more than the “free element” of that content.
	Approve comment in principle, considering the title of the corresponding section. The first bullet doesn't seem to be strictly relevant to IPTV service design or operation requirements considerations, but rather suggests content owner/provider-specific issues. As for the second bullet, here's a proposed rewording: "Charging and billing capabilities of an IPTV service architecture should make sure that end users will be charged for content once the free viewing period (to be possibly proposed and configured by the content owner or provider) has expired." From an editorial standpoint, keep the yellow marking and discuss the relevancy of such wording in a requirements document.
	The first bullet doesn't seem to be strictly relevant to IPTV service design and operations considerations, as it stands. It is rather worded as a content owner/provider issue. As for the second bullet, the notion of "premium" service should deserve some elaboration (why should this "requirement" be restricted to premium services only?), while the requirement itself should be reworded as proposed in the left column.

	
	Comment 7:

Contributor’s note: Move the following bullet to an appropriate location

· A broadcaster will want to prevent a competitor from substituting elements of their content with competing content
	Approve comment and relocate the requirement in section 5.3 (presumably the current section 5.3.2).
	This requirement is about content integrity and protection. Besides, it is suggested that this requirement could be reworded as follows: "IPTV service providers must make sure that any content to be forwarded to end user is rightfully preserved (integrity) and protected from any kind of (malicious) attack, within the strict respect of legal constraints."

	
	Comment 8:

Contributor’s note: Move the following bullet to an appropriate location

· Broadcasters, content producers and 3rd party metadata providers will all want to be able to provide information about content in a way that can be identified by the consumer as to its source and protected from alteration by others in the value chain
	Approve comment and relocate the requirement in section 5.3 (presumably the current section 5.3.2).
	This requirement is about content protection and presumably DRM considerations. It could be reworded as follows: "Information about contents, such as owner's identification, copyright, etc. must be provided by the relevant actors of the value chain, including (but not necessarily limited to) content owners and providers, IPTV service providers and 3rd party metadata providers."

	
	Comment 9:

Contributor’s note: Move the following bullet to an appropriate location

· An advertiser who has paid a premium price for a spot in a pod will wish to ensure they are the only people capable of changing it.
	Approve comment and relocate the requirement in section 5.3 (presumably the current section 5.3.2, or 5.3.3).
	This is another context of content protection, whereas the content is owned by a specific actor who happens to be an advertising company. Shall we make a more generic requirement about content protection, such as: "Any content to be accessed by a community of end users must be adequately protected for the sake of its integrity and within the strict respect of the rules and laws to be enforced where the IPTV service offering is to be designed, deployed and operated."? Then this generic requirement could be accompanied by corresponding use cases, such as the one mentioned in this comment.

	
	Comment 10:

Contributor’s note: Move the following two bullets to an appropriate location

· An advertiser will want to ensure that commercials for similar brands are not shown close to their own spots.

· Where national compliance rules for the showing of commercials apply, these rules should over-ride any other targeting rules
	Approve comment in principle, but the so-called requirements don't seem to be strictly IPTV service-specific and/or should deserve some elaboration (second "requirement" suggests the notion of "targeting rules", which are yet-to-be defined). Keep the yellow marks and pursue discussion.
	This requirement should deserve some elaboration.

	
	Comment 11:

Contributor’s note: Move the following bullet to an appropriate location.

· An advertiser will want to ensure their commercials are only seen in areas where their products or services are available.
	Approve comment. Requirement to be possibly relocated into current section 5.6.7, but the motivation can be questioned: why wouldn't an advertised want to expand its scope in regions where there is precisely a need to advertise its products, or where he wants to sell its products?
	This requirement should deserve some elaboration, as well as some possible rewording such as: "Contents to be advertised within the context of the deployment, the design and the operation of an IPTV service offering may need to take care of end users' profiles (including their areas of interest) and locations, so that the advertisement addresses the right target audience."

	
	Comment 12:

Contributor’s note: Move the following five bullets to an appropriate location

· Advertisers and broadcasters will, on replay of recorded content, want to replace interstitial material with more relevant interstitials based on parameters such as time of viewing, environmental triggers (such as weather, season etc.) and number of times seen.

· Broadcasters, advertisers and service operators will want demographic data (un-attributable, or, with permission, attributable) to be returned from the consumers device.

· An advertiser will want to replace expired content with the latest content without having to keep track of the content items that have already been distributed.

· Advertisers will want to ensure their commercials are only seen by the appropriate audience. Where, for instance, a minor is replaying content, a commercial for an alcoholic beverage should be skipped

· A broadcaster will want to sell the interstitial placement in their content based on live or recorded viewing, replacing interstitials based on flexible business rules
	Approve comment, and relocate the requirements in section 5.6.7, by default.
	These requirements relate to content delivery as a function of the end users' profiles and possibly locations.

	
	Comment 13:

Delete the following req “The reception of regulatory information services shall trigger mechanisms to draw the customer attention.” 

Rationale: The following req covers its intent 

ER for Regulatory Information services

· The customer shall be able to be notified and receive regulatory information services (unassociated with TV channels) whenever his terminal is active (e.g. displaying an EPG or a TV channel).
	Reject comment.
	Section 5.5.x.6 as it stands elaborates well beyond regulatory considerations as expressed by the last bullet of the previous section.

	
	Comment 14:

5.5.x.6
End-user Requirements for Service Information

Contributor’s note: Needs to define what service information is
	Approve comment, but would rather suggest elaboration rather than definition, that is provide examples of what service-specific information is (e.g. parental guidance for a corresponding content, etc.)
	"Service information" is a very generic notion that requires examples of such information at the very least for the sake of the document's readability.

	
	Comment 15:

ER for unassociated Information Services

Contributor’s note: Needs to define what unassociated information service is
	Reject comment.
	Elaboration is provided in the following bullets (beginning of current page 40 of the document).

	
	Comment 16:

ER for associated Information Services

Contributor’s note: Needs to define what associated information service is
	Reject comment.
	Elaboration is provided in the following bullets (page 40 of the document).

	#7 Daniel
	Comment 1:

REQ_END_SYSTEM_03: provide Terminal Management requirement for IPTV

The IPTV content may have several versions of the content to be selected according to the resolution of the display of the IPTV receiver

[daniel] *the resolution of the display* seems too small scope. 

SUGGESTION:

The IPTV content should have several versions of the content to be selected according to the capability of the IPTV receiver.
	Approve comment, with a slight rewording: "The IPTV content should be delivered in several yet optional versions to be selected according to the capabilities of the IPTV receiver (e.g. access rate, resolution, supported formats, etc.)"
	It's not only a matter of screen resolution, but also a matter of content format, access rate, etc.

	
	Comment 2:

[daniel] more clarification and harmonization regarding the remains.

SUGGESTION:

The IPTV system may use the bandwidth related information to determine the appropriate content coding means to deliver the content.

The IPTV receiver may be able to indicate to the IPTV system the available bandwidth information
	Approve comment and reword the requirement accordingly.
	Dynamic adaptive encoding capabilities need to be supported. Decisions to be made by the source could indeed by influenced by the notification capabilities of the end system (namely the IPTV receiver) about the access rate capabilities and how they evolve as they need to be shared with other services, for example.

	
	Comment 3:

REQ_END_System_xx:IPTV Terminal Requirements

3. Video requirements

The IPTV terminal should support either SD or HD decode.

[daniel] too much strict.

SUGGESTION:

The IPTV terminal should support suitable decode available to the terminal's capability.
	Approve comment and reword the requirement accordingly. Propose a slightly different rewording: "The IPTV-enabled terminal should support a set of relevant decoding capabilities (such as (but not necessarily limited to)  SD and HD)."
	The SD and HD restriction is too strict.

	#8 Christian (Bertin)
	Comment 1:

Change the section title to be in line with WG 6 title
	Approve comment.
	Since WG6 has validated its own requirements and because WG1 requirements document is supposed to compile all the WG-specific requirements that have been consolidated by the different WGs, it is proposed that WG1 aligns with WG6.

	
	Comment 2:

Reword or delete this req:

Should provide the middleware transparency for IPTV service 
	Approve comment, but consider the rewording option only.
	The requirement makes sense, but deserves elaboration about the notion of "transparency". Shall we read: "Whatever the middleware technology to be solicited for content formatting and distribution, the IPTV service must be able to deliver the corresponding content to the end user with the relevant levels of quality and security."?

	
	Comment 3:

Req: “Provide navigation capability across IPTV contents.” To be moved to "Content Discovery" section
	Approve comment and relocate the requirement in the corresponding yet current section 5.6.6.
	

	
	Comment 4:

Req: “Consider in home content sharing remotely” Also to be added to "Architecture req"  "Security" "end systems" sections
	Approve comment, but the requirement deserves some elaboration to make sure it will be located in the appropriate section. Requirements should not be repeated in different sections.
	What does this requirement mean? That in-house contents could be made accessible to the outside world, such as personal web broadcasting services?

	
	Comment 5:

Remove this req: The content protection mechanisms should be provided to content providers to integrate the digital copyright management with content. 

Rationale: Out of scope. Copyright management is under the responsibility of the service provider under contract with the content providers.
	Approve comment and delete requirement accordingly.
	The requirement is not relevant to this section, but should find a place in current section 5.3.2.

	
	Comment 6:

Req: “The content management should be provided to content providers, include uploading content, deleting content or modifying the relevant attributes of content.” To be removed

Rational: Out of scope. Modifications are under the responsibility of the service provider following content provider requests.
	Approve comment but relocate requirement, presumably in section 5.6.7.
	Content modifications *may* be placed under the service provider's responsibilities, but they may also be completely handled by the content owner, or the content provider, depending on the nature of the modification. The role of the IPTV service provider could stick to forwarding the contents to the entitled end users. And such content management capabilities may have an impact on the way IPTV services are designed, e.g. content modification may dynamically generate a notification to be displayed to the end user, through an updated EPG.

	
	Comment 7:

The statistic data of using frequency of content should be provided to content providers. To be grouped with "Charging" requirements from "Arch req " section but where
	Reject comment, but this clearly encourages a reorganization of the document, whereas requirements could be classified according to a functional taxonomy: "Architectural considerations, QoS considerations, security considerations and management (as per the FCAPS approach) considerations. The requirement would then be relocated in the latter, under the Accounting specific management functional area. Discussion will be pursued based upon further contributions, including those that will discuss the overall organization of the document.
	This kind of information may not be restricted to charging purposes: it can be seen as a means to assess the popularity of a program, for example (think about the late MSNIP (Multicast Source of Notification Interest Protocol) that was elaborated by the IETF).

	
	Comment 8:

Relocate this req:

“IPTV applications shall support copy protection and authentication in terminal [OpenCable].” To be moved to "security" section 
	Approve comment, assuming that any reference to OpenCable will be deleted in the document, and that the requirement is reworded as follows: "IPTV applications shall support copy protection and authentication."

	This requirement belongs to section 5.3., by definition.

	
	Comment 9:

Relocate this req:

IPTV application shall store the various certificates and any associated private/public keys in terminal [OpenCable]. To be moved to "security" section
	Approve comment. It's been agreed that the corresponding requirement will be deleted.
	This requirement belongs to section 5.3., by definition.

	
	Comment 10:

The following reqs to be relocated under "end systems"

IPTV middleware shall be capable of performing self-diagnosis information such as power status, boot status, memory allocation, software version, middleware version, network address, and network status [OpenCable].

IPTV application can support device management information to the service provider or the network provider [OpenCable]. 

IPTV application can support the download of software based on transport protocols and security systems [OpenCable].
	Approve comment.
	This requirement belongs to section 5.5.2., presumably. Some of these requirements could be reworded, such as: "IPTV end systems should support management capabilities, so that FCAPS-related information can be accessed and possibly retrieved by a (set of) management system(s), including the NMS operated by the IPTV service provider."

	
	Comment 11:

Delete "definition" from the title and move the section title at the beginning of 5.6
	Approve comment.
	This comment aligns with the Glossary document proposal and is consistent with the current organization of the document.

	
	Comment 12:

Under the section: Enhanced EPG, Channel and Menu Processing, the author reported having difficulty to sort out requirements between this section and "content discovery" section.

Maybe better to keep here only general requirements for "applications" including the EPG.
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 13:

The IPTV Architecture shall provide the ability to search for available content. [IIF.ARCH.CONTEXT.23] to be moved to "Content discovery" section
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 14:

The IPTV Architecture shall have the capability to provide information about the content available to the end user.[ IIF.ARCH.CONTEXT.24] to be moved to "Content discovery" section
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 15:

The IPTV Architecture shall provide a network based capability for the consumer to select the content to be delivered. [IIF.ARCH.CONTEXT.25], to be moved to "metadata" section
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 16:

The IPTV Architecture should provide a UI for a smooth transition between gaming and other device functionality, to promote a good gaming experience. [IIF.ARCH.SERVICE.33] to be moved to "middleware" section
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 17:

The IPTV Architecture shall support mechanisms for the consumer to log advertisement information of interest. [IIF.ARCH.SERVICE.51] to be moved to "middleware" or "application" section
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin ("application" section).
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 18:

The IPTV Architecture shall define a linkage mechanism for all services (e.g., channels) to locate their respective stream details (e.g., source, addressability). [IIF.ARCH.SERVICE.54] to be moved to "metadata" section
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 19:

The IPTV Architecture shall provide the mechanism to make available the description of the programming events on each channel. [IIF.ARCH.SERVICE.55] to be moved to "content delivery" section but the description itself is for "metadata" section
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 20:

The IPTV Architecture shall provide the mechanism to make available a detailed description of specific programming events. [IIF.ARCH.SERVICE.56] to be moved to "content delivery" section but the detailed description itself is for "metadata" section
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 21:

The IPTV Architecture shall provide a means to present the ITF with the time of day reference. [IIF.ARCH.SERVICE.57] to be moved to "middleware" or "application" section
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 22:

The IPTV Architecture shall specify a standard metadata format between service providers and the ITF for the IPG. [IIF.ARCH.SERVICE.58] to be moved to "metadata" section
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 23:

The IPTV Architecture shall support both the push and pull model for the delivery of the IPG service. [IIF.ARCH.OPERATOR.01] to be moved to "content delivery" section
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 24: DBM section to be removed.


	Approve comment.
	Why dedicate a DBM-specific section to discuss middleware requirements?

	
	The header Comment 25: 

Audio and Video coding

to be replaced by "Content coding"

Comment 26: Req rewording:

UCC support: EPG should provide some interface to make UCC (what is it?)
	Approve comment and reword section's title and requirement accordingly.
	The proposed rewording of the title's section better reflects the fact that this section doesn't make any specific assumption about the nature of the content to be encoded. As for the UCC requirement, there is indeed a need for elaboration.

	
	Comment 27:

This req [IIF.ARCH.CONTENT.06] to be moved to "content delivery" section
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 28:

[IIF.ARCH.HOME.49] to be moved to "end systems" section
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 29:

<C-189> Requirement of H.264 stream for encapsulation of MPEG-2 TS To be considered in "content coding" section
	Reject comment.
	This is a too strong requirement, which implicitly mandates the use of H264 for encoding MPEG2-TS flows. Other optional encoding schemes could be considered, hence the proposal for a more liberal requirement like: "Any relevant encoding scheme should be considered by the IPTV service offering to make sure it gracefully accommodates with the QoS and security requirements that may have been expressed by and negotiated with the end user and/ro the content owner/provider.

	
	Comment 30:

[IIF.ARCH.CONTENT.02] to be moved to "end systems" section
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 31: Reword this req [IIF.ARCH.CONTENT.03]

The IPTV Architecture shall provide the service provider with the capability of creating or amending the metadata associated with a particular content. 
	Approve comment and reword the requirement as proposed by C. Bertin, but with a slightly different wording: "The IPTV Architecture should be able to provide the service provider with the capability of creating or amending the metadata associated with a particular content."
	The service provider might indeed be responsible for creating or amending content-specific metadata (case of France Telecom, for example).

	
	Comment 32:

Few rewording: The IPTV metadata schema for EPG service shall allow to instead of need… in few requirements
	Partially approve for grammatical reasons. "Schema" is OK, while "shall allow" should be replaced by "shall support" followed by the relevant noun.
	The comment elaborates on the requirement, for the sake of readability.

	
	Comment 33:

The IPTV Architecture shall provide mechanisms to enable the application of appropriate DRM on content. [IIF.ARCH.OPERATOR.08] to be moved to "security" section
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 34:

To be replaced in the "Content delivery" section by the following requirements:

The IPTV Architecture shall provide mechanisms for the unicast delivery of contents.

The IPTV Architecture shall provide mechanisms for the multicast delivery of contents.

The IPTV Architecture shall provide mechanisms for content downloading.

The IPTV Architecture shall provide mechanisms for the service provider to push contents to the end-user receiver.
	Approve comment and relocate detailed requirements as proposed by C. Bertin
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 35: Remove these headers

5.6.7.2 Unicast & Multi-cast streaming

5.6.7.3 Peer to Peer delivery

5.6.7.4 Non-streamed delivery

Rationale: To be removed because there are now included in one of the previously added requirement
	Approve comment.
	For the sake of the overall document's organization's consistency and readability.

	
	Comment 36:

Add a section 5.6. Middleware, Application and Content Platforms to include the middleware requirements from contributions submitted in the previous meeting in July in Geneva. 
	Approve comment.
	Since WG6 has validated its own requirements and because WG1 requirements document is supposed to compile all the WG-specific requirements that have been consolidated by the different WGs, it is proposed that WG1 aligns with WG6.

	#9 Andrea
	Comment 1:

Accessibility Requirements should go in section 5.6 I do not agree with this.
	Approve comment and create section 5.7.2 on "Emergency telecommunications". Proposed "Public interest" title for section 5.7 is approved, as well as the accessibility section 5.7.1.
	There is a need to discuss requirements that may influence the way IPTV services are designed, even though such requirements are not IPTV service-specific (such as emergency telecommunications), or related to the capabilities of the disabled people, as IPTV customers. Basically, all of Andrea's comments rightfully advocate the need for a specific accessibility section, as proposed (see left column).

	
	Comment 2:

There must be an entirely separate accessibility section, which crosses all of the different Working groups.  Accessibility crosses all borders or requirements from metadata to emergency services to middle ware and is applicable in, so far, four of the WG groups and is not just middleware. There needs to be a list.  It was agreed at the Busan meeting that this accessibility section could exist. Furthermore, it was agreed that it should be in the main body of the requirements document, where pertinent features that aide accessibility or where traditional accessibility features, like captioning, would be crossed referenced.
	Approve comment and create section 5.7.2 on "Emergency telecommunications". Proposed "Public interest" title for section 5.7 is approved, as well as the accessibility section 5.7.1.
	There is a need to discuss requirements that may influence the way IPTV services are designed, even though such requirements are not IPTV service-specific (such as emergency telecommunications), or related to the capabilities of the disabled people, as IPTV customers.

	
	Comment 3:

I was to do the wording in the first accessibility paragraph, which was interrupted due to lack of time.  Moving metadata out to a metadata section is fine, but accessibility needs to be explicitly in the list, as that section does not just deal with emergency services but also with program guides that need to be accessible to all.  Please refer to contribution 213 from the RNIB. 

To have separate and detailed Accessibility section with a "list" serves at least two functions. As Microsoft pointed out in the first FG meeting regulation is varied from country to country.  If you could produce a detailed charting of all the regulation requirements on accessibility in the world, you are better than I.  Having such a section is a safeguard not only for the people who need the accessibility feature but as a protection for implementers as well.  If you do not meet regulatory requirements in any country you cannot deploy. Therefore, the accessibility section needs to be separate section to be used as an informative guideline so that all the disabled (both permanent and temporarily through environmental causes), the elderly, the implementers and the regulators can see which elements have been covered.

To have separate and detailed Accessibility section with a "list" serves at least two functions. As Microsoft pointed out in the first FG meeting regulation is varied from country to country.  If you could produce a detailed charting of all the regulation requirements on accessibility in the world, you are better than I.  Having such a section is a safeguard not only for the people who need the accessibility feature but as a protection for implementers as well.  If you do not meet regulatory requirements in any country you cannot deploy. Therefore, the accessibility section needs to be separate section to be used as an informative guideline so that all the disabled (both permanent and temporarily through environmental causes), the elderly, the implementers and the regulators can see which elements have been covered. 

This was to clarify for all concerned that accessibility issues have to be met consistent with the regulatory requirements of each country, and would facilitate the implementer's job in meeting those varied regulatory requirements.
	Approve comment and create section 5.7.2 on "Emergency telecommunications". Proposed "Public interest" title for section 5.7 is approved, as well as the accessibility section 5.7.1.
	There is a need to discuss requirements that may influence the way IPTV services are designed, even though such requirements are not IPTV service-specific (such as emergency telecommunications), or related to the capabilities of the disabled people, as IPTV customers.

	
	Comment 4:

Section 5.1.1.3 MetaData should go in section 5.6

I do not agree with the mention of metadata being removed from accessibility list entirely. The wording in the list could be improved, with a reference to the finally decided section on metadata; however, the use of metadata is more than just for emergency services with accessibility. It certainly should be used for program guides, which need to be accessible as well.  Merely locating accessibility-related metadata in 5.6 is an over simplification.

In closing, I prefer to have the accessibility text be returned to its original location to reflect the spirit of the principles previously agreed within the ITU
	Approve comment and create section 5.7.2 on "Emergency telecommunications". Proposed "Public interest" title for section 5.7 is approved, as well as the accessibility section 5.7.1.
	There is a need to discuss requirements that may influence the way IPTV services are designed, even though such requirements are not IPTV service-specific (such as emergency telecommunications), or related to the capabilities of the disabled people, as IPTV customers.

	
	Comment 5: Proposed rewording of the accessibility section, as per Andrea's message dated 12/15, 22:57 CET.
	Approve comment and reword the section (5.7.1 in the proposed new organization) accordingly.
	The proposed wording rightfully elaborates on the accessibility-specific requirements.

	#10 – Christian
	Would suggest tabular forms to display requirements (see below) instead of bullets.
	Approve ( The proposal for a numbering scheme has been approved, based upon the "IPTV_Domain_Name_XYZ" formalism, but the display of requirements in tabular form needs to be discussed further.
	For the sake of the requirements readability.

	#11 - Omar
	Comment 1:

IIF.ARCH.CONTEXT.12 The IPTV Architecture shall allow the delivery of IPTV services with a defined Quality of Experience (QoE) for the IPTV consumer.

 < Defined QoE need to be clarified. Is this a zapping time for instance. If not suggest to put on living list until clarified>
	Approve comment, but would rather encourage contributions to the January meeting on the QoE topic rather than immediately store the requirement in the living list.
	QoE is one of the most important aspects of the (IPTV) service performance assessment.

	
	Comment 2:

The IPTV Architecture shall support Emergency Alert Service per the relevant national regulations -- e.g., ANSI J-STD-042-2002. [IIF.ARCH.SERVICE.36]

<Shouldn't this be using an ITU-T reference, ANSI reference may have a regional specificity>
	Approve comment and reword the requirement accordingly.
	No requirement should be country-specific.

	
	Comment 3:

The IPTV Architecture shall support IPTV service charging through various techniques such as prepay, post pay, advice of charge, and third party charging. [IIF.ARCH.OPERATOR.20]

<disagree, too narrow requirement. Ok if this is changed to SHOULD instead of SHALL>
	Reject comment since the initial requirement explicitly mentions a SHALL.
	See initial requirement's wording.

	
	Comment 4:

CONDITIONAL MANDATORY.  If the integration of IIF.ARCH.NETWORK.01 is implemented, it shall use the HSS, SLR, and related NGN functional components. [IIF.ARCH.NETWORK.02]

<There are implementations that use other directories for user profile but still want to integrate to an NGN framework, e.g. when HSS/HLR are not implemented. Suggest to add: GUP (Generic User Profile) and change Shall with should >
	Approve comment, with a suggested rewording: "The integration of IPTV services in IMS-based environments should rely upon any relevant  IMS-based NGN-specific capabilities, including (but not necessarily limited to) HSS/HLR and GUP."
	This is supposed to be a requirements document, not a compilation of technical guidelines for integrating IPTV services into IMS-based NGN environments.

	
	Comment 5:

CONDITIONAL MANDATORY.  If the QoS integration of IIF.ARCH.NETWORK.04 is implemented, it shall use the emerging NGN-RACF specification.  [IIF.ARCH.NETWORK.05]

<in contradiction with the non NGN and non IMS scenario which is part of our work as agreed in Pusan. DiffServ could still be used as another option. So suggest to add text clarifying this applies for the IMS and the NGN option>
	Approve comment, with the suggested rewording: "The integration of IPTV services into IMS-based environments should rely upon any relevant QoS capabilities, including (but not necessarily limited to) RAC-F and DiffServ capabilities."
	Technically, nothing prevents the combined use of RAC-F and DiffServ capabilities in an NGN environment.

	
	Comment 6:

The IPTV Architecture shall provide a mechanism that allows service signaling messages to be routed based on the capabilities of the end-user and/or the application servers available to provide services. [IIF.ARCH.NETWORK.07]

<not clear, please clarify or remove. Not sure this is requirement, this is becoming architecture>
	Approve comment but the requirement should be read as follows: "The IPTV Architecture shall provide a mechanism that allows service signaling messages to be routed based on the capabilities of the end-user device and/or the application servers available to provide services."
	This is a requirements document. From this perspective, the notion of routing signaling messages is already a design assumption.

	
	Comment 7:

The IPTV Architecture shall provide for the use of mechanisms for accounting and charging for both packet transport and service usage. [IIF.ARCH.NETWORK.10]

<Remove, we don't see packet accounting as a requirement>
	Reject comment. There is indeed a need for elaborating on what should be the contents of Call Detail records and other means for retrieving statistical information for charging and billing purposes, including network level information such as packet counting. Discussion to be pursued.
	This is a requirement that makes sense within the context of (IPTV) service and network management, as per the Accounting specific management functional area (SMFA), as defined by ISO.

	
	Comment 8:

The IPTV Architecture shall provide for the establishment of sessions as a means of maintaining associations between users and the applications they use. [IIF.ARCH.NETWORK.13]

<remove, or change shall to may/should. We have agreed to go for IMS option, NGN option and non NGN option. So this one is in contradiction with that agreement>
	Approve comment, but not necessarily for the same reason: it's primarily because it is not a requirement per se, but a design guideline. In legacy environment, this is the kind of design that is highly questionable.
	See left column.

	#12 – Eunhee
	<Begin: comment 11>

Requirement of network transparency on "service level"

<End: comment 11>

--> [Replace it with]  IPTV service across different operators shall be interoperable or portable.  IPTV system should negotiate the accessibility of transparent service on the basis of service profile.

<Begin: comment 24>

requirement of network transparency on "transmission level"

<End: comment 24>

--> [Replace it with] IPTV system should align protocol and signal to provide service continuity across different network or system. 

  Thus the system and networks sould provide the cases,

   - IPTV system should provide service roaming between different end systems. 

   - IPTV system should provide service control and content delivery of 3rd party provider.
	Comment 11:

Approve comment as it suggests elaboration, but the proposed wording needs to be reworked. Maybe something like: "The IPTV architecture must allow the seamless design, deployment and operation of IPTV services across distinct operators' domains."

Comment 24:

Approve comment since it provides relevant elaboration, but the proposed wording needs to be reworked. Something like: "The design, deployment and operation of IPTV services across several yet distinct operators' domains must rely upon the activation of fully interoperable link layer, network layer, transport layer protocols for seamless service continuity purposes."
	Notions of "service level" and "transmission level" are technically weak and deserve elaboration.


Proposed tabular form for displaying requirements in the document:

	Requirement ID
	Description

	IPTV_FG_Domain_Name_ID, for example:

IPTV_FG_QOS_123
	


ANNEX B 
Table of Consolidated Comments and Related Proposed Actions for the Edition of the Architecture Document
	Section No.
	Reference
	Comments
	Action
	Argumentation

	5
	Comment#1 (H. Imanaka, Dec. 13):
	“Figure TBD” in the following texts should be replaced with “Figure 1.”
	Reject comment, no change. It's been proposed to defer the decision until comments #2 and #3 are addressed.

Comment was finally rejected
	Applies to the same text as the next, but references the SG13 picture, which is less appropriate.

	
	Comment#2 (Nadine, Dec. 06)
	TBD should be replaced with Figure 9
	Approve comment and replace text in section 5.1 Proposal from TSB is to move text of section 1 to section 6. Proposal from Ghassem is to keep the TBD figure and encourage contributions for the January meeting. 

Comment was finally rejected.
	Indeed Fig 9 represents IMS-based IPTV architecture

	
	Comment#3 (Nadine, Dec. 06)
	TBD should be replaced with Figure 7
	Approve comment and replace text in section 5.2 Proposal from Ghassem is to keep the TBD figure and encourage contributions for the January meeting.

Comment was finally rejected
	Fig 7 represents Non-IMS-NGN-based IPTV architecture

	
	Comment#4 (Nadine, Dec. 06)
	This section should refer to Figure 6
	Approve comment and replace text in section 5.3. Concerns about the text in the introductory section 5, since it's already provided in section 8 and its subsections. The proposed action suggests to add "as described in figure 6" at the end of the sentence. NTT disagrees with the proposed action. NTT doesn't want to reference the figures. It's been suggested to add some additional text before discussing references to figures. Ghassem supports this proposal and encourages participants to submit contriobutions.

Comment was finally rejected
	Fig 6 represents Non-NGN-based IPTV architecture

	6
	Comment#5 (Weikai, Dec. 08)
	Figure-1 should be replaced by the revised one in the attached ppt ( Figure 1.ppt  in the Email) , consequently the Editor’s Note below should be deleted.
	Approve comment and replace text in section 6
	Figure taken from ?

	
	Comment#6 (H. Imanaka, Dec. 13)
	Figure 1 is shown NGN architecture but is not the latest one. This should be replaced with the Figure 8 from Y.2012.  And, the editor’s note should be reflected.
	Implemented by previous resolution
	

	7
	Comment#7 (H. Imanaka, Dec. 13)
	This editor’s note should be removed because this note describes the agreement only.
	Approve comment and remove editor’s note in section 7. As per NTT, only the first note should be removed. Ghassem indicated has already been removed as per the latest version of the document.
	The editor’s note simply describes what has been done. It has a minor value in tracking.

	
	Comment#8 (Nadine, Dec. 06)
	The vertical lines need to be labelled with a number or a letter for later reference.
	Approve comment and add letters (A, B, C) as identification for the vertical lines in figure 2. There may be confusion between letters of figure 2 and letters of figure 3. Proposal from Julien is to differentiate characters by means of capital letters. Suggestion is to use Ix numbering (I standing for Interface). Ghassem suggests Rx  (R1, R2, R3) wording, because it's unclear whether these are actual interfaces between domains identified in figure 2. NTT pointed out that there are no exact definitions of the vertical lines of figure 2, but the diagram may be removed in the future.
	The diagram was lifted from an IIF document describing “domains”. It is not clear that the vertical lines are actually reference points. But labels for future reference do not harm. 

	8.1.1
	Comment#9 (Nadine, Dec. 09)


	This figure fits better after Fig 9.
	Reject comment, no change. The diagram may not be the most appropriate, but it is adequately located.
	Fig 9 & 10 deal with the IMS-based architecture while this figure is more general, it is proper for a high-level diagram

	
	Comment#10 (H. Imanaka, Dec. 13)
	The reference points (in Figure 3) between System Management and Security and others are needed.
	Approve comment and add reference points in figure 3. Arrows have been added in the figure, but no letters. The diagram is left as it is, with no letters, but elaboration on the meaning of these arrows will be provided through additional contributions.
	Indeed there are no such reference points in the diagram

	
	Comment#11 (Nadine, Dec. 09)
	Remove the following bullet here and the reference on Fig 3 above since CA is already implied in C
	Approve comment and remove bullet G in section 8.1.1 and arrow G in figure 3. Nadine asked whether C interface includes conditional access. In IPTV environment, DRM also includes conditional access. NTT has a concern with the deletion of bullet "G". There is no sufficient clarity about what G actually implies compared to C (rights management). N. Guillaume asked why C is not between IPTV control and ES rather than between content provision and ES, because it would make life easier. Discussion will be pursued during the January meeting, based upon additional contributions.

Comment was finally rejected
	It is not clear that Conditional Access is being realized by the IPTV control 

	
	Comment#12 (H. Imanaka, Dec. 13)

	 (1) The term “sub-system” is not suitable because we did not define the term.  Also, the “main system” was not defines.  So, I propose to use the term “functional block” instead of “sub-system.”

(2) The document describes only the “content delivery” functional block. There exist five functional blocks, such as content provision, IPTV control, content delivery, end system and system management and security.  The functional architecture or functional entities in each functional block is needed.  Resolving this comment will be expected by the contributions in the next FG-IPTV meeting, but not e-meeting.

(3) The detailed functional entities should be described.  And they should be aligned with Y.2012 in the case of NGN-based approaches.  Resolving this comment will be expected by the contributions in the next FG-IPTV meeting, but not e-meeting.
	Defer, no change

Approve comment, no change

Approve comment, no change. 
There was approval during the meeting that all functional blocks should be described, and that this should be addressed with further contributions.

Alignment of terminology between the different parts of the document, but also with external documents such as Y.2012 is also understood as necessary.
	The term is only used in diagrams that are being revised. Mentioning System and Sub-system is harmless and fairly obvious. We may change that when we decide on terminology

It’s true, some blocks are missing

Alignment with different documents of different bodies will be needed.

	
	Comment#13 (Nadine, Dec. 09)
	（Figure 4）Need to discuss the difference between the two control boxes labeled “IPTV Control” on top and “Control” at the bottom inside above Figure.
	To be discussed. There is a need for clarification of the "control" blocks of the figure. It is also proposed to include an additional editor's note on this subject reading as follows : “Need to discuss the difference between the two control boxes labelled “IPTV Control” on top and “Control” at the bottom inside above Figure”
	No actual proposal provided

	8.1.2
	Comment#14 (Nadine, Dec. 09)
	Fig 5 below should be re-labelled to say  “IMS-based and Non-IMS IPTV within a NGN Framework”
	Reject comment, no change
	While it is what the diagram describes, the intent was to show a converged architecture between the different approaches. Some labels are in contradiction and are dealt with in comment 16

	
	Comment#15 (Meng JianTing, Dec. 13)
	Since it (Figure 5) is a high level architecture, the IPTV Terminal and the Customer Transport should be merged into one block which could be named with IPTV End System.
	Reject comment, no change. Nadine suggests an additional box that would merge the two blocks, and which would be called "home network". An editor's note will be added reading as follows “request further elaboration on the structure of the UE”
	Benefit of modifying the diagram in this direction is not clear. Those diagrams are likely to be changed more radically for clarification purposes.

	
	Comment#16 (H. Imanaka, Dec. 13)

	Figure 5 should show the converged architecture. This means that Figure 5 includes non-NGN-based solution.  So, I propose the following changes:

(1) The term “NGN Service Orientated Sub-system” should be changed with “IPTV Service Control Layer.” 

(2) The term “NGN IP Control Sub-System” should be changed with “Transport Control Layer.”

(3) The term “NGN Core Transport” should be changed with “Core Transport.”

(4) The term “NGN Access Transport” should be changed with “Access Transport.”
	Approve comment and replace labels in figure 5. BT's concern is that some blocks of the diagram are NGN-specific. Suggestion is to use an identification scheme that would indicate whether NGN-specific capabilities are used or not, depending whether this is to be considered in NGN or legacy environments. Diagram should be relabelled as per the initial figure, but change the title of the figure.

Comment was finally rejected against proposal

Add an editor’s note reading as follows Add  ”Need more text to illustrate the convergence between the different architectures”


	This better conveys the “common picture” intent that caused this picture to be included before the other particular cases.

Caption should be changed as “converged application” is unclear.

	8.2
	Comment#17 (Nadine, Dec. 09)
	Fig 6 below should be re-labelled to ”Non-NGN Based IPTV Architecture”
	Approve comment and replace text in caption of figure 6
	

	8.3.1
	Comment#18 (Nadine, Dec. 13)
	Fig 7 below should be re-labeled to say ”Non-IMS Based IPTV Architecture within an NGN Framework”


	Approve comment and replace text in caption of figure 7
	

	
	Comment#19 (H. Imanaka, Dec. 14)
	：Figure 7 shows the NGN and non-IMS-based architecture. It is better to align with NGN terminologies defined by SG13.  So, I propose the following changes:

(1) The term “NGN Service Orientated Sub-system” should be changed with “Service Stratum.” 

(2) The term “NGN IP Control Sub-System” should be changed with “Transport Control Functions.”
(3) The term “NGN Core Transport” should be changed with “Core Transport.”
(4) The term “NGN Access Transport” should be changed with “Access Transport.”
(5) The term “Application Layer” should be changed with “Application or Application support functions.”
(6) The “IPTV Terminal” and “Customer Transport” should be covered by one box entitled “End user functions.”
	Approve comment and replace text in figure 7

Comment was finally rejected. Since this is a NGN diagram, it makes sense to comply with SG13 NGN terminology.

Reject comment, no change
	Changes are making the diagram somewhat more generic.

See argumentation above in 15

	8.3.2
	Comment#20 (H. Imanaka, Dec. 14)
	Figure 8 shows an example of NGN and non-IMS-based architecture. The terminologies used in the figure should be aligned with revised Figure 6.  So, I propose the following changes:

(1) The term “IPTV Component” should be changed with “IPTV Control.” 

(2) The term “CoD server” should be changed with “Streaming for VoD.”
(Note: The CoD means “Content on Demand.”  This is a service which delivers content, including Video, selected by user.)

(3) The term “UE” should be changed with “IPTV Terminal.”
(Note: The UE means “User Equipment.”  In general, UE includes TV set.)
(4) The term “SD&S server” should be changed with “IPTV Application.”
(Note: The SD&S means “Service Discovery and Selection.”  This includes EPG delivering functions.)

Because Figure 8 is based on NTT contribution, C-232, I am now planning to submit a contribution, which includes above changes, to future FG-IPTV meeting. So, I do not want to discuss these issues in e-meeting. But I am very happy if anyone makes any comments about this figure. 

It is better that terminologies used in this architecture document should be defined first and then the comments should be reflected with agreed terminologies.  So, I would like to propose to keep these comments in the architecture document as a note if no objection.

	Defer as comment author proposed to amend this diagram with a future contribution

Add an editors note “The terminology may be changed, the terms in this diagram need to be aligned with the other diagrams in the document, after the proper definitions have been agreed upon”


	Changes are making the diagram somewhat more generic.

	
	Comment#21 (Nadine, Dec. 13)
	Fig 9 below should be re-labeled to say ”IMS-Based IPTV Architecture within an NGN Framework”
	Approve comment and replace caption in figure 9
	This is effectively what there is in the diagram

	
	Comment#22 (H. Imanaka, Dec. 14)
	Figure 9 shows the NGN and IMS-based architecture. It is better to align with NGN terminologies defined by SG13.  So, I propose the following changes:

(1) The term “NGN Service Orientated Sub-system” should be changed with “Service Stratum.” 

(2) The term “NGN IP Control Sub-System” should be changed with “Transport Control Functions.”
(3) The term “NGN Core Transport” should be changed with “Core Transport.”
(4) The term “NGN Access Transport” should be changed with “Access Transport.”
(5) The term “Application Layer” should be changed with “Application or Application support functions.”
(6) The “IPTV Terminal” and “Customer Transport” should be covered by one box entitled “End user functions.”
	Approve comment and replace text in figure 9

This comment was finally rejected

Reject comment, no change
	Provides more genericity in diagram.

See argumentation in comment 15

	
	Comment#23 (H. Imanaka, Dec. 14)
	Figure 11 shows an example of NGN and IMS-based architecture. The terminologies used in the figure should be aligned with revised Figure 9.  So, I propose the following changes:

(1)  The term “CoD server” should be changed with “Streaming for VoD.”
(Note: The CoD means “Content on Demand.”  This is a service which delivers content, including Video, selected by user.)

(2) The term “UE” should be changed with “IPTV Terminal.”
(Note: The UE means “User Equipment.”  In general, UE includes TV set.)
(3) The term “SD&S server” should be changed with “IPTV Application.”
(Note: The SD&S means “Service Discovery and Selection.”  This includes EPG delivering functions.)

Because Figure 11 is based on NTT contribution, C-231, I am now planning to submit a contribution, which includes above changes, to future FG-IPTV meeting. So, I do not want to discuss these issues in e-meeting. But I am very happy if anyone makes any comments about this figure. 

It is better that terminologies used in this architecture document should be defined first and then the comments should be reflected with agreed terminologies.  So, I would like to propose to keep these comments in the architecture document as a note if no objection..
	Defer as comment author proposed to amend this diagram with a future contribution
Add an editors note “The terminology may be changed, the terms in this diagram need to be aligned with the other diagrams in the document, after the proper definitions have been agreed upon” 
	Provides more generality in diagram.
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